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Proposed East Lothian Local Development Plan
Schedule 4 Representation Responses

Please refer to Appendix 3 of the report to Council on 28 March 2017: Proposed
Local Development Plan: Schedule 4 Representation Responses

http://www.eastlothian.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/5908/east lothian council

Each Schedule 4 document lists at the beginning who made representations on that
subject. Each individual representation has a reference number which corresponds
to the file numbers of the original representations.

For further information or advice, please contact:

Planning Policy and Strategy, via Environment Reception at East Lothian Council,
tel: 01620 827216


http://www.eastlothian.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/5908/east_lothian_council

Response ID ANON-6C24-RNNZ-7 Submission 0420

Submitted to East Lothian Proposed Local Development Plan - Draft Environmental Report
Submitted on 2016-10-15 09:06:49

About You

What is your name?

First name:
Gail

Surname:

Hardy
What is your email address?

Email:

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

Local resident / member of the public

What is your organisation and role (if applicable)?
Organisation:

Your role:

Please enter your postcode

Postcode:

In the interests of transparency we will publish responses to this consultation. We will not publish personal email addresses.If you believe
your intended response may contain sensitive or confidential information you should contact us to discuss this.

| consent to my response being published, including my name

Section 3. Current state of the environment

Do you think this section of the Draft Environmental Report provides sufficient and appropriate information on the current state ofthe
environment in East Lothian?

No

changes box:
| do think that the plan is not sufficiently structured to take into account the support services that would need to be in place to serve the proposed expansion.

Key sevices, including education, transport and health services are already at capacity and any expansion needs to be predicated on a more robust examination
of those services- including a full user consultation with those already using them, rather than just a look at the numerical indicators provided by the council.

Other comments box:

Section 5.2: Development Locations



Do you think that the strategic environmental assessment of the proposed approach is appropriate? (Q6)
Not Answered

changes box:
As a Gullane resident, | am hugely concerned about the zoning that is being proposed in East Lothian over the next 20 years.

in particular the combination of all four proposed sites - the Fire College, the Saltcoats area, Fenton Gait and Fenton Gait South would deliver a cumulative
burden on resources and infrastructure in the immediate vicinity.

This infrastructure is simply not there.

With changes to the local GP surgery, reduction of the bus services (which were almost lost entirely), and with a proposal for only 2 more classrooms to meet the
addition demand for school places, this proposal has not been properly structured.

Why, for example, is the Fire College not being prioritised, rather than new building areas?

Gullane bears more than 50% of the burden of new sites in the North Berwick Coastal area, and as a small community, it is simply not euquipped to cope with this
kind of expansion.

comments box:
Section 5.2: Development in the Countryside & on the Coast

Do you think that the strategic environmental assessment of the proposed approach is appropriate? (Q20)
Not Answered

changes box:
As a Gullane resident, | am hugely concerned about the zoning that is being proposed in East Lothian over the next 20 years.

in particular the combination of all four proposed sites - the Fire College, the Saltcoats area, Fenton Gait and Fenton Gait South would deliver a cumulative
burden on resources and infrastructure in the immediate vicinity.

This infrastructure is simply not there.

With changes to the local GP surgery, reduction of the bus services (which were almost lost entirely), and with a proposal for only 2 more classrooms to meet the
addition demand for school places, this proposal has not been properly structured.

Why, for example, is the Fire College not being prioritised, rather than new building?

Gullane bears more than 50% of the burden of new sites in the North Berwick Coastal area, and as a small community, it is simply not euquipped to cope with this
kind of expansion.

comments box:
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Draft Development Briefs

Do you have any general comments on the draft Development Briefs as a whole, or in relation to all briefs in any particular area? Do not
include comments on specific briefs here. You will be asked for specific comments on particular draft Development Briefs in the next
question.

General comments on draft Development Briefs :
Woodhall Road, Pencaitland

Please choose the first Development Brief on which you wish to comment. You will be given the opportunity to select further briefs for
comment later in the survey.

TT12 Woodhall Road, Pencaitland
TT12 Woodhall Road, Pencaitland

What modifications do you wish to see made to the Development Brief TT12 Woodhall Road, Pencaitland

Modifications sought to TT12 Woodhall Road, Pencaitland :
As a resident | don't want to see this proposal go ahead at all.

Upload map relative to TT12:
No file was uploaded

Please give reasons for your suggested change.

Reasons for changes TT12 Woodhall Road, Pencaitland :
Reasons for objection of the proposal:

1. The back of our house would be overlooked by the development. We have not been advised of the style of the housing and the projectory on which they would
face.

2. We would experience loss of light to our garden in the afternoon. This would be detrimental to our lives as we spend a lot of time in our garden. We also have a
98 year old neighbour whose garden is her lifeline. She is not as able to get out and about as she once was so this is her only real pleasure.

3. Increased noise and dust. We are in a cul-de-sac which means all cars have to pass our house to enter and exit the scheme. Sitting in our back garden
provides us with a welcome break from this noise.

3. Increased traffic. The road leading to the proposed development is steep and runs alongside many pensioner houses. Currently it is local residents that actually
grit the hill in the winter as we have been told by a member of East Lothian Council that this road is not a priority as it is a B road.

4. Our street is already pushed to the limits with relation to parking. Would there be additional parking provided at the rear the of our property to accommodate
present residents cars as well?

5. The park at the end of the street is barely suitable for the children who reside in the street at present. Many of the children actually resort to playing on the road
instead. We have a sign at the beginning of the street to alert drivers of the children playing - this very rarely has any impact and the cars still come down the hill
at speed.

6. The entrance to the proposed development would just increase this risk.

7. The footpaths are a disgrace ! These are never normally gritted either - again many of the residents clear and grit them especially for the older residents in the
street. We did have our road re-laid a number of years ago and to my knowledge the top coat was never applied.

8. We had thought about extending our property to the rear in the not too distant future. My feeling is that we would not receive planning permission due to the
outlook from the new houses. Would that be the case?

9. The road at Lempockwells Road is awful to drive on - the surface of the road is full of holes. The increased cars parking on this road makes it difficult for two
way traffic. Building site lorries would only increase this hazard.

10. When these houses are allocated does East Lothian Council consider who the best resident would be for the area? We have been in our house for nearly 10
years and No. 23, across the road from us has had 4 tenants in it!! One of those tenants was witnessed running along the street with a knife trying to stab her
boyfriend. Having been brought up in the village, | did not expect to have to protect our children from these scenes.

11. Having spoken with the land owner, he assures me that he is not aware of this development site, no one has approached him to purchase the land. Other
local residents on the same street were also not aware of these plans. To my knowledge only one side of the street received the notice. Therefore | feel that this
has given unfair representations of residents comments.

Do you wish to comment on any further Development Briefs? If so, choose one below. You will be given the opportunity to select further
briefs later in the survey.

| do not wish to comment on any further Development Briefs
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Draft Development Briefs

Do you have any general comments on the draft Development Briefs as a whole, or in relation to all briefs in any particular area? Do not
include comments on specific briefs here. You will be asked for specific comments on particular draft Development Briefs in the next
question.

General comments on draft Development Briefs :
| have a clear concern re additional building around villages of East Lothian, so significantly affecting village life where residents have chosen to sacrifice certain
amenities and options in favour of a more rural and associated links to a particular way of life for themselves and their families.

Adding more housing affects that dynamic clearly, changes infrastructure, schooling in many regards and the intrinsic feel of a village and small community. With
criticism of previous building splurges of 80s and early 90s it is clear that not all developments were sympathetic or in keeping with village life.

Where larger communities already exist, expansion does not create the same universal change, can be linked to better amenities and resources so have an
intrinsic appeal to new residents which is not the same as 'overspill' type of thinking with less interest or respect for communities as has been discussed before. |
feel this is the better focus, keeping the balance within East Lothian, more of it's heritage and identity and safeguarding green and open spaces.

| also think the concept of what relates to 'affordable housing' should be more realistically defined and in line with local first time buyers and those on lower salary
incomes where larger communities can offer relevant supports, amenities and transportation.

Please choose the first Development Brief on which you wish to comment. You will be given the opportunity to select further briefs for
comment later in the survey.

| do not wish to comment on a specific brief






Draft Development Briefs

Do you have any general comments on the draft Development Briefs as a whole, or in relation to all briefs in any particular area? Do not
include comments on specific briefs here. You will be asked for specific comments on particular draft Development Briefs in the next
question.

General comments on draft Development Briefs :

MHB8 Levenhall - After having spoken to residents of ||| | | | |  JEEEEE the vast maiority are against this development for a number of reasons. Our green
belt area would disappear, we would have 1 - 2 years of noise and dust pollution plus vibrations from the building site. This would lead to the resident wildlife
moving from the area (to where | don't know, as there seems to be copious housebuilding just up the road!). We have families of deer and foxes in that area, not
to mention the many wild birds who will lose their environment. | will be contacting Councillors, the RSPCA, the RSPB and my MP regarding this development. |
am very much against it.

Regards, Neil.

Please choose the first Development Brief on which you wish to comment. You will be given the opportunity to select further briefs for
comment later in the survey.

MH8 Levenhall, Musse burgh

MHS8 Levenhall, Musselburgh

What modifications do you wish to see made to the Development Brief for MH8 Levenhall, Musselburgh?

Modifications to MH8 Levenhall:
It not to go ahead.

upload map relative to MH8:
No file was uploaded

Please give reasons for your suggested change.

Reasons MH8 Levenhall :
Reasons given in my previous comments.

Do you wish to comment on any further Development Briefs? If so, choose one below. You will be given the opportunity to select further
briefs later in the survey.

| do not wish to comment on any further Development Briefs



Response ID ANON-6C24-RN3B-M Submission 0424

Submitted to East Lothian Proposed Local Development Plan - Draft Environmental Report
Submitted on 2016-11-06 21:43:01

About You

What is your name?

First name:
Tony

Surname:
Thomas

What is your email address?

Email:

Are you responding as (or on behalf of) a...?
Developer / agent / landowner
What is your organisation and role (if applicable)?

Organisation:
apt planning & development ltd.

Your role:
Director

Please enter your postcode

Postcode:
EH40 3AB

In the interests of transparency we will publish responses to this consultation. We will not publish personal email addresses.If you believe
your intended response may contain sensitive or confidential information you should contact us to discuss this.

| consent to my response being published, including my name

Section 8. Site Assessments (Appendices 5-10)

Do you have any comments to make on the detailed site assessments contained in Appendices 5-10? Please quote the relevant
sitereference number(s).

comments box:
Delete Whitekirk Burial Provision (ref: MIR/ NK/OTH024)

The proposal to provide an extension to the Whitekirk Cemetery has been based on incorrect land ownership information and the assumption that this land would
be gifted to East Lothian Council.

The land is in private ownership and is not the piece of land that ELC thought would be available, at no cost for the expansion land. The proposed land is not
suitable for a new cemetery site as it has no safe access, would be totally out of character with the remainder of the field which it currently forms part of.



Consequently this proposal should be deleted from the Environmental Report.

Musselburgh area upload:
No file was uploaded

Prestonpans file upload:
No file was uploaded

Tranent file upload:
No file was uploaded

Haddington file upload:
No file was uploaded

Dunbar file upload:
04b - Proposed LDP - Environmental Report - Appendix 9 - Dunbar.pdf was uploaded

N Berwick file upload:
No file was uploaded



Response ID ANON-ZMS3-3M3X-R

Submitted to East Lothian Proposed Local Development Plan
Submitted on 2016-11-07 16:20:20

About You

1 What is your name?

First name:
Mark

Surname:
Holling

2 What is your email address?

Email address:

3 Postal Address

Address:

l Please enter your postcode

Postcode:

5 Are you responding as (or on behalf of) a.....?
Local resident/member of the public

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

Your role:

7 Are you supporting the plan?

Not Answered

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

Submission 0425

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

Modification(s) sought::

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 2g - Introduction to North Berwck Cluster (pg 52)

1a Introduction to North Berwick Cluster - What modifications do you wish to see made to the Introduction of the North Berwick Cluster?
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.

Modifications(s) Sought:



1b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to the Introduction of the North Berwick Cluster. State
all relevant paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):
Section 2g - North Berwick Main Development Proposals (pages 53-56)

1a PROP NK1: Mains Farm, North Berwick - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK1 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

1b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK1 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

2a PROP NK2: North Berwick High School and Law Primary School Expansion Land - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop
NK2 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

2b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK2 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

3a PROP NK3: Gilsland, North Berwick - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK3 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

3b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK3 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s) :

4a PROP NK4: Land at Tantallon Road, North Berwick - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK4 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

Land must be secured to allow safe access for pedestrians and cyclists out of this development on to the Heugh hopefully to link behind the Lochbridge Road
development so as to give safe access to schools, the Law, the Sports Centre and any other community buildings in the Mains Farm development. The housing
must not be a dead end for pedestrians/cyclists although it is best if it is thus for cars.

i'm not sure building up the hill preserves the landscape value of the eastern approach to N Berwick with its coastal views and up to the Law. Houses above the
level of Tesco (which is bad enough) would disrupt this and | don't feel should be allowed here!

4b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK4 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

5a PROP NKS5: Land at Ferrygate Farm, North Berwick - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK5 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

Land must be secured to allow safe access for pedestrians and cyclists out of this development on to routes and safe access to schools, the Law, the Sports
Centre and any other community buildings in the Mains Farm development. The housing must not be a dead end for pedestrians/cyclists although it is best if it is
thus for cars. A bridge over or a tunnel under the railway may be required here so that a safe and attractive pedestrian/cyclist route can be constructed into the
Gilsland area developments where there are good safe links to the schools already.

5b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK5 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):



6a PROP NK6: Former Fire Training School, Gullane - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK6 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

6b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK6 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

7a PROP NK7: Saltcoats, Gullane - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK7 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

7b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK7 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

8a PROP NKS8: Fenton Gait East, Gullane - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK8 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

8b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK8 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

9a PROP NK9: Fenton Gait South, Gullane - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK9 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

9b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK9 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s) :

10a PROP NK10: Aberlady West, Aberlady - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK10 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

10b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK10 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

11a PROP NK11: Castlemains, Dirleton - What modifications do you wish to see made to Prop NK11 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

11b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Prop NK11 of the proposed Plan. State all relevant
paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s):

12a Policy NK12: Development Briefs - What modifications do you wish to see made to Policy NK12 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.

Modifications(s) Sought:

12b Please give any information/reasons in support of each modification suggested to Policy NK12 of the proposed Plan. State all
relevant paragraph numbers of the plan to which the modification(s) refer.

Justification for Modification(s) :



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:
| believe it could solve many problems of transport within North Berwick if a new station and Park & Ride facility were to be built at Ferrygate.

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) :

The car park at NB station is too small for purpose but without a modal shift to b ke or bus there will continue to be a large demand for space. There is no room at
the current station. A new one on the west of the town would allow visitors to the town to park there and take trains (and buses) into town, would give parking for
Edinburgh bound people from the west side of town, and provide infrastructure for a bridge to the south side of the railway so that pedestrians and cyclists could
have a safe route to facilities on the south side. there is no simple current route which avoids the bottlenecks of Law Road or Ware Road.

There must be opportunities to adjust train times to allow this development which could be key to freeing up space for PEOPLE (not cars) in the centre of North
Berwick.

| made this suggestion to the Community Council in the past but have not seen any progress.

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:

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):

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):
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listed building and the appearance of the designed landscape. I am aware of the comments on
this matter made in 1998 by Historic Scotland, but I do not agree with the conclusions drawn.
In my view, the development of housing on the site would materially alter the appearance and
character of the village. I also believe that the housing would be prominent in views to and
from Greywalls and in my opinion it would be detrimental to the setting of an ‘A’ listed
building and the appearance of the associated designed landscape. I do not believe that the
inclusion of landscaping measures would overcome these concerns.

9.4.14 In addition, given my reservation about the very low density of development
suggested, I believe that it is perfectly possible that significantly more than 50 houses could
be built on the site. In these circumstances, the proposal would also fail to meet the criterion
regarding ‘local’ housing sites being small scale. As the council has noted, the Joint Structure
Plan Liaison Committee has indicated that a ‘local’ housing site in the context of Policy
HOUS should contain no more than 10% of the total number of existing households in a
settlement, up to a maximum of 50 new houses. While I acknowledge that the Joint
Committee’s decision does not have statutory basis, it is in my view a reasonable
interpretation of how the term ‘local’ should be applied in the context of Policy HOUS.
Taking all the above matters into consideration, I find that the allocation of the site for
housing would not satisfy the criterion regarding developments being small scale and in
keeping with the character of the settlement. As proposals have to meet all the criteria, the
development of the site would therefore be contrary to Policy HOUS.

9.4.15 I note that the objector has also indicated that the site could assist in meeting the local
housing needs of Gullane. However, I do not believe that there is any recognition in either
the structure plan or the local plan that the housing needs of each individual settlement have
to be addressed within that settlement. The approach adopted in the development plan is that
housing need and choice are matters that should be dealt with across the wider housing
market area and not necessarily at the settlement level. I consider that this approach is
consistent with the guidance and advice in SPP3 and PAN 38 on the issue. In conclusion, I
find that the allocation of the site for housing is not required to meet the requirements of the
structure plan and that its identification as a ‘local’ housing proposal cannot be justified under
the terms of Policy HOUS. I do not believe that there are any other material considerations in
this case which would merit allocating the site for housing.

RECOMMENDATION

9.4.16 I recommend that no change be made to the finalised local plan in response to this
objection.

Omission of housing site: Land to the south of the A198 at Gullane I

Reference: Hart Estates Ltd, Objection H143 (Written Submissions)

BASIS OF THE OBJECTION




9.4,17 This objection concerns the allocation of an area of land lying to the south of the
A198 at Gullane under Policy DC1, Development in the Countryside and Undeveloped Coast.
The objector was of the view that the land was suitable for residential use, including
affordable housing, and that this could be justified in terms of the criteria in structure plan
Policy HOU8 (Development on Greenfield Land).

CASE FOR THE OBJECTOR

9.4.18 It was explained that the objection site, which extended to some 3.5ha, was on the
eastern edge of Gullane just to the south of the A198. The land was currently in agricultural
use and it was bounded to the west by the existing residential developments known as
Muirfield Steading and Fentoun Gait. There were further agricultural fields to the east and
south of the site. The objector proposed to develop the site with approximately 50 houses
which would be served with accesses from the A198 and from Fentoun Gait. It was
submitted that the site was well located relative to the facilities of the village. In the
objector’s opinion, the eastern edge of the village was exceptionally weak due to the lack of
any tree planting or landscaping. It was considered that the development of the site would
provide an opportunity to improve the appearance of this important entry point to the village
with the provision of an area of structural planting. Given the acknowledged shortage of
affordable housing in the village it was proposed that up to 30% of the new houses to be
provided on the site would be in this category.

9.4,19 The objector believed that the council had placed too great a reliance on the housing
output from a few strategic sites to maintain the effective 5-year land supply. Particular
reference was made to the site at Blindwells, which it was considered had problems
associated with its deliverability. In order to meet the guidance in SPP3: Planning for
Housing it was submitted that a range of smaller sites in a variety of different locations
should be made available in the local plan to provide a range of housing opportunities and
increase choice. It was noted that the local plan had identified no new sites in Gullane to
meet local needs and that overall there were very few sites in the smaller settlements and
outwith the core development areas. It was considered that the objection site was free of
development constraints and met the other criteria in PAN 38 regarding effectiveness.

9.4.20 The objector sought the re-allocation of the land from ‘countryside’ to residential use
in the local plan. It was believed that the failure to identify any additional housing sites in
Gullane meant that local housing needs had not been addressed. The allocation of the
objection site for housing would increase choice and make a small but nevertheless
significant contribution to the effective housing land supply. It was considered that the site
was well located relative to local facilities and access to public transport routes. In addition,
it was noted that the objection sought the allocation of the site for approximately 50 houses.
Given that the local plan has identified sites with a similar capacity to this in other
settlements, the objector believed that the proposal should be considered to be ‘small scale’
and in keeping with the character of the village. Taking all the above matters into account, it
was submitted that the allocation of the site for housing could be justified in terms of the
criteria in Policy HOU8 (Development on Greenfield Land) in the structure plan.

RESPONSE OF EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL




9.4.21 The council indicated that the objection site was located to the south of the A198 and
to the east of the housing at Muirfield Steading and Fentoun Gait. The site was open
agricultural land which was of prime quality. The finalised local plan included the land under
Policy DC1 (Development in the Countryside and Undeveloped Coast). 1t was indicated that
the Scottish Fire Training School (SFSTS) was on the west side of West Fentoun Road,
opposite Muirfield Steading. Policy INF4 of the finalised plan, which deals with the Scottish
Fire Service Training School at Gullane, recognised the necessary training activities
undertaken at the SFSTS. The council has indicated that it would ensure that any adverse
environmental impacts arising from operations at the SFSTS will be minimised while at the
same time having regard to the impact of development proposals on the legitimate operational
requirements of the facility.

9.4.22 1t was noted that the structure plan emphasised that the successful implementation of
its development strategy would depend on new development being restrained outwith the
identified Core Development Areas. The plan went on to indicate that the villages and small
settlements in East Lothian, such as Gullane, were within an area of restraint. The council
submitted that there was no structure plan requirement for additional land for housing to be
identified in Gullane. Paragraph 3.23 in the plan endorsed this approach in respect of
development on ‘greenfield’ sites in general, although it did make provision for certain
exceptions under Policy HOUS8. The policy presumed against new housing development on
‘greenfield’ sites other than to meet strategic requirements. Gullane was not an area within
which sueh strategic requirements required to be met. However, the policy allowed for
exceptions to be identified through the local plan process and these may include small sites in
villages where development was needed to support local services and facilities. However,
any such sites must be small-scale and in keeping with the character of the settlement or the
local area; outwith the green belt; and, any required infrastructure must be either committed
or funded by the developer.

9.4.23 In addition, structure plan Policy ENV1(D) (Regional and Local Natural and Built
Environment Interests) provided that development affecting prime agricultural land would
only be permitted where it could be demonstrated that (a) the objectives and overall integrity
of the designated area would not be compromised, or (b) the social or economic benefits to be
gained outweighed the conservation or other interest of the site.

9.4.24 The council noted that at the previous local plan inquiry, objections were considered
into the non-allocation of the objection site for housing. The Reporter’s recommendation on
the matter was that no change should be made to the local plan. It was concluded that
housing on this land would not be small-scale in relation to a settlement of the size of
Gullane. It was also indicated that providing an improved eastern boundary to the objection
site through allowing further new development would be at the expense of extending
development almost 150 metres into a wide, level and open landscape. The Reporter
therefore concluded that this would be to the detriment of the character and landscape setting
of the village when viewed from the A198 and from the south of the village.

9.425 In terms of the present objection, the council submitted that that the previous
recommendation and the reasoning behind it remained relevant. It continued to be the
council’s view that housing on the objection site would detract from the landscape setting and
character of this part of the village. In addition, with a capacity of approximately 80 houses,
it could not be described as small-scale, thereby being inconsistent with the Structure Plan




Joint Liaison Committee’s agreed definition of small-scale, i.e. a maximum total allocation
under structure plan Policy HOUS8 of 10% of the existing number of households in a village
up to a maximum of 50 houses. The council therefore submitted that development on the
objection site would not be in keeping with the character of the settlement here and therefore
would not pass criterion (a) of structure plan Policy HOUS.

CONCLUSIONS

9.4.26 This objection concerns the allocation in the finalised local plan of a 3.5ha site on the
eastern edge of Gullane and to the south of the A198 under Policy DC1 (Development in the
Countryside and Undeveloped Coast). The objector would wish the site to be included within
the village boundary and allocated for residential use. I note that in both the currently
adopted local plan and the finalised local plan the objection site is clearly identified as being
outwith the defined settlement boundary of Gullane and in the ‘countryside’. In my view, the
site is quite distinct from the adjacent residential areas to the west and does not form part of
the built-up area of the village. I also note that the development of the site for housing would
result in the loss of a significant area of prime quality agricultural land. In these
circumstances, I consider that housing on the objection site would represent peripheral
‘greenfield” development that would lead to Gullane being extended in an eastern direction
into an open agricultural field. In the first instance, the objection must therefore be
considered against the relevant policies of the structure plan.

9.4.27 On this matter, I note that one of the key objectives of the structure plan is to ensure
that where possible brownfield land should be developed in preference to ‘greenfield’ sites.
In addition, it is made clear that the natural and historic environment should be protected
from inappropriate or damaging development. In pursuit of these objectives, the structure
plan’s settlement strategy is to focus development on sites within settlements, while
recognising that in order to satisfy the strategic housing land requirements some development
will have to take place on ‘greenfield’ sites. Accordingly, the structure plan directs most new
development to 15 identified ‘Core Development Areas’, 6 of which are within East Lothian.
The plan also emphasises that in order for the development strategy to be successful it will be
necessary to restrain new housing outwith the existing built-up areas and the ‘core
development areas’. The strategy of restraint is justified on the grounds that environmental
assets need to be protected; the viability of public transport services has to be ensured; and,
the optimum use must be made of existing and planned infrastructure. In terms of the
structure plan, Gullane and the objection site are clearly outwith any core development area
and within an area of ‘restraint’.

9.4.28 Consequently, this objection has to be assessed against Policy HOUS in the structure
plan. The policy states that there is a presumption against new housing development on
greenfield sites other than those which are in the established land supply (as set out in Policy
HOU1) or those identified to meet the plan’s strategic housing land requirements (as covered
by Policy HOU3). It also indicates that any exceptions to this general approach will be
restricted to proposals identified through local plans, which must be small scale and in
keeping with the character of the settlement as well as satisfying the other criteria set out in
the policy. The supporting text to HOU8 noted that such exceptions may include small sites
in settlements where development was needed to support local services and facilities. As
indicated above the objection site is not within a ‘core development area’ and it does not form
part of the established housing land supply. Its release is not therefore required to meet the




strategic housing requirements set out in structure plan Policy HOU3. Consequently, there is
no need to release the objection site to meet the requirements of the structure plan.

9.4.29 [ note that in support of the objection it has been indicated that the council has placed
too great a reliance on the housing output from a limited number of large strategic sites and
that there may be difficulties in the future in ensuring that this output is delivered. However,
no substantive evidence has been provided in support of this assertion to seriously call into
question the effectiveness of the housing land supply identified in the local plan. I am also
aware that the council has indicated that there is a broad measure of agreement with the
housebuilders over the effectiveness of the sites which are included in the Annual Housing
Land Audit process. On the basis of the evidence available to me, I am not therefore
persuaded that there is a shortfall or any need for the local plan to identify additional housing
sites to comply with the structure plan. As indicated above, Policy HOUS states that there is
a presumption against new housing on ‘greenfield’ sites other than those required to meet the
strategic housing requirements. As the objector’s proposal is not needed to satisfy this
requirement, the presumption against the development of the site for residential purposes
clearly applies. The structure plan also makes it clear that it is a matter for councils through
the local plan process to decide whether or not it is appropriate or necessary to identify
additional housing sites beyond those required by the structure plan. The council therefore
has discretion to allocate additional ‘local’ housing sites, such as the objection site, but there
is no structure plan requirement to do so.

9.4.30 Dealing with the first criterion in Policy HOUS, this requires proposals to be small
scale and in keeping with the character of the area. In terms of the objection site, I note that it
has been indicated that the site, which extends to some 3.5ha, would accommodate
approximately 50 houses. However, in relation to the provisions of Policy DP3 (Housing
Density) in the finalised local plan, which requires all new strategic and local housing sites to
achieve a minimum average density of 25 dwellings per hectare (gross), this is a relatively
low density of development. In my view, if the site was to be allocated for residential use the
total number of house on the site would be likely to exceed 50. I base this view on the fact
that the council through the local plan is attempting to move away from a situation where
sites were being developed to provide individual houses on relatively large plots. The local
plan is now seeking to achieve more sustainable forms of development involving higher
density developments which make more efficient use of the land.

9.4.31 The objector’s suggestion that a comparatively low density scheme would be
appropriate for the site would not be consistent with this approach or the terms of Policy DP3.
If, in line with this policy, more that 50 houses were to be erected on the site, the proposal
would not comply with the criterion regarding ‘local’ housing sites being small scale. As the
council has noted, the Joint Structure Plan Liaison Committee has indicated that a ‘local’
housing site in the context of Policy HOU8 should contain no more than 10% of the total
number of existing households in a settlement, up to a maximum of 50 new houses. While I
acknowledge that the Joint Committee’s decision does not have statutory basis, it is in my
view a reasonable interpretation of how the term ‘local’ should be applied in the context of
Policy HOUS.

9.4.32 1 also have concerns about extending the limit of built development in the village
eastwards by some 150 metres along the A198 into a large, open and generally flat
agricultural field. In my opinion, such a development would have an adverse impact on the




appearance and character of the eastern part of the settlement, particularly when viewed from
the A198 and the south. I appreciate that the objector considers that the existing eastern edge
of the village is weak and detracts from its setting. However, I am not persuaded that the
appearance of the eastern edge of the village is so unacceptable that it warrants the release of
a 3.5ha site for housing and the provision of a tree belt to improve the situation. Taking all
the above matters into consideration, I find that the allocation of the site for housing would
not satisfy the criterion regarding developments being small scale and in keeping with the
character of the settlement. As proposals have to meet all the criteria, the development on the
site would therefore be contrary to Policy HOU8. Furthermore, given that there is no need for
additional land to be identified to meet the strategic housing requirements and I do not believe
that there would be any over-riding social or economic benefits arising from a residential
development, the loss of 3.5ha of prime quality agricultural land would also be contrary to
Policy ENV1(D) in the structure plan.

9.4.33 1 am also aware that the objector has indicated that the site could assist in meeting the
local housing needs of Gullane. However, I do not believe that there is any recognition in
either the structure plan or the local plan that the housing needs of each individual settlement
have to be addressed within that settlement. The approach adopted in the development plan is
that housing need and choice should be dealt with across the wider housing market area and
not necessarily at the settlement level. I consider that this approach is consistent with the
guidance and advice in SPP3 and PAN 38 on the issue. Lastly, I note that the objector has
indicated the proposed housing would include up to 30 affordable housing units as part of the
overall development. However, I consider that while the provision of affordable housing is a
desirable objective the location of such units should be related to the development strategy set
out in the structure and local plans. I do not consider that the fact that part of the objection
site could be given over to affordable housing provides an adequate justification for the
allocation of a site that does not comply with the other policy requirements in the
development plan.

9.4.34 In conclusion, I find that the allocation of the site for housing is not required to meet
the requirements of the structure plan and that its identification as a ‘local’ housing proposal
cannot be justified under the terms of Policy HOUS. I do not believe that there are any other
material considerations in this case which would merit allocating the site for housing.

RECOMMENDATION

9.4.35 1 recommend that no change is made to the finalised local plan in response to this
objection.
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Action Programme Introduction (Pages 2 - 6 only)

What modifications do you wish to see made to the Introduction to the Action Programme?

Modifications to Introduction sought:

Reference 16/00033/LDP (PROP TT7)

We are writing in response to your notification on the above proposal. | wish to raise concerns and potential opposition regarding this proposed development for
the following reasons.

1. Site access - We understand that the access to the new 150 home site is through the two spur roads at either end Chesterhall Avenue, of which our house No
17 is adjacent to the north side. We are concerned for the volume of traffic both in the construction phase and on completion resident vehicles which is going to
use both spurs as a consequence of this extension. The present cul-de-sac environment is greatly valued by the many families with young children living here
who are concerned for safety.

2. The existing entrance at Greendykes Road onto the estate from the A199 is close to a bend opposite Macmerry Primary School. The entrance is partially
obscured to the right for cars exiting the village towards Haddington and is hazardous. Bringing more traffic from the additional homes to this junction will only

increase the likelihood of and accident.

We would suggest that access to the new development is from the Old Smithy Mews end of the proposed site were line of sight both ways on the A199 is
significantly better.

3. We have not been able to find a detailed layout of the proposed site and we would | ke to see the outline plans in order to comment in more detail on the layout
of the houses and any children's play facilities, greenbelt screening etc. Is this presently available and if so how can we access it? Or if not, when will this

information be added to the consultation hub?

We only purchased this home in July and it would appear from chatting to our new that we are the only address in and around No 17 Chesterhall Avenue who
have received your consultation letter- why have our neighbours not received a mail shot, surely it is important to consult widely on the estate for this proposal?

Speaking for ourselves we appreciate the community housing needs as outlined in the East Lothian Council PLDP. We seek to engage positively in the
consideration of site access and resident safety for this proposal but would oppose the development should an alternative site access route not be seriously
considered at this important early planning consultation stage.

Kindest regards

Kevin and Ina Reid

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested modifications. State all relevant page numbers of the Action

Programme.

Reasons for changes, Introduction:
As above for Page 86. Macmerry housing proposal.

Priority 1 - Adoption of Local Development Plan Supplementary Guidance and Supplementary Planning Guidance

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Priority Action 1 - Adoption of Local Development Plan Statutory and Non-Statutory
Guidance" section of the Action Programme?

Changes sought to Priority 1 - Statutory and Non-Statutory guidance :
None

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes. State all relevant Guidance and policy references.
Priority One, explanation of reasons for changes :

Priority 2 Major Infrastructure

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Priority 2 - Delivery of Specific Proposals relating to Major Infrastructure” section of
the Action Programme?

Changes sought to Priority 2 - Major Infrastructure :

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes. State all relevant Proposed Local Development Plan
Policy or Proposal references.

Priority 2 - explanation of reasons for changes:

Priority 3 Education Proposals



What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Priority Action 3 - Education Proposals" section of the Action Programme?
Changes sought to Prioirty 3 - Education Proposals:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes.

reasons in support of changes to Priority 3:

Guidance Action 1 Adoption of Local Development Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "LDP Guidance - 1 (Adoption of Local Development Plan Supplementary Planning
Guidance" section of the Action Programme?

Changes to Guidance Action 1:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested modifications. State all relevant Supplementary Guidance and
policy references.

Reason for changes, Guidance Action 1:
Guidance Action 2 Growing our Economy and Communities

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Growing our Economy and Communities” section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action
Programme?

Changes sought to Growing our Economy and Communities:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes to the Growing our Economy and Communities
section. State all relevant Proposed Local Development Plan Policy or Proposal references.

Reasons for changes, growing our economy and communities:
Guidance Action 2 - Infrastructure and Resources

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Infrastructure and Resources" section of Guidance Action 2?
Infrastructure and resources changes wished:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes to the Infrastructure and Resources section. State all
relevant Proposed Local Development Plan Policy or Proposal references.

Infrastructure and resources reasons :
Guidance Action 2 - Diverse Countryside and Coastal Areas

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Diverse Countryside and Coastal Areas" section of Guidance Action 2
Diverse Countryside and Coastal Areas changes sought:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes to the Diverse Coast and Countryside section. State all
relevant Proposed Local Development Plan Policy or Proposal references.

Reasons for the changes to Diverse Countryside and Coastal Areas:
Guidance Action 2 - Our Natural and Cultural Heritage

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Our Natural and Cultural Heritage" section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action
Programme?

Changes to our Give changes to Natural and Cultural heritage section of Guidance Action 2:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes to the Our Natural and Cultural Heritage section. State
all relevant Proposed Local Development Plan Policy or Proposal references.

Give reasons and information in support of suggested changse to Our Natural and Cultural heritage section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action
Programme:

Guidance Action 2 - Design



What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Design" section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action Programme?
Give changes to Design section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action Programme:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes to the Design section. State all relevant Proposed Local
Development Plan Policy or Proposal references.

Reasons for changes to Design section :
Guidance Action 2 - Delivery

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Delivery" section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action Programme?
Give changes to Delivery section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action programme:

Please give any information/reasons in support of each of your suggested changes to the Delivery section. State all relevant Proposed
Local Development Plan Policy or Proposal references.

Reason for changse to the Delivery section of Guidance Action 2 of the Action Programme:
Monitoring and Assessment for LDP Review

What modifications do you wish to see made to the "Monitoring and Assessment for LDP Review" section of the Action Programme?
Give changes to Monitoring and Assessment for LDP review section :

Please give any information/reasons in support of each suggested modification.

reasons for changes to monitoring and review:

Do you wish to suggest a modification in respect of any specific cluster area? If so, please select one area. You will be given the
opportunity to comment on further areas later in the survey

No, | do not wish to comment on any specific cluster area
Any other comments?

Do you have any further comments on the Action Programme?

Any other comments:
Please can | have an acknowledgement and response to completing this consultation submission

Upload file with further comments :
No file was uploaded





