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From: Dixon, Rebecca
To: Moloney, Sinead
Subject: FW: Objection to New proposed South Windygoul development Tranent
Date: 01 November 2016 11:36:57

From: McCulloch, Kevin  
Sent: 28 October 2016 14:18
To: Environment Reception
Subject: Objection to New proposed South Windygoul development Tranent

Hi,
I refer to your application for a new housing development to be built at South Windygoul in
Tranent and would like to make an objection/raise points with regards to the following points –

traffic generation and road safety – this development will cause a large increase in the amount
of traffic coming in to Tranent and in to the windygoul area. Already there are delays upon
leaving Tranent in morning and returning in evenings during peak hours due to the volume of
traffic and given there is only really one main road coming in to the town. I note that the
entrance to the ‘new estate’ is to come off the Ormiston road but I would doubt very much
whether traffic will actually come out this road to enter the estate given that the high street is a
bottle neck of traffic and it is more likely that this traffic will come up the elphinstone road and
past windygoul school in to the new estate thus creating considerable through traffic past the
school and also adding to the bottleneck of traffic on the Edinburgh road and potentially the high
street should people choose to drive that way.
If more houses are to be built here then surely you need to build another road linking the town
with the A1 which avoids the Edinburgh road and the high street, if not, this is going to lead to
considerable traffic congestion coming in and out of the town at peak times and also generate
far more traffic going past what will become the largest school in the town (windygoul) and
putting children in danger.
The current road network is not adequate for the addition of so many more houses, and
arguably it is not adequate for the number of people living here already, never mind adding any
more.
The addition of so many more houses will lead to Tranent becoming gridlocked unless you
provide another access road to the south of the town which does not go via the Edinburgh road
or the high street.

development plan, visual appearance and loss of tress – I note there are two areas earmarked
for ‘high density housing’ as well as an extension to the school. I will object to these plans if any
of these developments are to be over 2 storeys high as you are already going to be digging up a
‘green barrier’ of trees between the existing estate and the new estate to accommodate an
extension of the school therefore the removal of all of these trees gives a full view across to the
proposed high density housing and school extension and if any of these developments are built
beyond 2 stories high it then gives a ‘concrete jungle’ effect and becomes an urban sprawl which
is not in keeping with a small town. People actually move out here to avoid higher rise buildings
and high density housing therefore I would argue that this is not in keeping with the town or the
local area to have buildings above 2 stories and for a whole line of trees to be removed with no
others planted in their place to separate the old estate and the new one.

Regards,
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Kevin McCulloch
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HolderPlanning 
Town Planning and Development Consultants 

Policy & Projects 
Development 
Partnerships and Services for Communities 
East Lothian Council 
John Muir House 
Haddington 
EH41 3HA 

1 November 2016 Our ref: FORT001 
Your ref:  

Dear Sirs 

REF: FORTH PORTS LTD, EAST LOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, REPRESENTATION TO 

PROPOSED PLAN. 

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Forth Ports Ltd in response to the East Lothian 

Proposed Local Development Plan. It provides a context for their response and brings together 

their submissions in respect of Section 1 and Section 4 of the Plan. 

Forth Ports are both the Statutory Harbour Authority and the Competent Harbour Authority for 

the Firth of Forth and perform a number of functions as prescribed by legislation (Forth Ports 

Authority Order Confirmation Act 1969) including overseeing of safety of navigation and licencing 

of all works below MHWS between the tidal limits inland and the mouth of the Firth. They own 

and operate a number of ports within the Firth of Forth, including the largest of the facilities at 

the Ports of Leith, Rosyth and Grangemouth. Forth Ports also operate the Forth and Tay 

Navigation Service which controls vessel movements on the Firths of Forth and Tay. 

Forth Ports Ltd recognises that the former Power Station is available for development and this 

representation seeks to ensure that future development is of an appropriate nature, taking into 

account the relevant provisions within the National Planning Framework, environmental and 

operational considerations. It specifically addresses matters related to port operations. 

Section 1 The National, Regional & Local Plan Policy Context 

The provisions of National Planning Framework 3 in relation to Cockenzie are recognised 

Paragraph 1.46 of the proposed Plan and broadly this is supported. In particular it notes,  

In relation to Cockenzie, the LDP is to …(ii) recognise its potential for renewable energy related 

development as well as (iii) its potential for energy related port development.” 
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However, NPF3’s support for energy related port development relates specifically to the marine 

renewable energy industry and not simply ‘port related development.’ The use of the phrase ‘port 

related development’ implies support a broader range of port operations. Paragraph 3.34 of NPF3 

states, 

“Major infrastructure investment will provide the marine renewable energy industry with 

upgraded and new-build port and harbour facilities…” 

Modification required: Paragraph 1.46 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows:  

“In relation to Cockenzie, the LDP is to …(ii) recognise its potential for renewable energy related 

development as well as (iii) its potential for marine renewable energy related port development.” 

Section 4 Our Infrastructure and Resources - Energy Generation and Transmission 

Paragraph 4.88 of the proposed Plan notes the opportunities for renewable energy-related 

investment contained within NPF3. The paragraph states,  

“While it [NPF3] safeguards the former Cockenzie Power Station site for future thermal power 

generation it notes that there may be opportunities for renewable energy-related investment and 

also there may be potential for port related development.” 

As stated above, NPF3’s support for port facilities specifically relates to the marine renewable 

energy industry and not port related development which implies support a broader range of port 

operations. The requirements of NPF3 needs to be accurately reflected. 

Modification required: Paragraph 4.88 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows: 

“While it [NPF3] safeguards the former Cockenzie Power Station site for future thermal power 

generation it notes that there may be opportunities for renewable energy-related investment and 

also there may be potential for marine renewable energy related port port related development.” 

Paragraph 4.96 of the proposed Plan makes reference to the provisions of NPF3 stating, 

“…it is noted in NPF3 as a location with potential for energy-related development and potentially 

for associated port-related development.” 

As previously stated, the requirements of NPF3 need to be accurately reflected.  

Modification required: Paragraph 4.96 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows: 

“…it is noted in NPF3 as a location with potential for energy-related development and potentially 

for associated marine renewable energy related port port related development.” 
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Environmental and Operational Considerations 

Notwithstanding the modifications sought, Forth Ports are firmly of the view that the 

development of port infrastructure at Cockenzie presents a number of environmental and 

operational challenges, as follows: 

Dredging – Deep water capabilities do not exist at Cockenzie, indeed Admiralty Chart ref: 0734 

notes that water of a suitable depth lies between ¼ and 2 nautical miles from the former Power 

Station (5m depth contour located at ¼ nautical miles and 10m depth contour located at 2 nautical 

miles). To create the deep water required to support marine renewable energy requirements 

there will be a need to undertake a significant capital dredge which will require ongoing 

maintenance. Both the initial capital and ongoing maintenance dredge will be a costly exercise. 

Ecologically, the necessary dredging will have the potential to create a significant impact on the 

existing Firth of Forth SPA and the proposed marine SPA - Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay 

Complex.   

Exposure – The site lies in a location which is exposed to poor weather conditions. 

Loading/unloading and other port related activities and especially those related to the movement 

of heavy items will be challenging and is likely to prove unattractive to potential operators.  

Existing port facilities – Forth Ports are firmly of the view that national and local government 

should fully recognise the port facilities that have already been developed and operate 

throughout Scotland, and fully consider the options to further expand these facilities rather than 

consider the development of new. Existing major facilities across Scotland have developed based 

on their geographical location/advantage close to their customers. In the most part they have 

capability to expand at a cost substantially lower than the cost of a new development and often 

with reduced implications in relation to the environmental and planning matters.  

I trust the foregoing clearly explains Forth Ports’ justification for the changes sought to the 

proposed LDP and will enable East Lothian Council to support the proposed modifications. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require further information or clarification. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Lesley McGrath 

Associate Director 

HolderPlanning 

 

 



Response ID ANON-ZMS3-3MJ4-B

Submitted to East Lothian Proposed Local Development Plan

Submitted on 2016-11-01 13:08:03

About You

1  What is your name?

First name:

Lesley

Surname:

McGrath

2  What is your email address?

Email address:

lesley.mcgrath@holderplanning.co.uk

3  Postal Address

Address:

5 South Charlotte Street

4  Please enter your postcode

Postcode:

EH2 4AN

5  Are you responding as (or on behalf of) a.....?

Other

6  What is your organisation and role (if applicable)?

Organisation:

Forth Ports Ltd

Your role:

Agent

7  Are you supporting the plan?

No

If Yes: Please inlcude your reasons for support:

Section 1 - Introduction (pages 1-10)

1a  Introduction - what modifications do you wish to see made to the Introduction of the proposed Plan?Please state all relevant paragraph

numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer. Your justification for this will be sought in the next question.

Modification(s) sought::

Modification required: Paragraph 1.46 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows:

“In relation to Cockenzie, the LDP is to …(ii) recognise its potential for renewable energy related development as well as (iii) its potential for marine renewable

energy related port development.”

1b  Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Introduction of the proposed Plan. State all

relevant paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s): 

Section 1 The National, Regional & Local Plan Policy Context 

The provisions of National Planning Framework 3 in relation to Cockenzie are recognised Paragraph 1.46 of the proposed Plan and broadly this is supported. In 

particular it notes, 

In relation to Cockenzie, the LDP is to …(ii) recognise its potential for renewable energy related development as well as (iii) its potential for energy related port 

development.”



However, NPF3’s support for energy related port development relates specifically to the marine renewable energy industry and not simply ‘port related

development.’ The use of the phrase ‘port related development’ implies support a broader range of port operations. Paragraph 3.34 of NPF3 states, 

“Major infrastructure investment will provide the marine renewable energy industry with upgraded and new-build port and harbour facilities…” 

Modification required: Paragraph 1.46 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows: 

“In relation to Cockenzie, the LDP is to …(ii) recognise its potential for renewable energy related development as well as (iii) its potential for marine renewable

energy related port development.”

Section 4 - Our Infrastructure & Resources (pages 88-117)

1a  Transportation- What modifications do you wish to see made to the Transportation section of the proposed Plan? Please state all

relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer. Your justification for this will be sought in the next

question.

Modifications(s) Sought:

1b  Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Transportation section of the proposed Plan.

State all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s) :

2a  Digital Communications Network - What modifications do you wish to see made to the Digital Communications Network section of the

proposed Plan? Please state all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer. Your justification

for this will be sought in the next question.

Modifications(s) Sought:

2b  Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Digital Communications Network of the

proposed Plan. State all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

3a  Other Infrastructure: Major Hazard Sites & Pipelines - What modifications do you wish to see made to the Other Infrastructure section

of the proposed Plan? Please state all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer. Your

justification for this will be sought in the next question.

Modifications(s) Sought:

3b  Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Other Infrastructure: Major Hazard Sites &

Pipelines section of the proposed Plan. State all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

4a  Energy Generation, Distribution & Transmission - What modifications do you wish to see made to the Energy Generation, Distribution &

Transmission section of the proposed Plan? Please state all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the

modification(s) refer. Your justification for this will be sought in the next question.

Modifications(s) Sought:

Modification required: Paragraph 4.88 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows:

“While it [NPF3] safeguards the former Cockenzie Power Station site for future thermal power generation it notes that there may be opportunities for renewable

energy-related investment and also there may be potential for marine renewable energy related port development.”

Modification required: Paragraph 4.96 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows:

“…it is noted in NPF3 as a location with potential for energy-related development and potentially for associated marine renewable energy related port

development.”

4b  Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Energy Generation, Distribution & Transmission

section of the proposed Plan. State all relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s): 

Section 4 Our Infrastructure and Resources - Energy Generation and Transmission 

 

Paragraph 4.88 of the proposed Plan notes the opportunities for renewable energy-related investment contained within NPF3. The paragraph states, 

“While it [NPF3] safeguards the former Cockenzie Power Station site for future thermal power generation it notes that there may be opportunities for renewable 

energy-related investment and also there may be potential for port related development.” 

As stated above, NPF3’s support for port facilities specifically relates to the marine renewable energy industry and not port related development which implies 

support a broader range of port operations. The requirements of NPF3 needs to be accurately reflected. 

Modification required: Paragraph 4.88 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows: 

“While it [NPF3] safeguards the former Cockenzie Power Station site for future thermal power generation it notes that there may be opportunities for renewable 

energy-related investment and also there may be potential for marine renewable energy related port development.”



Paragraph 4.96 of the proposed Plan makes reference to the provisions of NPF3 stating, 

“…it is noted in NPF3 as a location with potential for energy-related development and potentially for associated port-related development.” 

As previously stated, the requirements of NPF3 need to be accurately reflected. 

Modification required: Paragraph 4.96 should be amended to accurately reflect NPF3 as follows: 

“…it is noted in NPF3 as a location with potential for energy-related development and potentially for associated marine renewable energy related port

development.” 

 

Environmental and Operational Considerations 

 

Notwithstanding the modifications sought, Forth Ports are firmly of the view that the development of port infrastructure at Cockenzie presents a number of

environmental and operational challenges, as follows: 

Dredging – Deep water capabilities do not exist at Cockenzie, indeed Admiralty Chart ref: 0734 notes that water of a suitable depth lies between ¼ and 2 nautical

miles from the former Power Station (5m depth contour located at ¼ nautical miles and 10m depth contour located at 2 nautical miles). To create the deep water

required to support marine renewable energy requirements there will be a need to undertake a significant capital dredge which will require ongoing maintenance.

Both the initial capital and ongoing maintenance dredge will be a costly exercise. Ecologically, the necessary dredging will have the potential to create a

significant impact on the existing Firth of Forth SPA and the proposed marine SPA - Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex. 

Exposure – The site lies in a location which is exposed to poor weather conditions. Loading/unloading and other port related activities and especially those related

to the movement of heavy items will be challenging and is likely to prove unattractive to potential operators. 

Existing port facilities – Forth Ports are firmly of the view that national and local government should fully recognise the port facilities that have already been

developed and operate throughout Scotland, and fully consider the options to further expand these facilities rather than consider the development of new. Existing

major facilities across Scotland have developed based on their geographical location/advantage close to their customers. In the most part they have capability to

expand at a cost substantially lower than the cost of a new development and often with reduced implications in relation to the environmental and planning

matters.

5a  Waste - What modifications do you wish to see made to The Waste section of the proposed Plan? Please state all relevant policy and/or

paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer. Your justification for this will be sought in the next question.

Modifications(s) Sought:

5b   Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Waste section of the proposed Plan. State all

relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

6a  Minerals - What modifications do you wish to see made to the Minerals section of the proposed Plan? Please state all relevant policy

and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer. Your justification for this will be sought in the next question.

Modifications(s) Sought:

6b  Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Minerals section of the proposed Plan. State all

relevant policy and/or paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):



Dear Sir/Madam, 

East Lothian Council Proposed Local Development Plan 2016 – 
Representation on Behalf of Network Rail  

Thank you for publishing the Proposed Local Development Plan 2016. This 
representation sets out a comprehensive response to the Plan and should be read in 
its entirety as a letter initially. It uses the Council’s requisite headings below and sets 
out the views and comments.  

To assist the Council the sections have also been uploaded through the Council 
website under each separate heading, so it allows the Council to collate the 
information in relation to each topic area. 

About You 

Network Rail is the statutory undertaker responsible for maintaining and 
operating the country’s railway infrastructure and associated estate.  Network 
Rail owns, operates, maintains and develops the main rail network. This 
includes the railway tracks, stations, signalling systems, bridges, tunnels, level 
crossings and viaducts.  

The rail network provides a key contribution to the aims and objectives of the 
East Lothian Council Proposed LDP’s vision and spatial strategy. For 
objectives of sustainable development; sustainable modes of transport and 
improved rail connections to be realised, Network Rail will rely on Development 

Head of Planning 
East Lothian Council 
John Muir House 
Brewery park 
Haddington 
East Lothian 
EH41 3HA 

1st Floor, George House 
36 North Hanover Street 
Glasgow 
G1 2AD 

Neil Macdonald, Town Planner 
Sent by email to: ldp@eastlothian.gov.uk Mobile: 07850 405909 

Our Ref: Policy/East Lothian Council 
/Proposed Development Plan 
Representation 

E-Mail: neil.macdonald@networkrail.co.uk 

1st November 2016 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN  
Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 www.networkrail.co.uk
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Plan guidance and policy to assist with increasing the safety of the railway and 
the protection and enhancement of the infrastructure. 
 
To enable East Lothian Council achieve the vision of the LDP we strongly 
request that due consideration is given to the comments provided within this 
representation. 
 
Section 1 Introduction 

We would like to note that Network Rail broadly supports the Proposed LDP on the 
need for investment in infrastructure to support the City Region. Our comments 
endeavour to reinforce the policy framework set out in the SESplan Proposed 
Strategic Development Plan, which is also currently out for consultation, and to 
ensure that it accommodates reasonable foreseeable future demands on both 
existing and future railway infrastructure in the City Region.  

In summary, we are keen to seek continued support for safeguarding and improving 
the safety and capacity of the existing and future railway network in tandem with new 
development, and that where improvements are required, that they are considered at 
the right time as part of the planning for new development with appropriate strategic 
assessment and to feed in to and mitigate the infrastructure and capacity issues 
required.  

The Proposed LDP does recognise that by directing growth towards public transport 
corridors, that the provision of additional capacity or where required, improved 
facilities, the network will become constrained and will not be able to provide 
increased service. Accordingly Network Rail considers that the Proposed LDP 
requirement that development must be accountable for resultant requirements to 
railway infrastructure and facilities is welcomed. 
 
Given the proposed growth strategy and ambitions for East Lothian is closely related 
to the existing rail network with future development linked to existing railway demand 
and facilities around the station, there will be an increase in demand for rail service.  
This increased service provision may result in the requirement for upgraded rail 
infrastructure or to upgrade facilities at stations. 
 
The Proposed LDP sets out a clear strategic context for seeking developer 
contributions for required infrastructure enhancements or station improvements as a 
direct consequence of new development growth. Further detail on this and how it 
would be implemented and the scale would be welcomed. 
 
Network Rail should be clearly excluded from having to make developer 
contributions. As a Government organisation all our funding comes from the 
taxpayer.  

Level Crossings 

Development proposals affecting the safety of level crossings in East Lothian are 
an extremely important consideration for Network Rail and Transport Scotland and 
emerging planning policy should seek to address this. The impact from 
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development can and will often result in increases in pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic utlilising a crossing, which can in turn have impacts on safety, service 
provision and queues. 

As a result of increased patronage over crossings, Network Rail could be forced to 
reduce train line speed in direct correlation to the increase in vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic using a crossing. This would have severe consequences for the 
timetabling of trains and would also effectively frustrate any future train service 
improvements. This would be in direct conflict with Government aims and 
objectives of the LDP for improving rail service within East Lothian. 

We work with local councils to reduce level crossing risk and encourage planning 
authorities to co-operate in securing level crossing closures or improvements in 
connection with new developments. Only in exceptional circumstances will we 
permit new crossings to be introduced onto the network.   

The Proposed LDP site allocations must take cognisance of the impact of 
development proposals affecting level crossings. Transport assessment and 
developer contributions policy and supplementary guidance must ensure 
infrastructure risks are identified and mitigation secured i.e. level crossing upgrades; 
alternative crossings etc. 

Notification Zones 

We would request that the Proposed LDP provides a designated notification zone 
around all operational railway infrastructure within which any development 
application proposals would be notified to Network Rail and that this would also 
safeguard the future rail line improvements proposed. 

Section 2 A Spatial Strategy for East Lothian 
 

The Plan through paragraph 1.30 recognises that the rail network through East 
Lothian currently has limited capacity. Utilisation of the East Coast Main Line for 
intercity connections affects scheduling for local services on it as well as those from 
the North Berwick Branch Line. A study has confirmed the potential for another local 
service, but its introduction is dependent on the operation of the east coast rail 
franchise. In addition to the potential for improvements of the East Coast Main Line, 
including a four track section, any confirmed longer term vision for high speed rail on 
other lines may release additional capacity on the East Coast Main Line. Currently, 
six rail stations are located on the main line at Musselburgh, Wallyford, Prestonpans, 
Longniddry, Drem and Dunbar, with North Berwick Station on the branch. There is 
potential for new stations at East Linton and Blindwells. A bid is being progressed by 
the Council to seek part funding from the Scottish Government to deliver a new 
station at East Linton. Notwithstanding this, local trains are often full at peak times 
and while more carriages would help the situation this will require the lengthening of 
station platforms (particularly in the west of the area) for longer trains as well as the 
expansion of station car parks. 

Paragraph 1.33 advises that East Lothian’s transport network and services are 
experiencing capacity issues which are compounded in the west by commuting travel 
patterns from the east causing issues ‘down line’ in the morning and afternoon peak 
times. These existing capacity issues have been caused by the cumulative impact of 
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population growth in, and commuting through and from, the area. It is the west of 
East Lothian that is best served by public transport and where there may be greatest 
potential for a modal shift to more sustainable modes of transport. Nonetheless, 
further impacts are anticipated from development planned in East Lothian and in 
areas around it, requiring the delivery of suitable mitigating interventions. 

Aims, Objectives & Outcomes 
Paragraph 1.61 sets out the aims and objectives of the LDP, taking into account 
those Council Plan objectives that are directly relevant to land use planning. In 
addition, the references in brackets indicate which of the ELCPP Single Outcome 
Agreement outcomes the aim or objective supports. In relation to network rail the 
following objective is of relevance and importance: 

• To integrate land use and transport by selecting locations for new 
development that help to minimises the need to travel and that are well-served 
by a range of transport modes, particularly public transport and active travel 
opportunities, including the development of a multifunctional green network in 
the area, and to help reduce CO2 emissions; 

2.3 The spatial strategy is a compact one, as it focuses the majority of new 
development in the west of East Lothian. This is where the best opportunities are to 
locate new housing and economic development in the most accessible part of the 
area. Appropriate development sites that are or can be integrated with sustainable 
transport options are allocated. This is so new development will have good access via 
sustainable transport modes to existing or new employment locations or community 
facilities that are or will become available locally and regionally. 

The Plan through Paragraph 1.12 sets out the overarching principle of this Plan is 
that all development proposals should support sustainable development, including the 
reduction of carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions. The following broad 
principles have been followed when identifying sites for development. 

Comment: Network Rail has highlighted above what it sees as the key text from the 
Spatial Strategy as it relates to it. We support the Spatial Strategy and growth options 
and how it focuses on sustainable public transport in its locational characteristics and 
strategy. Rather than reiterate comments in this section on the Spatial Strategy we 
have advanced detailed comments in relation to the following sections of the LDP. 

Growing Our Communities  

Section 2a – Musselburgh Cluster Main Development Proposals (pages 15-26) 
5,300 homes for Mussleburgh proposed. Through paragraph 2.16 it advises land at 
Craighall is allocated for a significant mixed use development, including a new local 
centre. Land for employment will be focused around Queen Margaret University 
(QMU), a modified junction with the A1 and Musselburgh station: land is safeguarded 
to improve the station in recognition of the scale of development. The Craighall site is 
also nearby Newcraighall Station, Shawfair Station on the Borders Railway and the 
potential route of Tramline 3 as set out in the City of Edinburgh’s Second Proposed 
LDP. Employment land to the west of QMU is located in the middle of these assets 
and will be developed for uses that support the key sectors of learning, life sciences 
and food and drink that are clustering in the area. Land to the east of Millerhill 
Marshalling Yards is allocated for mixed use development. Land around Old Craighall 
Village and to the east of QMU is also allocated for homes. Paragraph 2.18 advises 
improvements are proposed at Musselburgh and Wallyford stations, including car 
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park expansions and platform lengthening. Detailed policies in relation to individual 
sites is set out through Policies MH1 to MH16. 

Comment: Network Rail welcomes the detailed analysis and information on the 
development within the Musselburgh cluster and how it seeks to ameliorate this 
through improvements, which accord with our own strategy and proposals. The cross 
reference to and the detailed policies set out through the Transport section of the 
LDP and in particular the detailed policies on improvement works and contributions 
required are welcomed. This forms a sound and detailed basis and one which we 
support. 

Section 2b – Prestonpans/Cockenzie/Port Seton/Longniddry Cluster Main 
Development Proposals (pages 25-26) 
650 homes Prestonpans and the Infrastructure and Resources through paragraph 
2.53 advises improvements are proposed at Prestonpans and Longniddry stations, 
including car park expansions and platform lengthening. Detailed policies in relation 
to individual sites is set out through Policies PS1 to PS2. 

Comment: Network Rail welcomes the detailed analysis and information on the 
development within the cluster and how it seeks to ameliorate this through 
improvements, which accord with our own strategy and proposals. The cross 
reference to and the detailed policies set out through the Transport section of the 
LDP and in particular the detailed policies on improvement works and contributions 
required are welcomed. This forms a sound and detailed basis and one which we 
support.  

Section 2c – Blindwells Cluster Main Development Proposals (pages 28-30) 
1,600 homes Blindwells. Paragraph 2.67 sets out that opportunities for potential rail 
access into the site must be safeguarded as part of the development (PROP T13). 
Detailed policies in relation to individual sites is set out through Policies BW1 along 
with BW2 for a potential future expanded Blindwells development. 

Comment: Network Rail welcomes the detailed analysis and information on the 
development within the cluster. However, the extended Blindwells area will put 
pressure on use of the St Germain’s level crossing and Network Rail wish that this is 
closed as part of the proposal is absolutely essential to shut this dangerous and 
unwelcome level crossing. We would welcome the text on this section and within the 
Transport section of the LDP being revised to make this clear. 

The cross reference to and the detailed policies set out through the Transport section 
of the LDP and in particular the detailed policies on improvement works and 
contributions required are welcomed. This forms a sound and detailed basis and one 
which we support. 

Section 2d – Tranent Cluster Main Development Proposals (pages 31-32) 
There is no direct rail impact and Network Rail wishes to raise no comment. 

Section 2e – Haddington Cluster Main Development Proposals (pages 41-43) 
There is no direct rail impact and Network Rail wishes to raise no comment. 

Section 2f – Dunbar Cluster Main Development Proposals (pages 47-50) 
1,500 homes Dunbar with the Infrastructure and Resources with paragraph 2.133 
advising that at East Linton land is safeguarded for a new rail station and car park 
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expansions and platform improvements at Dunbar Station are supported. The 
provision of additional pedestrian and cycle access between the northern and 
southern parts of the town separated by the rail line will be required: the reopening  of 
an existing underpass will be required to the west of the town in association with 
development at Hallhill North; a new foot and cycle path shall be provided through the 
Spott Road employment site in association with development at Newtonlees. Detailed 
policies in relation to individual sites is set out through Policies DR1 to DR11. 

Within the Dunbar area it also includes East Linton where PROP DR8: Pencraig Hill, 
East Linton. Land at Pencraig Hill, East Linton is allocated for a residential 
development of circa 100 homes. Any development proposals for the site must 
include a comprehensive masterplan for the entire allocated site that integrates 
development with the surroundings. Any development here is subject to the mitigation 
of any development related impacts, including on a proportionate basis for any 
cumulative impacts with other proposals including on the transport network and on 
education and community facilities as appropriate. Within the policy it notes “Note: 
Land capable of accommodating a new railway station, car park and access is 
safeguarded adjacent to the East Coast Main Line at East Linton in accordance with 
Proposal T12: Railway Station Safeguarding at East Linton of this Plan. Development 
that would prevent the use of this land for a station will not be permitted”. 
Comment: Network Rail welcomes the detailed analysis and information on the 
development within the cluster and how it seeks to ameliorate this through 
improvements, which accord with our own strategy and proposals. The cross 
reference to and the detailed policies set out through the Transport section of the 
LDP and in particular the detailed policies on improvement works and contributions 
required are welcomed. However, the policy within transport reflects the intention  to 
provide an new downside platform, but this should also reflect the need to access it 
from the station and the text within this and the Transport policy  wording should 
reflect that an all access bridge is required to link the station platforms. 

Section 2g – North Berwick Cluster Main Development Proposals (pages 53-56) 
1,300 homes North Berwick and it notes the increased platform length at the station 
has ben provided. Through paragrpah 2.154 Drem is within the SDA and benefits 
from a railway station on the East Coast Main Line, but this is served only by local 
train services. However, in the long term, a significant scale of mixed-use 
development here may present an opportunity for road realignment and the relocation 
of Drem station.  

Comment: Network Rail welcomes the detailed analysis and information on the 
development within the cluster and how it seeks to ameliorate this through 
improvements, which accord with our own strategy and proposals. The cross 
reference to and the detailed policies set out through the Transport section of the 
LDP and in particular the detailed policies on improvement works and contributions 
required are welcomed. This forms a sound and detailed basis and one which we 
support.  

Section 3 – Town Centres, Employment and Tourism (pages 57-63) 
No comment. 

Section 4 – Our Infrastructure and Resources (pages 88-117) 
Paragraph 4.1 Effective and efficient transport and digital communications networks 
are fundamental to today’s lifestyle and to supporting sustainable economic growth. 
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The transport network is needed to attract economic development and encourage job 
creation, to conveniently access work, education, services, leisure and recreation 
opportunities, and to allow for the delivery of goods and services. 

Paragraph 4.2 recognises The LTS vision includes improvements to the road and rail 
networks, including the enlargement of station car parks and platforms (for larger 
trains), the potential provision of new rail stations, and improvements to the trunk and 
local road network, including to junctions and interchanges. Real time travel 
information systems and integrated timetabling and ticketing are also promoted.  

Comment: Network Rail welcomes the thrust of the sustainable transport policies set 
out. 

Strategy Diagram 2 the Potential ECML 4 track railway corridor.  
Comment: Network Rail welcomes the insertion of Diagram 2 to set the strategic 
context for the 4 track railway corridor. However, if this is to be delivered it will require 
detailed maps and assessment and a safeguarding corridor. It would greatly assist 
that this map be produced/revised or as part of supplementary guidance showing the 
route in more detail and making it clear this is a safeguarding zone where 
development will not be allowed. 

Support Policy Policy T2 : General Transport Impact 
New development must have no significant adverse impact on: 

• Public transport operations in the surrounding area, both existing and 
planned, including convenience of access to these and their travel times; 

Where the impact of development on the transport network requires mitigation this 
will be provided by the developer and secured by the Council by planning condition 
and / or legal agreement where appropriate. 

Existing Rail Stations 

4.17 The Council recognises the importance of rail travel, particularly for accessing 
the centre of Edinburgh. There are currently two rail services to and from Edinburgh 
that stop at stations in East Lothian: a local service to North Berwick, and Dunbar is 
served by the operator of the East Coast franchise. Cross Country Trains and 
Scotrail now stop some trains at Dunbar, providing a two-hour frequency to 
Edinburgh and also offering services to a range of destinations in England. 

4.18 Rail studies commissioned in 2004 and 2012 by East Lothian and Scottish 
Borders Councils concluded that a local service to Dunbar is feasible, which could 
make stops at other stations in the area. Both Councils are currently discussing with 
stakeholders how to progress matters. The Council will continue to seek capacity 
improvements on the east coast rail line for new stations, including at East Linton 
(which is subject to a STAG2 Appraisal), and for service improvements, particularly to 
Dunbar and North Berwick. 

4.19 The East Lothian Transport Appraisal and model identifies that the additional 
trips to and from new development in the area will increase demand for capacity on 
the rail network. This could be met by longer trains being brought into use. Platform 
lengthening at North Berwick station is already complete and a new platform is 
committed at Dunbar station. 

Other relevant station platforms will also require to be extended. The appraisal 
identifies the proportional impacts of development in specific zones that will generate 
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a need for interventions assessed as necessary to provide the required capacity 
increases. The cumulative impacts of development mainly converge in the west of 
East Lothian, particularly in the short term. Provision for the interventions set out 
below must be made by developments that generate a need for them as set out in 
the Developer Contributions Framework Supplementary Guidance in accord with 
Policy T32 and Policy DEL1. 

4.20 Land is safeguard adjacent to existing stations at Musselburgh, Prestonpans, 
Longniddry and Drem (as shown on the Proposals Map) to construct additional car 
and cycle parking spaces or platform extensions for longer trains or platform 
improvements as appropriate. 

Comment: Network Rail supports the detailed information set out in the explanatory 
text which sets both the context and the requirements. 

PROP T9: Safeguarding of Land for Larger Station Car Parks 
Land is safeguarded adjacent to Musselburgh (see also Proposal T11), Longniddry 
(circa 80 spaces) and Drem (circa 12 spaces) stations to allow additional car and 
cycle parking spaces / storage facilities to be provided, as shown on the Proposals 
Map. Other than for Proposal T11, relevant proposals will be required to contribute to 
these interventions as set out in the Developer Contributions Framework 
Supplementary Guidance in accord with Policy T32 and Policy DEL1. The location of 
all proposals will be subject to HRA. 

Comment: Network Rail supports the detailed information set out in the explanatory 
text which sets both the context and the requirements. Network rail would like to 
contribute to the developer Contributions Supplementary Guidance. 

PROP T10: Safeguarding Land for Platform Lengthening 
Land is safeguarded adjacent to the existing stations at Musselburgh, Wallyford, 
Prestonpans, Longniddry, Drem and Dunbar to allow additional platform capacity to 
be provided for longer eight car trains as a minimum, as shown on the Proposals 
Map. Other than for platform capacity at Dunbar, relevant proposals will be required 
to contribute to these interventions as set out in the Developer Contributions 
Framework Supplementary Guidance in accord with Policy T32 and Policy DEL1. All 
proposals will be subject to HRA to ensure that effects on the qualifying interests of 
the Firth of Forth SPA are avoided during construction. 

Comment: Network Rail supports the detailed information set out in the explanatory 
text which sets both the context and the requirements. 

PROP T11: Safeguard Land for Improvements to Musselburgh Station 
Approximately 1.5 hectares of land is safeguarded adjacent to Musselburgh station to 
reflect the Council’s aspiration that a rail related transport hub with car parking, bus 
and active travel access be delivered to the south-west of the Mucklets Road, as 
shown on the Proposals Map. A HRA will be required of possible locations. 

Comment: Network Rail supports the detailed information set out in the explanatory 
text which sets both the context and the requirements. 

PROP T12: Railway Station Safeguarding at East Linton 
Land capable of accommodating a new railway station, car park and access is 
safeguarded adjacent to the East Coast Main Line at East Linton as shown on the 
Proposals Map. Development of the new station is subject to further assessment, 
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including HRA. Provision for road access to this potential station site has been made 
through the adjoining housing area. Development that would prevent the use of this 
land for a station will not be permitted. The Council will maintain its efforts to source 
appropriate funding and the provision of a service. 

Comment: Network Rail supports the detailed information set out in the explanatory 
text which sets both the context and the proposal. 

Longer Term East Coast Main Line Improvements: Four Track, New Rail Station and 
Overbridge 

4.23 The East Coast Main Line as it passes through East Lothian currently only has a 
single track for north and south bound trains. This limits the capacity of the main line 
to accommodate train pathways for local train services as well as higher speed 
intercity train services. To provide additional capacity on the main rail line, in the 
longer term a four track section could be provided in East Lothian to allow local 
services to wait off the main line so high speed trains can pass; associated 
improvements to the Portobello Junction may also be required. If these interventions 
or similar were delivered, a new station could be introduced within East Lothian in 
association with the new four track section. 

4.24 Network Rail has been investigating where a four track section could best be 
provided in East Lothian. The section of the East Coast Main Line between 
Prestonpans and Drem Stations has been identified as the most desirable section of 
the line for this. This would include works to Prestonpans, Longniddry and Drem 
stations. Land adjacent to Blindwells new settlement could provide a location for a 
new station. This may avoid replacement of existing structures and minimise 
engineering operations as well as improve safety and make use of available land and 
existing assets. To the south of this section of the existing rail line former mineral 
sidings exist within the land allocation for Blindwells new settlement (PROP BW1); to 
the north the local road network includes a length of dual carriageway that is not 
needed to accommodate anticipated vehicle flows. 

4.25 Importantly, a four track section of the main line and a new station with vehicular 
and pedestrian overbridge if provided adjacent to Blindwells could serve the new 
settlement and the wider area. The overbridge would provide a connection between 
the A198, Blindwells and the new station, as well as another route to the A1 and 
Tranent from the A198 through Blindwells and the opportunity to extend bus services. 
These connections could help overcome community severance issues caused by the 
existing road and rail lines and allow for the improvement of bus access in the area, 
connect communities and amenities as well as link public transport services and 
hubs. It would also allow the exiting level crossing at St Germains to be removed to 
improve safety on the East Coast Main Line. 

4.26 The delivery of such a project would be dependent upon external funding and 
support as well as further assessment and appraisal. The section of the East Coast 
Main Line where a four track section as well as any new station and overbridge may 
be provided is shown indicatively on the Proposals Map. 

PROP T13: East Coast Main Line: Four Track Section, New Rail Station and 
Vehicular Overbridge 
Subject to further assessment and appraisal, land to the north and south of the East 
Coast Main Line that could be capable of accommodating the potential alignment of a 
new four track section of track and a potential location for a new railway station, car 
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park, access and overbridge of the rail line is shown indicatively on the Proposals 
Map. A proposed route will be identified if and when required and which will be 
subject to further assessment, including HRA. 

Comment: Network Rail welcomes the insertion of Diagram 2 and the Policy set out 
in T13 to set the strategic context for the 4 track railway corridor. However, if this is to 
be delivered it will require detailed maps and assessment and a safeguarding 
corridor. It would greatly assist that this map be produced/revised or as part of 
supplementary guidance showing the route in more detail and making it clear this is a 
safeguarding zone where development will not be allowed. 

Section 5 – Diverse Countryside & Coastal Areas (pages 118-124) 
No comment. 

Section 6 – Our Natural Heritage (pages 125-136) 
No comment. 

Section 7 – Design (pages 137-141) 
No comment. 

Section 8 – Delivery (pages 142-144) 
No comment. 

Appendix 1 – Developer Contribution Zones (pages 145-201) 
The developer contributions maps set out in Appendix 1 in relation to rail are 
welcomed. More detailed information on the contributions and how these would be 
assessed to provide the rail infrastructure required would assist, along with detail on 
the Developer Contributions Framework Supplementary Guidance. 
Appendix 2 to Appendix 4  

No comment 
 

 

Yours faithfully  

 

Neil Macdonald 

 
Neil Macdonald 
Town Planner 
 
Encl 
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 28 October 2016 
By email to ldp@eastlothian.gov.uk 

Policy & Projects 
Development 
Partnerships & Services for Communities 
East Lothian Council 
John Muir House 
Haddington 
EH41 3HA 

Dear East Lothian Council 

Comments from the Aberlady Community Association on East Lothian Council’s 1) proposed

Local Development Plan and 2) proposed Draft Development Brief for site NK10 

I am writing on behalf of Aberlady Community Association to comment on the East Lothian Council’s 
proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) and proposed Draft Development Brief for site NK10. 

The Association’s comments on the LDP reflect our earlier consultation within the Aberlady 
community regarding the proposed development of the site under planning application reference 
16/00552/PM. This site is identified as proposed housing development NK10 in the draft LDP. Our 
consultation included two open public meetings in March and September 2016 attended by around 
100 people and 70 people respectively. 

Our comments concerning the draft LDP comprise: 

x General views on the proposed LDP (pages 1-2 of this letter)  
x Application of area-based policies to Aberlady (page 2)  
x Proposed housing development site NK10 Aberlady West (pages 2-4) 

We have provided our comments on the Proposed LDP Draft Development Brief for Site NK10 
separately in Annex 1 at the end of this letter. 

General views on the proposed Local Development Plan 

We support the compact spatial strategy for development in East Lothian. For reasons set out in the 
LDP, it is wise and sensible to concentrate future development in the west of the county. 

Consistent with this compact strategy, we believe housing development in the North Berwick cluster 
area should be strictly controlled. However, the draft LDP proposes a total of 690 additional houses in 
the North Berwick cluster area including 100 houses in Aberlady (site NK10). 

In general, we consider this level of development will place considerable additional strain on 
infrastructure in the county, including additional pressure from: 

x providing additional school places and capacity 
x improving public transport provision  
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x providing sufficient community space for a growing community - public recreation spaces, 
sports fields, access to the countryside, safe spaces for young people to socialise and for 
children to play  

x greater pressure on roads and public transport infrastructure. 

In relation to transport issues, public transport is already short on capacity in that the train service 
between our nearest station Longniddry and Edinburgh is already over-crowded  at peak travel times. 
The public road network around Aberlady does not suffer from congestion. However, the network of 
roads in the county were mostly designed and built 50 years ago and more, when the impact of 
current high volumes of motor traffic on local communities was not foreseen and could not be 
planned for effectively. Consequently, although traffic moves relatively freely in our area, slow but 
seemingly inexorable growth in road traffic in recent years has made our village noisier, more polluted 
and more dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.     

We are concerned that the additional development in the North Berwick cluster area proposed in the 
draft LDP will result in further growth in road traffic which will have a disproportionately damaging 
and intrusive impact on the community because of the road network’s largely obsolete design. 

Because of these pressures, every significant housing development proposed in the draft LDP should 
include mitigation to reduce and modify the demands that each development will otherwise impose on 
our local community infrastructure. Each proposed development should be assessed in terms of its 
expected impact both on the immediate locality and on local infrastructure more widely.   

We have suggestions below on how the draft LDP should be amended to help ensure that traffic and 
other impacts arising specifically from proposal NK10 at Aberlady West are mitigated.  

Application of area-based policies to Aberlady 

In general we support the application of the relevant area-based policies to Aberlady and its 
surroundings, as illustrated in Inset Map 3: Landscape Designations and Infrastructure Designations 
and Inset Map 5: Aberlady, which form part of the draft LDP. In particular we support the application 
of policies OS1, RCA1, DC1, DC8 and CH2 to the areas indicated.  

We particularly welcome policy DC8, which will help prevent insensitive development around the 
village boundaries to the east, west and north of Aberlady. 

There appears to be a mistake in Inset Map 5 however, which should be corrected before the LDP is 
confirmed. The mistake is that Inset Map 5 includes no reference to policy CH6, although Inset Map 3 
clearly indicates that this policy should apply to the countryside immediately south of the village.  

Inset Map 5 in the LDP should be amended to show that policy CH6 applies to the countryside 
immediately south of the village.  

Proposed housing development site NK10 Aberlady West  

The Association’s views about the proposed development of site NK10 are as follows. 

Access to the new development from the A198. The LDP needs to be amended to include a new road 
layout to ensure safety in the vicinity of The Pleasance/ A198 junction. The existing layout of the A198 
road near the proposed site also allows dangerous speeding and irresponsible driving behaviour in the 
area. The section of road near to the 30mph sign just west of The Pleasance/ A198 junction is 
notorious for rapid acceleration and speeding by some irresponsible drivers heading west out of the 
village. At the same time, much eastbound traffic also approaches at irresponsibly high speed.  
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The two existing A198 junctions a short way further west of the access to the proposed development – 
at the intersections with the roads to Craigielaw cottages/ Gosford Bothy and, further west, to 
Craigielaw Park  - are not clearly-signed and are significant accident hazards. Some drivers overtake 
dangerously on this section, failing to recognise these hazardous junctions or simply ignoring them. 

The LDP should therefore be amended to provide for a new roundabout to be formed either at The 
Pleasance/ A198 junction or at the Gosford Bothy/ Craigielaw Cottages junction some 250m to the 
west. 

The existing layout of the A198 near the proposed site is also hazardous because of the bus stops 
there. Children from any development on the application site - travelling for example to North Berwick 
High School – would have to cross the A198 every day for their bus.  

The LDP should therefore provide for a new Pelican light pedestrian crossing at The Pleasance/ A198 
junction to ensure pedestrian safety. 

Impact of the proposed development on the Mair Road. Given the existing constraints affecting 
traffic flow along the A198 Main Street in Aberlady, the development of site NK10 will inevitably result 
in additional traffic using the Mair Road east of the site. The Mair Road is single lane and has little or 
no capacity for additional traffic. It does not have any foot pavement west of Glenpeffer Avenue, 
which makes it dangerous for pedestrians, especially children and other vulnerable people.  

This is a significant problem, which must be mitigated. However, the draft LDP says nothing about this 
aspect of development of the NK10 site. 

To improve the safety and amenity of the Mair Road and to help manage the additional traffic that will 
arise if site NK10 is developed, the LDP should be revised so that it provides for: 

x A new, separate and permanent pedestrian and cycle pavement in the field immediately south 
of a hedge along the southern edge of the Mair Road. This would run the whole length of Mair 
Road between its junction with Glenpeffer Avenue to the east and its junction with Kirk Road to 
the west.  

x Additional permanent and paved vehicle passing places along the Mair Road, whilst 
maintaining existing speed bumps.  

x Appropriate warning signs - “Children crossing”, “Kill your speed” or similar -  along the road, 
particularly adjacent to the two areas noted above. These signs should also include a specific 
warning that the road is not suitable for HGVs and is prohibited for commercial vehicles (as in 
Holyrood Park). 

x Other options for enhancing the rural character of the road and ensuring that it is a route 
which gives priority to the safety and amenity of pedestrians and cyclists above the 
convenience of motorists. 

Social area and facilities for young people. Currently, Aberlady does not have any formal social area 
for young people to meet, socialise and otherwise enjoy our community. There are several clubs in the 
village that provide social opportunities for young people - the Brownies, Scouts, the Bowling and 
Football Clubs, for example. However with the expected 22 per cent increase in the size of the village 
the application should include provision for a formal social area for young people. 

The draft LDP is inadequate because although it will result in an estimated increase of 22 per cent in 
the population of the village of Aberlady it makes no proposal to help maintain the social 
infrastructure in the village particularly for younger people. 

The LDP should be amended to require any developer of site NK10 to include proposals to help 
maintain the social infrastructure in the village particularly for younger people. 
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Wider pedestrian and cycle path network. If site NK10 is developed many of the residents of the new 
homes are likely to commute to work in Edinburgh, which will increase the environmentally damaging 
and unsustainable “drip, drip” growth in short distance trips by car.  Despite the significant scale of the 
development proposed at site NK10, the draft LDP includes little to improve local infrastructure – 
pedestrian and cycle paths - that are essential to encourage alternative, greener and healthier 
transport methods.  

The LDP should be revised to include provision for a new, safe pedestrian/cycle-only route between 
Aberlady and Longniddry railway station. This would be consistent with the long-term need to provide 
sustainable and green transport solutions throughout East Lothian. 

Proposed LDP Draft Development Brief for Site NK10  

Please see also our comments at Annex 1 (page 5 below) concerning the draft development brief for 
site NK10. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Donald Hay 
Chair, Aberlady Community Association 
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Annex 1 Draft Development Brief for Site NK10 - Comments from Aberlady Community Association  

 

All references are to the draft Development Brief for Site NK10 included in pages 30-32 of the 
Council’s Proposed LDP Draft Development Briefs SPG Part 2. 

Paragraph 1 of the draft development brief 

The Association agrees with the requirement that the development of site NK10 should not harm its 
setting within the Aberlady conservation area. We also support the architectural requirements in the 
same paragraph that any development should reflect the character of Elcho Terrace and The 
Pleasance. 

Paragraph 2  

We refer to our covering letter pages 2 and 3 “Access to the new development from the A198”.   

The draft development brief for site NK10 should be adjusted so that it provides for a new roundabout 
to be formed either at The Pleasance/ A198 junction or at the Gosford Bothy/ Craigielaw Cottages 
junction some 250m to the west. 

The development brief should also provide for a new Pelican light pedestrian crossing at The 
Pleasance/ A198 junction to ensure pedestrian safety. 

Paragraph 3 

We agree with the requirements in the draft development brief concerning the need for landscaping 
to integrate any development of site NK10 as sympathetically as possible into the surrounding 
countryside. 

Paragraph 4  

We agree with the requirements in of the draft development brief concerning the development of the 
south-east side of the site by Kirk Road.  

Additionally the draft development brief should be adjusted to include a requirement for any developer 
to propose measures to help improve the safety and amenity of the Mair Road to the east of the site.  

Please refer to our specific suggestions for such measures on page 3 of our letter above. 

Paragraph 5  

We support the requirement for public open space to be incorporated on the western edge of the site. 

Paragraph 6  

We support the requirement for an appropriately surfaced path to be provided to give access to 
Gosford Bothy Farm Shop.  

The draft development brief should be clarified to specify that this path should be usable by both 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

Paragraph 7  

We support the requirement for safe and easy walking and cycling routes from the development of 
site NK10 to the village centre should be provided.  

As noted in pages 3 and 4 of our letter above, we consider the draft LDP should be revised to provide 
for a new safe pedestrian/ cycle-only route between Aberlady and Longniddry railway station.  

The draft development brief should be adjusted to require any developer of site NK10 to propose 
measures to support improvement in local pedestrian and cycle paths in accordance with the LDP. 



From:
To: Local Development Plan
Subject: GULLANE L P D
Date: 01 November 2016 16:47:04

I. I Object to proposed development of Saltcoats Field &Fenton Gait East & South as this with the
Fire College site would result in an unsustainable increase in the population of 30%.
2.The infrastructure will be inadequate with poor access to employment and services .The effect on
tourism & recreation will be unsatisfactory having regard to the scale.
3. The general increase in traffic overall will result in noise & pollution spoiling the amenity & quality
of life. The main road through is becoming a rat run.The C111 to West Fenton is unsuitable to
service the Saltcoats Field housing.
4.Parking at the railway stations will not meet the demand. Most of the new working residents will
have to commute by car to work in Edinburgh as no indications of significant  economic
advancement are indicated in the plan.
5.Development of the two large green field sites will be likely to jeopardise redevelopment of the
Fire College brown field site as this is not so viable.
6.Extending the school by two class rooms only will be insufficient.Unlikely that adequate numbers
of Nurses & Doctors will be provided.
7.The existing village centre was not designed to accommodate &serve the proposed increase in
population and cannot readily do so without major redevelopment e.g. no car parks or cycle paths
are intended & the community hall will be too small.

Mary.M.McCreath.
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 RSPB Scotland 

 Lothian and Borders Office Tel & fax 01750 725 323 
Lindean Mill   rspb.org.uk 
Galashiels 
TD1 3PE 

Patron: Her Majesty the Queen  Chairman of Council: Professor Steve Ormerod, FIEEM 
Chairman, Committee for Scotland: Pamela Pumphrey  Director, RSPB Scotland: Stuart Housden OBE 
RSPB is a registered Charity: England & Wales no 207076, Scotland no SC037654 

East Lothian Proposed Local Development Plan 

RSPB Scotland comments 

Introduction 

Growing our communities (1.27 and 2.8).  Although there are rather few “meaningful” 
brownfield sites suitable for redevelopment in East Lothian, such areas often support 
a greater richness and diversity of biodiversity, especially invertebrates and plants, 
than undeveloped agricultural land (which is generally poor for wildlife). Any 
development proposed for brownfield should, therefore, take into account existing 
biodiversity features and mitigate against their potential loss. Stirling Council have 
produced a biodiversity checklist which allows applicants and planning officers to 
identify those developments which may have an impact on the natural environment. It 
allows developers and applicants to identify and address any nature conservation 
issues before a planning application is submitted. It also enables planning officers to 
determine what information is required to adequately assess the effects of 
development upon biodiversity and ensure that the proposed development will meet 
the Council’s biodiversity objectives. This is a good practice example which East 
Lothian Council should consider adopting. See, for example: 

http://www.stirling.gov.uk/__documents/temporary-uploads/economy,-planning-_and_-
regulation/supp-guidance-sept-2012/sg26-biodiversity.pdf 

Infrastructure & Resources (1.30). We support the reinstatement of a railway station at 
East Linton. This would help reduce road traffic and, thereby, C02 emissions. 
1.32 - We support the Council’s aspiration for active travel and the provision of 
infrastructure (cycle-ways, footpaths) to support that.  

Spatial Strategy 

Musselburgh Cluster (2.47).  Musselburgh Lagoons/Levenhall Links. The reclamation 
of intertidal mudflat feeding grounds for wintering waders and other birds was a 
significant loss to the qualifying features of the Firth of Forth SPA and have not been 
compensated for. We would wish to see detailed proposals for the opportunities 
referred to for further habitat improvement at the lagoons. Furthermore, any 
development at the site of the former Cockenzie Power Station should not impact on 
the SPA, directly or indirectly (section 2.51 refers; the future of the site is as yet 
undecided). 

Prop MH18. We commend the aim to improve the availability of suitable habitat for 
qualifying interests (bird species) of the Firth of Forth SPA. 

Blindwells Cluster Prop BW1. Blindwells. No allowance has been made for 
environmental features and biodiversity enhancement/maintenance in the Blindwells’ 
proposal. This and other proposed developments should include detailed proposals 
for biodiversity enhancement of new building projects to benefit wildlife and to make 
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the sites more attractive for people. Our letter of 21 November 2014 to your council in 
response to development proposals for the site also refers. 

Energy Generation, Distribution & Transmission 

4.62 et seq. We commend the inclusion of targets for energy generation by 
renewables to address climate change. We also welcome the section on heat and 
would like to see the Council’s heat map published as soon as possible. 

For further information on RSPB’s approach to this issue, please refer to: 
 
https://www.rspb.org.uk/our-work/conservation/conservation-projects/details/350939-
energy-futures-resource-constraints-and-sensitivity-mapping-for-renewable-energy-in-
the-uk 

4.63, and 4.88-92 and Prop EGT1. Clarification of the future use of the site of the 
Cockenzie Power Station will be required. Future development here will require 
consideration of potential impacts on the adjacent Firth of Forth SPA and a Habitats 
Regulations Appraisal (HRA) should be undertaken at an early stage.   

Any plan for the site of the former power station should also take cognisance of the 
former ash lagoons to the west, as the two (the power station and the lagoons) are 
directly related. The existing plans for the unrestored lagoons put forward by 
ScottishPower, and which are supported by RSPB Scotland, should be expedited as 
soon as possible. These involve the restoration of lagoon 8 to a wader roost, and the 
creation of mixed wildlife habitat on lagoon 6. The lagoons complex and adjacent 
woodland and grassland areas of Levenhall Links area should be designated as a 
Local Nature Reserve. This designation would afford the area a certain level of 
protection through Policy NH3. 

4.67. A key way to reduce energy consumption is to improve the thermal efficiency of 
new build and to include micro-generation within them, notably solar panels. Such 
measures should be a requirement of all new build if the effects of climate change are 
going to be more effectively addressed. All new public build (notably schools) should 
include solar panels and other appropriate renewable forms of energy generation. A 
more affirmative statement by the Council in this section is required in this regard. 

Reduced travel remains a separate issue in reducing energy demand, but one that we 
would support. 

Policy WD1 – Wind farms . The reference to ‘Habitats Directive’ should be changed to 
‘Birds and Habitats Directives’. This applies throughout this section. 

PROP EGT3: Forth Coast Area of Co-ordinated Action. We support the 
measures/restrictions detailed here, notably the need to take cognisance of the Firth 
of Forth SPA (which does not extend to Torness) and to combine infrastructure 
wherever possible. 

4.99 Enhanced High Voltage Electricity Transmission Network. New overhead lines 
that traverse areas known to on feeding grounds or regular flight paths for birds such 
as geese and swans should be marked with high visibility reflectors to minimise bird 
collision risk. 
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Minerals 

Policy MIN8 - Mineral Extraction Criteria 

Granting consent for new open-cast coal mining in East Lothian would be contrary to 
the requirements of Part 4 the Climate Change (Scotland) Act, 2009, which requires 
public bodies to exercise their functions in the way that they consider most 
sustainable. We do not believe that any proposal for open-cast coal mining in East 
Lothian can be considered acceptable or sustainable.  

We note that the restoration of mineral extraction sites covers financial guarantees. 
We recommend that financial guarantees should be secured via planning 
condition/planning obligations for all developments with significant restoration, 
decommissioning, aftercare or mitigation liabilities. The type of guarantee should be 
chosen carefully to minimise the risk that restoration will not take place or costs fall to 
the taxpayer. The costs of ongoing monitoring should also be considered as part of 
the overall costs. East Ayrshire has produced specific guidance on the different types 
of financial guarantees and level of risk. See: 
 
https://www.east-ayrshire.gov.uk/Resources/PDF/L/LDP-Financial-Guarantees.pdf   
 
We would welcome further guidance on financial guarantees as part of East Lothian 
Council’s proposed plan / supplementary guidance. Section 4.80 and policy WD6 
(decommissioning of wind farms) is also pertinent in this context.  

Notwithstanding our objection to any new open-cast coal mining in the Council area, 
we support the criteria listed in this policy. 

Policy MIN9 - Supporting Information 

The requirement for mineral workings, when exhausted, to be restored to prime 
agricultural land where such existed before mining commenced, should be flexible in 
the case of the limestone extraction at Oxwell Mains (Barns Ness), Dunbar. 

Ongoing, phased restoration of newly worked limestone deposits at Oxwell Mains 
should be undertaken for nature conservation interests. This would consolidate and 
extend the restoration for biodiversity that is being undertaken at North West Quarry, 
directly adjacent to the current active quarrying area. 

The potential exists at Oxwell Mains to create a significant protected area for wildlife 
and a major asset for the residents of Dunbar and for visitors from within and outwith 
East Lothian. By the time that the area is exhausted of its minerals, a significant 
amount of valuable habitat could have been created between NW Quarry and Dry 
Burn. Infrastructure and other facilities can then be introduced to cater for visitors and 
for educational needs.  

There is no other undeveloped or uncultivated land available in the Council area that 
could provide such a valuable resource. This is a unique opportunity for East Lothian 
which, together with the existing Musselburgh lagoons/Levenhall complex at the west 
end of the county, would make a major biodiversity and tourism asset for East 
Lothian.  

Our Natural & Cultural Heritage 

Tree and woodlands. East Lothian is a sparsely wooded county. Efforts should be 
made to increase the cover/area of native deciduous woodland, particularly in the 
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Lammermuir cleughs and adjacent areas. Block planting of exotic conifers (notably 
Sitka spruce) would be undesirable from the biodiversity and landscape points of 
view. Planting of appropriate native tree, shrub and wildflower species in new housing 
and commercial developments and alongside roads and the core paths and other 
recreational routes would make an important contribution to biodiversity enhancement 
without taking away from productive agricultural land. 

6.27 SUDS. Reference should be made to the best practice guidance on Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems and Wildlife:  

http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/SuDS_report_final_tcm9-338064.pdf 

Policy NH11 - Natural flood management measures should be adopted where 
possible to contribute towards flood prevention and mitigation and this requirement 
should be included somewhere in this policy (or a separate policy).  

Strategic Environmental Assessment  

Flooding (page 33). Although the threat posed by fluvial flooding is at present 
relatively low and restricted to a small number of properties (mainly in Haddington), 
natural flood management measures should adopted wherever possible, in 
conjunction as necessary with “hard” flood defences. The natural measures should 
include native-tree planting in the upper River Tyne catchment and along riparian 
areas of the main river and its tributaries where trees have been removed or the bank 
is closely encroached upon by agriculture and development. This has the potential to 
hold back water for slow release and militate against flooding down stream. Such 
steps would also contribute significantly to biodiversity enhancement of the county. 

Natural Heritage (Biodiversity, Flora and fauna) (3.2.5 page 39) - The identification 
and designation of Local Biodiversity sites (LBS) in East Lothian should be expedited 
so that the remaining important natural habitats and features of the county can be 
effectively conserved and protected against inappropriate development.  

Consultation question 12. Planning for housing 

We agree that housing could be accommodated in the west of the county without 
having a negative impact on the Firth of Forth SPA. Any development would, 
however, require rigorous assessment together including an HRA. The potential 
impact of a local population increase (recreational disturbance) on the SPA should 
also be taken into account. Increased usage of, for example, Levenhall Links, has the 
potential to cause disturbance to those birds that are qualifying features of the SPA. 
For this reason, the lagoons complex, including the planned restoration of lagoons 6 
and 8, should incorporate infrastructure that allows people to view the wildlife without 
disturbing it. 

Similarly, the proposed housing developments at Dunbar will likely result in increased 
usage of the coast to the east of Dunbar. For this reason, the creation of wildlife 
habitats, and the infrastructure to allow for managed recreational and education 
experience of the wildlife, at the Oxwell Mains limestone quarry should be a high 
priority. Such measures will provide the people of Dunbar and the wider region with a 
unique and valuable asset, and afford protection to wildlife such that the council’s 
biodiversity aims and obligations can be more effectively addressed. 
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Consultation question 18. Central Scotland Green Network 

We commend the adoption of and involvement in the CSGN and the aim to have a 
positive effect on biodiversity. This may be achieved through, inter alia, appropriate 
planting of native plant tree, shrub and wildflower species wherever possible.  

Consultation question 24. Developer contributions 
No mention is made of developer contributions to environmental mitigation or 
enhancement. Developers should, in our opinion, be obliged to make provision for the 
enhancement of natural features and biodiversity within developments or, if this is not 
feasible, on suitable sites elsewhere. These should include habitat creation. We are 
aware that other councils, including Dumfries and Galloway, Falkirk, and Stirling, have 
this requirement within their LDP. We would encourage East Lothian to do likewise.  

Consultation question 28. Energy, including renewable energy 

We would not support the construction of a thermal energy generation facility on the 
site of the former Cockenzie Power Station. There would be both likely potential 
impacts on qualifying species of the Firth of Forth SPA and certain impacts on CO2 
emissions and climate targets and, consequently, on biodiversity. 

The combined impact of the various technologies (thermal, wind etc) proposed for the 
site are predicted to have a “neutral” effect on climate. The aim should rather be to 
have a positive effect  ie, the overall reduction of CO2 emissions as a result of any 
development. 

Consultation Question 30. Minerals, Including Aggregates & Coal 

We support the proposed policy approach of not identifying a search for open-cast 
coal mining. In general, RSPB Scotland believes that further expansion of the open-
cast coal industry is incompatible with the Scottish Government’s climate change 
targets and legislation. We have significant concerns about the potential for any new 
or extended open-cast coal sites. Furthermore, the failure of both the industry and the 
regulatory system to deliver appropriate mitigation and restoration through conditions, 
legal agreements and bonds and to monitor and enforce the implementation of these 
measures is of serious concern.   

We are also concerned about the potential climate-change impacts and cumulative 
impacts on wildlife of developing unconventional gas in Scotland. Other environmental 
risks include potential water contamination and methane release. We would 
encourage any policy developed by East Lothian Council to include wording to ensure 
that where uncertainty exists in relation to these issues, a precautionary approach will 
be taken. RSPB Scotland is strongly urging the Scottish Government to amend 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) to include a presumption against any unconventional 
gas development until climate and environmental risks have been properly dealt with. 
See, for example, our joint statement with other NGOs through Scottish Environment 
LINK:  

http://www.scotlink.org/files/policy/ParliamentaryBriefings/LINKBriefingFUGJune13.pd
f 

We would not support the “reasonable alternative” of identifying a potential area of 
search for coal mining. 
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Appendix 5. Musselburgh area. 

Monktonhall Terrace. This is a small area proposed for development but, from the 
aerial photograph supplied, contains scrub and grassland habitat that is likely to 
support a variety of birds and wildflowers. The loss of such valuable pockets of habitat 
(‘vacant’ ground or brownfield) can have considerable negative consequences for 
biodiversity, especially in a county where the majority of land is either intensively 
cultivated or under development. An ecological/biodiversity assessment should be 
carried out at this site, including a breeding birds survey. As much of the scrub habitat 
as possible should remain intact, and any loss should be mitigated for by 
compensatory habitat creation elsewhere. No development should take place on the 
flood plain. 

Appendix 6. Prestonpans 

Cockenzie Power Station and Coalyard 

This site is bounded on its east and west seaward sides by the Firth of Forth SPA. 
Any development will require an HRA to determine any potential impacts on the SPA 
and its qualifying features. Furthermore, any development should conserve areas of 
meadow grassland and scrub wherever possible. 

Dolphingstone Farm 

The existing scrub and trees here should be protected from any development and 
planting undertaken to create and maintain connectivity. 

Prestongrange Museum 

The woodland here should be retained and managed to enhance biodiversity (e.g. by 
the removal of non-native species). 

Wallyford  

The area of scrub/woodland within this proposed development site should be left 
intact and enhanced for biodiversity as appropriate. 

Appendix 8. Haddington 

Liberty Hall  

The native woodland here should be retained or, if any is removed, then 
compensatory [planting of native species should be undertaken at a suitable site. Any 
remaining woodland should be managed for biodiversity interests. 

Land at Liberty Hall 

This site contains woodland that should be retained and managed for biodiversity 
interest. Smallholding development is not necessarily compatible with wider 
biodiversity, and should not involve the removal of native trees and scrub. 
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Appendix 9 Dunbar area 

North West Quarry 

We strongly support the restoration and management of this site for nature 
conservation purposes, combined with ecotourism and environmental education. 
RSPB Scotland has been involved in the deliberations over the future of this site. We 
also strongly advocate the restoration of the new limestone working to the east for 
nature conservation purposes so that a larger, more ecologically functional and robust 
site can be created. This would have major significance for biodiversity and people 
and create a site not just unique in East Lothian but in Scotland. 

Appendix 10. North Berwick catchment 

Bickerton Fields, Aberlady 

Although buffered by the main road, this site is adjacent to Aberlady Bay LNR, part of 
the Firth of Forth SPA. Any potential direct or indirect impact on the qualifying features 
of the SPA would, therefore, need to be assessed before any development could take 
place. 

 

Mike Fraser 
Conservation Officer 

RSPB Scotland 

01 November 2016 

 
 
 
 



From:
To: Local Development Plan
Subject: Objection to Local Development Plan
Date: 01 November 2016 19:44:18

Dear Sirs,

I am lodging my objections to the East Lothian Local Development Plan, name.y to object to the
inclusion of SALTCOATS (NK7), FENTON GAIT EAST (NK8) and FENTON GAIT SOUTH ( NK9) within
the LDP and request that these be removed.

I object on the following grounds

- The cumulative impact of these three sites is totally out of proportion to the sustainable
development of Gullane as a community and cannot be supported by the local infrastructure in
terms of the medical, educational, road safety, transport, ecological, and broader environmental
impact.

- The fact that there is an extensive brownfield site at the former Fire School, which has to be
developed or else will fall into disrepair, is a future necessary development which adds to the
cumulative impact of these three proposed sites stated above. The community acknowledges the
need for further development of the Fire School site, but that makes the three proposed greenfield
sites unnecessary and impossible to sustain. They should not be in the plan.

- The inclusion of all four sites in the LDP is totally unacceptable, unfair and will impose impossible
pressures on the local community.

- I am deeply concerned at the road safety implications, living as I do at the junction of the West
Fenton Road and the Main Street. At present it is difficult and dangerous getting out of Muirfield
Park on to the main road. The proposed sites above will increase the pressure to intolerable
proportions and increase thE danger to motorists a pedestrians alike.

- Current public transport facilities, particularly the station at Drem are inadequate at present and
would be impossible if a development of this scale went ahead.

- Community facilities like the Day Centre, medical centre and village hall cannot sustain this scale
of development.

- The distance of the proposed Fenton Gait East and Fention Gait South from any of the current
community facilities will necessitate car travel to reach necessary facilities. Parking and road safety
are currently bad enough. The impact of further development would be unacceptable.

- Cala Homes statements about pedestrian safety and having a pavement and street lighting on the
West Fenton road are total nonsense  and call into question their integrity with regard to their
assessment of the impact of the developments on Gullane.

The council and Cala have failed to assess adequately the cumulative impact of the proposed
developments on the Gullane Community, the A198 and the rural road network, particularly the
West Fenton Road.

I wish my objections to be acknowledged

Elizabeth MacCallum
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Yvonne Barbara Haycock 
 

 

2 November 2016 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
Local Plan – 16/00018/LDP 

I am writing to formally object to the inclusion of the field east of Fentoun Gait known as 
Fenton East under the above reference. 

I know that 29 years ago and over the period since I purchased my home, I was assured that 
the boundary to Gullane  and that the village boundary would not 
be extended eastward which is what is happening by the inclusion of this land. 

I object to the inclusion of this Greenfield site in the local plan when there are brown field 
sites available for building on. 

From the local plan I can see that all residents in Fentoun Gait and Muirfield Steading will be 
entombed by building works on three sides of their properties if the plan is to allow building 
on all three sites at once as well as the fire college making four sites in all. The peace and 
quiet will be interrupted for at least 10 years which is alarming and frightening to think you 
will allow four building sites in one area of the village and have no regard for the residents 
who will have to put up with the noise and pollution for a prolonged period not to mention an 
increase in East Lothian’s carbon footprint. 

The developments are not sustainable, having poor access to employment and services. They 
would damage future opportunities for leisure and recreation in one of the region’s most 
attractive visitor locations and have negative impacts on the amenities for locals as well as 
visitors.  

On looking at the local plan and the planning applications proposed for these sites I feel this 
to be an over-development on a scale beyond that which is reasonable. Having 3 to 4 major 
sites concentrated in the East of the village with an unprecedented 30% growth in the village. 

I know the council is under pressure to release building land but the inclusion of ALL 4 sites 
in the LDP is grossly unbalanced and totally ignores the capacity of Gullane to absorb it. If 
all these 4 sites remain Gullane will contribute 50% of all the new sites from the North 
Berwick Coastal area.  

I would question if anybody has looked at the cumulative impact on Gullane and what it 
would do to the rural road networks namely C111 towards West Fenton and the main A198. 
The increase in road traffic will be too much for the roads to accommodate.  

Train capacity has now been exceeded and access to parking in and around the local stations 
has reached saturation and will only get worse in the future. Even with further parking 
capacity the trains are full to overcapacity now so further parking will not alleviate the lack of 
seating on the trains.  
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All shops are to the west end of the village and vehicle traffic would be increased in the 
village with such a large scale build at the east end of the village.  
 
This large scale build would effectively have a negative effect on Gullane’s Conservation 
Area and would affectively have a negative impact on its amenity and create road safety 
issues arising from awkward parking.  
 
Why are two major Greenfield sites included in the plan which will ultimately make the 
brown field site namely the old fire college not as promising against virgin fields? This will 
ultimately see the site languish and become a ruin and an eyesore to the village.  
 
I see a period of 10 years or more of heavy vehicular traffic which will have an impact on the 
environment and to the detriment of inhabitants both people and wildlife as well as impacting 
on tourism. The geese settle in the fields at Fenton East and the numbers have been reducing 
year on year and any building work will add further in the reduction in numbers. 
 
According to the proposal from East Lothian Council only two additional classrooms are to 
be factored in were all the sites to proceed is totally inadequate.  
Recent housing developments in Gullane have resulted in an average of 1 school pupil per 
new house. This makes nonsense of proposing only two new classrooms to be built.  
 
Although we have an all singing all dancing new doctor’s surgery we still do not have the 
capacity to increase their workload with the amount of increase in Gullane and surrounding 
areas. These fears have been raised by the GP’s themselves. 
 
On reading the recorder’s dismissal of Crudens/Cala proposed appeal on Fenton East on 17th 
February 2000 he listed the following: 

1. He quoted the Secretary of State July 1997 coastal villages plan where the policy 
presumes against development on agricultural or forestry land. 

2. Although Crudens/Cala mentioned that the area would benefit from the building in 
Fenton East. The recorder stated that the regional council supported and encouraged 
urban areas, improvement of the housing stock conversion of existing buildings 
development and redevelopment of brownfield sites. 

3. The strategical locations for major new housing developments LSP – state criteria 
must influence :- 

• Closer relationships between jobs and homes. 
• Infrastructure. 
• Protection of landscapes. 
• Enviromentally sensitive Towns & Villages 
• Marketability. 
• Green Belt taken into account. 
• Pointed out the building work at Dunbar and North Berwick absorbed the new builds 

without needing major infrastructure or detracting from their landscapes or settings. 
• He pointed out areas of restraint were small settlements and coastal villages are 

concerned. 
• LSP environment policies and proposals to maintain and enhance conservation areas 

and protected listed buildings. 



• He quoted policy ENN18 which presumes against development on prime quality 
agricultural land – Fenton East is not farmed as owned by Crudens but prior to a 
builder owning the land it was farmed. 

• Policy ENV21B protection of historic gardens and designed landscapes. Namely 
Greywalls 

• LSP environment policies and proposals policy ENV5 maintain and enhance 
conservation area and protected buildings. 

• Policy ENV18B protection of historic gardens and designed landscapes.  
 

4. The recorder stated that there should be no building work to the detriment of the 
character and landscape setting of the village.  

5. He stated that West Fenton Road was a narrow country lane that would have to be  
improved.  

6. Documents SDD circular 18/1987 stresses the need to ensure character and 
landscaping setting of small towns and villages are not affective unacceptably. Good 
design will not be sufficient to offset detrimental effects on landscape.  

7. Natural heritage NPP G15 rural development & PAN44 stress the importance of fit in 
the landscape. 

8. He acknowledged that the protection of the landscape setting of settlements in the 
eastern part of Gullane and the historic Greywalls setting should not be interfered 
with by any build. 

He concluded that after considering the extent to which the appeal proposals could be made 
acceptable by conditions which would redeem the disadvantages of the site which he 
concluded would be unsuitable for development and he dismissed the appeal. 
 
I cannot see that anything has changed to make Fenton East acceptable to be included in the 
LDP. It was made quite clear that nothing should be built in the East Field as the build was 
not in keeping with the village and would effectively extend the natural boundary and exceed 
the small build policy of building in coastal areas. Fentoun Gait was a brown field site and 
this build completed the edge of the village. Extending the boundary would impinge on 
Greywalls and that is what the recorder said should not happen. 
 
Once you extend the boundaries of the village when do you call a halt? As once allowed you 
open up the flood gates for other incursions into farmland and once you have allowed this 
you cannot reclaim what has gone before that is why I do not see that this parcel of land 
should be included in the local plan. 
 
When I looked I still was residing in a coastal village in spitting distance to Grey walls and 
the recorder’s decision in 2000 not to allow the build should stand as I do not see that 
circumstances have changed to alter the original decision. 
 
Your current LDP does include coastal villages it also makes it plain that Grey Walls’aspects 
should not be blighted and if building on the East field to Gullane be allowed then this would 
be the case and would go against an earlier refusal by a recorder for the Secretary of State to 
Scotland. The east boundary of Gullane should not be extended and therefore should not be 
included in the LDP as any building would detract from the historical outlook from 
Greywalls. 
 
 
 



This field should be withdrawn from the LDP.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Yvonne B Haycock (Mrs) 
(E Mailed) 
 
 
 
 



From:
To: Local Development Plan
Cc: Policy & Projects; " "
Subject: East Lothian Council Proposed LDP Representation: Monkrigg Road, Haddington - Representation on behalf

of Messrs R and A Kennedy
Date: 02 November 2016 11:53:14
Attachments: ELC Proposed LDP - Monkrigg Road Haddington Submission 11-16.pdf

Document 1 - Monkrigg Road, Haddington - Location Plans.pdf
Document 2 - Housing An Ageing Population.pdf
Document 3 - Monkrigg Road - ELC Site Assessment.pdf

Please find attached a representation on behalf of Messrs R and A Kennedy,
Seggarsdean Farm, Haddington, EH41 4LD  related to the inclusion of the identified
site at Monkrigg Road, Haddington for retirement development and alterations to
Policy HOU3.  This representation comprises a statement outlining the changes
sought to the Proposed LDP along with the reasoning for seeking changes, and 3
related documents as follows: -

Document 1 – Site Location Plans
Document 2 – Housing an Ageing Population (report)
Document 3 – Eats Lothian Council’s Site Assessment (MIR stage)

Grateful if you could confirm receipt.

Kind Regards

Malcolm Smith
Director
TMS PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES LTD
"Balclune", 32 Clune Road, Gowkhall, Fife, KY12 9NZ
Tel: (01383) 853066 Mob: 07723320517
E-mail: tmsplanning@tiscali.co.uk

This email has been scanned by BullGuard antivirus protection.
For more info visit www.bullguard.com
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REPRESENTATION OF BEHALF OF R AND A KENNEDY RELATED TO LAND AT 

MONKRIGG ROAD, HADDINGTON - RETIREMENT DEVELOPMENT  

 

Changes sought to Local Development Plan 

 The subject site at Monkrigg Road, Haddington (Document 1 refers) should 

be allocated for retirement development to include housing exclusively for 

the over 55 age group and related facilities to serve this specialist housing 

provision; 

 Policy HOU3 “Affordable Housing Quota” and Policy DEL1 “Infrastructure 

and Facilities Provision” and all related polices and guidance including the 

Developer Contributions Framework (Table1)  should be altered to remove 

the obligation for specialist or special needs housing development, 

including housing specifically designed to meet the needs of the over 55 

age group, to provide for 25% affordable housing.   Policy HOU3 should be 

altered to state (text to be added at the end of the first paragraph): - 

“Housing development specifically designed to meet specialist or 

special needs, including housing specifically designed to meet the 

needs of the over 55 age group, will be excluded from this requirement 

where the continued age related occupation of such development is 

controlled”. 

 

 1.0 BACKGROUND/CONTEXT 

1.1 It is established that there has been, and continues to be, notable changes in 

population levels and population age profiles throughout Scotland, including East 

Lothian, and that this continues to  result in the Scottish housing market failing to meet 

identified needs including those arising from growing sectors of the population, 

particularly those approaching and past retirement age.  Without positive action 

existing problems will be compounded.  The demographic time bomb and the policy 

failures to address this, including within the planning system, are well known but are 

simply not being addressed.   

1.2 The findings of the annual reports of the Registrar General of Births, Deaths and 

Marriages for Scotland continually show: -  

 Scotland’s population reaching all-time highs; 

 Scotland’s population continues to age; 

 Life expectancy in Scotland has improved significantly in the past 25 years. 

People born today can expect to live to 80.6 for women and 76.1 for men; 



 The number of households is also increasing as a result of the ageing population 

and because more people are living alone or in smaller households; and 

 Latest projections suggest that Scotland’s population will go on rising, to 5.76 

million by 2035, and age significantly, with the number of people aged 65 or over 

rising by 63% from 0.88 million to 1.43 million in the same period.   

1.3 The Registrar General of Births, Deaths and Marriages for Scotland advises that 

“The information, trends and statistics … include indications of the potential for some 

significant changes in the future structure of Scotland’s population, particularly in terms 

of its age profile and living arrangements, which will be highly pertinent to policy makers 

and service providers”.  There are clear implications for social and health care policy 

arising from these changing demographics, and the positive provision of appropriate 

living arrangements for the increasingly elderly population is also a significant issue 

requiring to be addressed. 

1.4 While age is not necessarily a barrier to mobility or leading an active life, an 

increasingly ageing population, in percentage terms and overall numbers, raises issues 

with respect to the ability of the established housing stock, largely family-sized homes, 

to meet the future needs of an ageing population.  Typically living in smaller households 

and with less space requirements, “retirement” living arrangements are directly 

impacted by the (lack of) suitability of the existing housing stock.  There is already a 

significant shortfall of suitable housing with few, if any, new developments making 

adequate provision for ageing sectors of the population.  This restricts choice and often 

leads to people living in family sized houses (significant levels of under-occupation) no 

longer suitable for their needs presently or going forward, a position that is often not 

readily seen but occurring nonetheless and impacting significantly on the quality of life 

being enjoyed.  The provision of suitable accommodation within an appropriate and 

secure living environment is fundamental to meeting the wide and often complex range 

of needs arising from the ageing population in Scotland and in the wider UK. 

1.5 In addition to housing provision and health care, there are recognised social 

impacts of the ongoing demographic changes.  Recent studies have suggested that lack 

of social interaction can promote loneliness and that the elderly population, due to 

reducing mobility and no longer being in work, are particularly effected.  This can lead 

not just to a significantly poorer quality of life but also to a range of related health 

problems.  The process of delivering housing and support to serve the needs of the 

increasing numbers of elderly in the UK is high on the policy agenda but not an issue 

being satisfactorily addressed.  Document 2 “Housing an Ageing Population” outlines the 

range of issues presently involved. 

1.6 While the Scottish Government, Local Authorities, the National Health Service et 

al, recognise the demographic changes set out by the Registrar General there is a lack of 

meaningfully and positive response.  The crux, in many respects, is the inadequacy of 



suitable housing provision and issues with on-going health and social care 

arrangements, in effect a lack of policy response/joined up thinking. 

1.7 The mainstream private housing sector fails to make provision for the homes 

and related environments, including the range of bespoke housing, social and health 

care facilities, required to cater for the needs of many elderly residents.  Local 

Authorities and Housing Associations are also not sufficiently funded in order to cater 

for the range of housing and related needs identified, or the increasing levels of demand.  

Each sector can assist the overall provision and many elderly residents will presently be 

well served in the housing market (individual circumstances will vary), however there 

is clearly a place for the type of bespoke retirement development (purpose built 

properties on one level affording ready accessibility and a level of support allowing 

people to “trade down” to smaller homes) being proposed at Monkrigg Road, 

Haddington; one incorporating an range of housing and amenity/leisure provision 

designed to meet the daily needs of the resident population, including their social 

integration and health, and to provide a full-life residency option going forward.  Access 

to health and wellbeing facilities can also be provided as part of the occupancy package. 

1.8 While planning policy at all levels recognises the need for additional housing to 

cater for the needs of Scotland’s increasing elderly population, there is little concerted 

action aimed at meeting these needs and no detailed policy framework to assist such 

provision.  In addition, there is little consideration to the holistic needs of this sector of 

the population in terms of housing, health, social integration/interaction, and related 

physical and emotional wellbeing.  Retirement developments/villages operate 

successfully elsewhere in the UK and, while individual circumstances will differ in terms 

of scale and facilities offered, they offer an important and valued resource to resident 

and to local communities generally, and provide valuable employment opportunities. 

1.9 The form of retirement development requires to be tailored for each situation.  

They are not viable on allocated residential sites due to the additional costs and non-

mainstream funding often required (simply retirement development is not a well-

established market and therefore any unnecessary constraints to its development can 

have significant deliverability implications) and the imposition of further costs such as 

those related to affordable housing simply ensures that such development is unlikely to 

occur, notwithstanding that it is badly needed.  Typically, residents above the age of 55 

(the average age in such development in England is around 80) are often fully capable to 

deal with their daily needs on entry to the “village”.  Over time this may change and with 

the support of the managing company and the retirement community and access to 

services and assistance (as required) there is a far higher change that people can remain 

independent in their own homes, rather than having to go into a nursing homes (as 

appears to be East Lothian Council’s current approach).  The “village” is a location 

where bespoke housing exists for the smaller households, these comprising modern 

properties easy to heat and maintain. This also allows the freeing up of family homes 

elsewhere and the far more efficient use of the housing stock generally.   



2.0 EAST LOTHIAN DEMOGRAPHICS 

2.1 Proposed LDP paragraph 1.19 states that: - 

“The National Records of Scotland 2010 population projection (published 2012) 

anticipates that by 2035 East Lothian’s population will increase by 33% to around 

129,229, the highest percentage rate of growth in Scotland during this period. … 

The pensionable age population is expected to increase by 43%, and the number of 

people aged over 75 is expected to increase by 95%”. 

2.2 Additionally, LDP paragraph 3.28 confirms “…support for the principle of 

specialist housing provision and provision for specific housing needs”.  Despite this, there 

is in fact little support anywhere in the LDP to assist the delivery of such, much needed, 

housing provision and certainly no specific support for housing to meet the needs of the 

increasing levels of elderly residents.  This is a fundamental failure of the emerging LDP.    

2.3 Being fully aware of the demographic time bomb, as indicated above, the LDP 

proposes absolutely nothing in order to seek to help address current and 

exponentially growing shortfalls in suitable residential provision for the growing 

numbers of elderly residents in East Lothian.  The LDP (page 71) does identify “a 

number of closures of nursing and residential homes in East Lothian, resulting in a 

significant reduction in the number of places available”.    The LDP further identifies that 

this is occurring “at the same time the number of very elderly people in East Lothian is 

rising and this is projected to grow over the plan period”.   It is additionally recognised 

that “the fall in provision of such accommodation coupled with the rise in demand means 

that unless there is a positive policy context for provision of accommodation for older 

people, they may have to wait longer for placements”.   The proposed response is to try to 

stem the closure of Care Homes by virtue of Policy HOU5 “Residential Care & Nursing 

Homes”.  While the approach being adopted via Policy HOU5 may be laudable this is a 

drop in the ocean.  Not all elderly people require care home provision to meet their 

residential and care needs, this is a relatively small percentage of the growing demands 

being placed on the housing stock.   

2.3 The lack of any positive provision for retirement style development is a 

fundamental failing in the emerging LDP, one that can be readily addressed by a 

pragmatic allocation followed by a tailored solution in conjunction with the developer 

and the relevant stakeholders.    

3.0 THE RETIREMENT DEVELOPMENT/VILLAGE CONCEPT 

3.1 As set out above, there is an unmet need and a rising demand presently for 

housing to meet the needs of a growing elderly population within East Lothian, a need 

that will only be partially met by the public sector, and for which private sector 

provision is now required in the short, medium and longer terms.  There is presently 

confirmed development/operator interest in the provision of retirement 



development/village in Haddington and no availability of land within the present land 

allocations to accommodate this both for practical and financial reasons. 

3.2 The Retirement Village is not a residential development in the conventional 

sense, neither is it simply a development catering for the residential needs of the more 

mature sectors of the population (such as the McCarthy and Stone model).  The 

Retirement Village is far more than a place to live it is a place to secure a lifestyle where 

residents have access to a range of accommodation, healthcare, leisure, and other 

facilities, in a safe and secure environment specifically designed for an ageing 

population and their needs individually and collectively. 

3.3 Accommodation within the village will be tailored to a range of needs related to 

the support requirements of the residents, with all properties having adaptability built 

in.  Restrictions on the age range of residents (either from age 55 or age 60 upwards but 

mainly catering for age 65+) will be controlled legally by property sales with the 

operator retaining a direct interest in all transactions.  A Section 75 agreement 

restricting occupancy would also be secured along with any planning permission  

3.4 The ability to identify and meet the individual needs of residents within the 

physical form (layout, accessibility, facilities, etc) and operational arrangements in the 

Retirement Village renders it a truly unique facility to address the residential, social, 

leisure needs of residents, in effect a very positive response to the issues arising from 

the readily identifiable needs of this growing sector of the population.   

4.0 MONKRIGG ROAD, HADDINGTON- THE SITE/PROPOSAL 

4.1 The site proposed for a retirement development/village is located at the south-

east of Haddington, south of Monkrigg Road.  It is a relatively level site (falling to the 

south) adjacent to an established residential area and with ready access on foot, by bus, 

and by car to Haddington town centre and the range of commercial, social and health 

related facilities available.  The site is within a 10 minute walk of the town centre, a 

pleasant, partially riverside, walk with few gradients.  A bus service to the town centre 

is accessed from a bus stop on Monkmains Road, a short distance from the site. 

4.2 The site assessment set out by East Lothian Council at the MIR stage 

(Document  3) confirms that the site/development is seen as: - 

 Well related to Haddington; 

 Within 400 metres of a bus stop; 

 Within walking distance of a range of local facilities; 

 Suitable for the proposed use and compatible with adjacent uses; 

 Able to be satisfactorily accessed/integrated; 

 Having no known delivery constraints; 

 Having no negative habit impacts; 

 A positive way of meeting the needs of a growing elderly population; 



 Having good access/accessibility to Haddington Town Centre and community 

facilities; 

 Not at risk of flooding; 

 Not having any negative cultural heritage impacts; and 

 Having potential to mitigate landscape impacts. 

4.3 Based on the MIR assessment, it is clear that the 

location/integration/accessibility of the site along with the positive provision for a 

largely unmet demographic need within the local area (and elsewhere in East Lothian) 

would represent a positive planning response to the relevant issues.  The assessment 

set out by the Council is positive for this established requirement and therefore the lack 

of an allocation for the site is surprising. Inevitably there will be design considerations 

to be addressed including the need for landscape mitigation but with respect to the 

scale/nature of the site, it is considered that an appropriate design solution, including 

landscape mitigation, can be delivered.   

4.4 The development would contain a range of bespoke housing (largely bungalow 

style) with areas of open space for outdoor recreation.  The development would be set 

around a village green (potentially with a bowling green and other outdoor facilities) 

and would expand over time in a phased manner (to be determined as more detailed 

proposals emerge).    

4.5 It is difficult to make provision for this form of development within mainstream 

residential allocations or to provide a suitable long term environment for residents with 

available facilities/level of support due to relative land costs and additional costs 

associated with the form of properties and supporting infrastructure required.  It is 

therefore essential that a bespoke allocation is made in a marketable area where 

required values can be achieved and maintained otherwise the potential investment 

from developers and individuals will not emerge and the need will go unmet for the 

foreseeable future. 

4.6 Suitable controls on the operation of the village can be secured legally though the 

planning process and in the operation of the village by restrictions placed on residents 

(minimum age).  Over the longer term, with the correct mix of properties and facilities, 

the Village will represent a sustainable facility providing both a valuable 

residential/social environment, and also providing for local employment opportunities 

in delivering care and other services to residents. 

DOCUMENTS 

Document 1 – Site Location Plan 

Document 2 – Housing an Ageing Population 

Document 3 - East Lothian Council’s Site Assessment (MIR Stage) 



 

 


































