1.
Introduction

1.1
Homes for Scotland is the representative body of the house building industry in Scotland. Its members include almost all the major national house builders, and a range of regional companies. Together they build over 80% of all new houses completed in Scotland. 

1.2
The Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan is arguably the most important development plan to be published in the last 10 years. Edinburgh and the Lothians is Scotland’s most prosperous area, and the area which contributes most to Scotland’s economic prosperity. It is essential that the conditions are sustained for the area to continue to perform this role, and that means planning for future growth. The role of the Structure Plan is to set a land-use framework for development which encompasses the visions and ambitions of all interests in Scotland for growth in the Plan area. It should comply with the principles of development as set out in SPP1 by promoting sustainable economic development, social justice, environmental quality, good design and integrated land-use and transport. In particular, it must meet the requirements of SPP3 in terms of guiding development to the right places and delivering an adequate supply of housing land.  Its aim must be to set out a framework which is capable of implementation, and to which all parties and interests can work.

1.3
It is regrettable, therefore, that this critical document is emerging some four years later than it should. As will be shown, a significant gap has emerged between the forecasts and requirements of the 1994 Lothian Structure Plan and this Plan, a gap which should have been identified and dealt with long before now. The consequence of this is that, at least in terms of housing, there is a substantial shortage of housing land to meet present-day demands, with all the well-publicised consequences of high demand and price inflation.

1.4
It is noteworthy that in England and Wales the issue of delivering housing has now taken priority over debate about the housing content of Development Plans. The current Treasury Inquiry is focussing on the role of the planning system in delivering or delaying construction. Recent statements from Ministers have been in terms of ensuring long-term effective land supplies. Unfortunately, in the most pressured areas in Scotland the planning frameworks have yet to become truly effective in delivering housing land to meet market demands for new housing. 

1.5
The house building industry has a central role in the Plan process for several reasons:

(i)
it is a major “user” of the Plan. The medium- and long-term business strategies of individual companies will be largely determined by the degree of certainty the Plan creates about future development 

(ii)
it is a key player in implementing the Plan. Not only does the industry build the houses, for which it requires a Plan system which positively and clearly promotes growth, but increasingly it is expected to fund enabling infrastructure to serve both existing and new communities

(iii)
if the industry has the resource available, in terms of available housing land, then it can assist in meeting the needs of all sectors of society for high quality, accessible housing; the alternative is a continuation of the spiralling price inflation and social exclusion characterising the Edinburgh area in particular

(iv)
it is a major component of the Scottish economy, contributing c.7.5% of Scottish GDP and employing directly and indirectly some 120,000 people. The ability to operate successfully in the Lothians Housing Market is critical to sustaining the health of the industry.

1.6
The house building industry shares the same primary goal as the four Councils and the Scottish Executive – to meet the housing needs of the population of Edinburgh and Lothians. It is imperative that this Structure Plan allows that to happen.

1.7
Homes for Scotland believes that this Structure Plan, although possibly one of the last to be prepared before the introduction of City-Region Plans, is nevertheless a crucial document for the economic future of Scotland, not just the Plan area. Homes for Scotland will argue in this submission for substantial changes to the Finalised Plan, and believes that the scale of changes proposed justifies the issues being explored thoroughly at an Examination in Public. 

1.8
It is recommended, therefore, that the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan be subject to an Examination in Public.

2.
Development Strategy

2.1
Vision

2.1.1
Homes for Scotland would support the long-term vision for Edinburgh and the Lothians as set out in paragraphs 2.2 – 2.5. In our view, the Edinburgh and Lothians area is, and is likely to remain, the most economically-buoyant region within Scotland, so that the Development Plan, in combination with other Strategies and Plans, should seek to accommodate economic and physical growth. The Plan anticipates sustained growth, and it should also have within it the flexibility to respond to unforeseen changes in growth pressures. 

2.1.2
Homes for Scotland therefore acknowledges the recognition in paragraph 2.2 that the impacts of growth will be felt beyond the boundaries of the Structure Plan area, but fully supports the commitment in paragraph 2.3 “to satisfy the housing and employment land requirements within Edinburgh and the Lothians”. We further welcome the unequivocal statement that exporting growth to other Structure Plan areas may result in unsustainable commuting and would be inconsistent with recently approved Structure Plans. That being so, Homes for Scotland can not agree with the final sentence of paragraph 2.3, which immediately weakens the commitment to accommodate all growth in the Plan area and effectively invites other areas to promote growth strategies based on attracting commuters. The dangers of this are already evident in the work of Fife Council in preparing a replacement Structure Plan.

It is recommended that the final sentence in paragraph 2.3 be deleted. 

2.2
Strategic Aims

2.2.1
Again, Homes for Scotland supports the overarching aim of the Plan to provide in full for the development needs of Edinburgh and the Lothians, and believes that this is entirely compatible with the aims of sustainable development as set out in 2.8. Indeed it is a central tenet of sustainability that needs and demands are met.

2.2.2
The objectives in paragraph 2.10 are supported. It is recommended that bullet 4 refer to “housing land”, and is expanded by adding “and ensure that all requirements are met within the Plan period”. This will assist in clarifying some confusion later in the Plan between land allocations and actual completions.

2.2.3
The objectives in paragraph 2.12 are generally supported. However, the industry would not entirely agree with the second sentence of 2.11. The implication of this is that regulation is needed to ensure that the house building industry provides something that would not be provided by market forces. However, the main obstacle to providing a range of housing to meet all needs is not the market per se, but the fact that builders are operating within serious constraints of land supply. 

2.2.4
Where demand exceeds the supply of land to build, it is inevitable that prices will rise and parts of the market cannot be satisfied. Additionally, there is a lack of public funding to meet needs in the subsidised part of the market, but the land supply issue is as great a constraint on the range and choice being provided in the commercial market.

2.2.5
In terms of securing affordable housing through the planning system, the principle is now well established that Plans may include policies seeking affordable housing, but that the planning system is not in a position to require it as a condition of development, nor can it oblige developers to provide it directly. Therefore it is recommended that in paragraph 2.12 bullet three “require” be replaced with “seek”; otherwise replace “require the provision of” with “make provision for”. It will then be for Local Plans to justify policies and set out clear mechanisms for negotiation and agreement.

2.2.6
The objectives in paragraph 2.14 are generally supported, other than bullet one. It is not clear to Homes for Scotland why a continuous Green Belt remains the preferred option in the context of sustained growth pressures in Edinburgh. If the Aims and Strategy are to meet needs, reduce commuting and relate employment and residential land, then constraining development on the edges of the city is not necessarily compatible. It is accepted that there are physical and landscape constraints around the city, but equally there are corridors where further growth, based on transportation infrastructure, should be pursued. It is always more efficient for public transport to serve a continuous population rather than cross areas where there are no origin and destination points. With the trend towards peripheral business parks and employment land, and with major institutions moving to the outskirts of the city, providing more housing on and close to the edge of Edinburgh seems to Homes for Scotland to be merely sound planning practice.

2.2.7
Indeed, the objectives in paragraph 2.16 concerning land-use and transport would all support such an approach, and these are endorsed.

2.3
Elements of the Strategy

2.3.1
Homes for Scotland believes that the use of consistent base data is a requirement of any Plan, and in that respect does not agree with paragraphs 2.18 – 2.19 which propose using a mix of 1998 and 2000-base GRO(S) projections as the base for the Plan. As discussed in the Housing Chapter, it is recommended that the 2000-base projections be used consistently, resulting in a slightly higher housing need figure.

2.3.2
Homes for Scotland does not accept the arguments advanced in paragraphs 2.21 – 2.27 for the retention of a continuous Green Belt with minimal extractions during the Plan period. It does not agree with the statement in paragraph 2.24 that a major Green Belt release “would be prejudicial to its stability and endurance”. The scale of housing need and demand over the Plan period necessitates an early strategic review of the Green Belt. As will be demonstrated, the rate of house building that will be required to deliver the Plan is such that it will support both brownfield/regeneration in the City and greenfield development on the periphery of Edinburgh and major settlements. 

2.3.3
Homes for Scotland agrees that it is appropriate to identify Core Areas for development, but believes that further options to widen Core Areas or identify additional areas do exist. In particular, the potential for development to the west and south-west of Edinburgh needs further consideration in light of the relationship to new areas of business and employment land. 

2.3.4
It would also be beneficial if the Plan were to make it clear that development is not excluded outwith the Core Areas, provided that it complies with National Guidance and Local Plan policies.

2.3.5
There is a lack of clarity in the discussion of areas of restraint in paragraph 2.50. The locations covered by the first three bullet points are restrained by policy decisions, and these are accepted. However, the locations covered by the final two bullet points are constrained by infrastructure issues, and these are issues which are capable of being overcome. It is recommended, therefore, that this paragraph distinguishes between restraints and constraints, identifying locations where further development potential exists subject to the removal of constraints.

2.3.6
Again, reference in paragraph 2.51 to “any policy to steer development outwith Edinburgh and the Lothians” is unacceptable, as the Plan gives a commitment to meet needs within the Plan area and there is no obstacle, in Homes for Scotland’s view, to achieving this. It is recommended that the second half of the final sentence of paragraph 2.51, from “irrespective”, is deleted.

2.3.7
Homes for Scotland will argue that the need and demand for housing is higher than stated in the Plan. Therefore paragraph 2.54 requires to be rewritten. It is recommended that the first two sentences of this paragraph be replaced with:

“Regardless of the output from the brownfield and windfall capacity of the City, further Greenfield land release is inevitable both before and after 2015 to accommodate demand. A strategic review of the Green Belt will be undertaken immediately to identify options for further land release.” 

3.
HOUSING CHAPTER

3.1
General

3.1.1
Homes for Scotland agrees that the Planning Authorities face a significant challenge in meeting the demand for housing. The scale of demand is increasing, and the Plan must accommodate this and be able to respond to further changes in demand. Paragraph 3.1 talks in terms of the challenge of allocating land in sustainable locations, but the real challenge for the Authorities is to turn allocations into completed houses. Regrettably, the track record of the 4 Authorities is not good in this respect, in terms of delivering the provisions of the 1994 Structure Plan. As is shown in Appendix Tables 1 and 2, the performance of the Authorities in meeting the Plan requirement and maintaining a 5-year land supply, as required by the Guidance in place at the time, was variable. Midlothian, in particular, has always struggled to identify an effective supply and deliver built development, albeit there have been major infrastructure constraints to overcome, and Edinburgh City has achieved housing completions substantially through windfall rather than planned development (Table 3). 

3.1.2
A particular failing has been the delivery of the 1994 Plan’s Policy H7 and H8 sites. These comprise the main new allocations in the 1994 Plan, yet it is generally agreed that little more than 25% of these allocations have been built to date. The reasons are a combination of slow Structure Plan approval, slow Local Plan preparation and adoption, and long lead-in times for major sites. Indeed, it is doubtful whether a single house will be built in the South-East Wedge before the end of the 1994 Structure Plan period.

3.1.3
The concern in all this is that, with the replacement Structure Plan already well behind schedule, and an optimistic set of assumptions about Local Plan adoptions in the Action Plan, the delivery of new housing land to alleviate the current shortages and market distortions is some way off. Indeed, as can be seen from Table 4 there is already a substantial gap between the revised requirements set in the Finalised Plan and the available land supply. 

3.1.4
In that respect, Homes for Scotland objects to the final sentence of paragraph 3.1. While the house building industry acknowledges the challenge presented by the scale of need, it is confident of its ability to deliver new housing provided the planning system delivers a supply of effective land. This sentence leads to other unacceptable statements about the industry later, and it is recommended that it be deleted.

3.1.5
Paragraph 3.2 makes it clear that the strategy is to continue to constrain the demand for growth in Edinburgh and meet it elsewhere in the HMA. As stated above, while it is accepted that there are constraints to growth around Edinburgh, it is not accepted that the extent to which demand is deflected from the City is appropriate. 

3.1.6
Paragraph 3.3. states that plans “should aim to ensure a minimum five-year supply of housing land..”. This is inadequate, as NPPG3 and PAN 38 require plans to do this, and it is recommended that the sentence be reworded accordingly. This point then requires to be reflected in paragraph 3.4 bullet one by replacing “an” with “a minimum”.

3.2
Housing Need 

3.2.1
Homes for Scotland accepts the basic methodology for projecting population and households, and hence deriving housing need. However, there are a number of questions regarding the detailed application of the methodology. 

3.2.2
Firstly, a case is made for retaining the 1998-base GRO(S) household projections as the base for the Plan in light of apparent inaccuracies in the 2000-base projections. However, the Plan then uses the 2000-base population projections. In that case, it makes no sense to use the 1998 Household Projections, as the base figures for the Plan should be as consistent as possible. Homes for Scotland calculates that the 2000-base population projections would produce 3 – 4000 additional households, and it is therefore recommended that the calculations of housing need be amended accordingly. A revised Plan requirement of 74000 is recommended. It would in any event be prudent to use an optimistic assumption for the future in order that sufficient flexibility can be built into the Plan.

3.2.3
Secondly, Table 2.4 in the Supporting Document sets out the assumptions used in the need calculation. In its response to the Draft Plan, Homes for Scotland suggested that the assessment of second homes, business and holiday homes should be updated from the 1991 Census. Such information should be readily available through the Assessors and the Valuation Rolls. It seems very likely that the 1991 figure will have increased, and it would be a reasonable assumption that the purchase of properties for business, in particular, will continue to rise. It is recommended that this information is obtained. An allowance has also been made for Scottish Borders mobile demand, but given the relationship of the Structure Plan area to all its adjoining Plan areas, it is not clear why such an allowance is not calculated for them too.

3.3
Housing Demand

3.3.1
It is a significant weakness of the Supporting Statement that there is no analysis of the inter-relationship with adjoining Plan areas. Analysis of the Sasines records would have been invaluable in demonstrating the extent to which housing demand is already being exported from the Plan area. It must be assumed that the accompanying population migrations are reflected in the GRO(S) Projections, and hence the Plan projections. Therefore the Plan’s projections must understate the demand for housing in the Plan area. It is recommended that further analysis is presented on housing market trends to clarify whether demand is being under-represented in the Plan.

This inherent weakness in the projections is compounded by the absence of any statistical approach to assessing market demand, either in total or in terms of market characteristics. It is well understood by the industry that:

· Demand in Edinburgh City far exceeds supply

· The land supply, and its predominantly brownfield nature, in Edinburgh does not permit the development of detached family housing

· Family housing is now being provided for the Edinburgh TTWA as far away as Stirling, Falkirk, South Lanarkshire and Perth and Kinross, as well as Fife and the Borders.

· Consequential price inflation in Edinburgh is amongst the highest in the UK

· The rate of construction of new homes nationally is falling year on year despite record demand, and in Edinburgh and Lothians is being maintained by a high level of unplanned windfall development in the City

3.3.2
Nor is there any real consideration of the implications of wider strategies and studies. For instance, the Edinburgh City Vision sets out a view of the future based on growth factors such as the Smart City, new technology, the cultural industries etc. These are all likely to attract incomers with expectations of good quality housing. Other studies identify areas of economic growth. For instance, the DTI Air Transport Review identifies substantial scope for economic development and job creation associated with passenger and freight growth at Edinburgh Airport. 

3.3.3
Yet the Plan makes the extraordinary statement in paragraph 3.7 that, because the projected level of need exceeds any previous rate of new building, planning for additional housing above need (i.e. for the demand that undoubtedly exists) is not considered appropriate. This is entirely contrary to the purpose of the Plan-led system as set out in SPP1 and SSP3 in particular. Again it implies that a main restraint on house building is the industry itself. This is not a competent planning consideration. The role of the Plan is to set out a development strategy which can meet all foreseeable needs, and indeed can respond to additional unforeseen demand quickly. The industry is sustaining annual completions of around 4500 in the face of substantial obstacles – outdated Plans; inadequate land supplies; competition for brownfield sites; slow processing of applications and increasingly complicated S 75 negotiations – and could undoubtedly build many more houses in a responsive environment. In reality, as will be demonstrated, the industry will have to build many more houses per annum than ever before to deal with the backlogs which have built up.

3.3.4
Paragraph 3.8 then undermines all the earlier statements about meeting demand within the Plan area by offering open encouragement to other Plan Authorities to promote Structure Plan reviews based on taking demand exported from Edinburgh and Lothians. It specifically encourages this to deal with the issue of higher than expected demand. 

One implication of this is that the Plan need figure is being promoted as some form of limit to development, but there is absolutely no evidence presented other than an assertion about the house building industry. Homes for Scotland would certainly not accept that there is any environmental or transport capacity constraint to accommodating further demand.

3.3.5
It is very telling that the Plan only makes passing reference to the potential problems of exporting demand on its final page, and deals with them very superficially. It seems clear to Homes for Scotland that the environmental and transportation impacts of exporting growth would be greater than those involved in meeting demand at source. 

3.3.6
Problems of major cross-Authority transport infrastructure are mentioned, but there is no indication in national transportation policies and programmes of commitments to items such as a new Forth crossing or major heavy rail capacity increases in the Central Belt. It appears to Homes for Scotland that trying to create the critical mass of passengers to support tram, rail and Park and Ride initiatives in the Edinburgh area would be a more cost-effective national or sub-regional transport strategy.

3.3.7
It also appears evident to Homes for Scotland that the issue of cross-Structure Plan population distribution, and the associated transport and economic implications, is not an issue that can be determined through this Structure Plan. These are issues which, if the Scottish Executive is minded to consider population decentralisation from the Lothians, should be addressed through the proposed National Planning Framework.

3.3.8
For all these reasons, Homes for Scotland is in no doubt that a higher housing requirement is justified to reflect the realities of high demand. Therefore it is recommended that paragraphs 3.6 to 3.8 be deleted in their entirety and replaced with text which sets out an appraisal of potential future demand, including a range of scenarios, and makes a commitment to accommodating this.

3.4
Sources of Supply

3.4.1
Paragraphs 3.9 – 3.19 set out the Plans housing land allocations and policies. Paragraph 3.9 starts by identifying 3 known sources of land supply – effective base supply; constrained base supply, and emerging Local Plan sites.

3.4.2
The effective base supply from the 2001 Audit is shown as 29100. It could be argued that this misinterprets the definition of effectiveness, which can only apply to sites capable of coming forward in the next 5 years. However, it is accepted that in this case the figure relates to the total projected output over the Plan period of sites agreed as effective or capable of becoming effective. Paragraph 3.10 acknowledges that there will always be a proportion of known sites which are never developed, and Homes for Scotland would agree that this is true. The reasons can be varied: sites changing use or being withdrawn from the market, or slow planning and development processes delaying programmes. 

The four Councils agree that the rate of failure of the base supply for the 1994 Structure Plan is around 22%, and there is no reason to suppose that a similar rate will not apply in the future. Therefore, of the 29100 sites in the base supply, it would be prudent to allow for c. 6500 not being built.

3.4.3
The constrained supply from the 2001 Audit is the second source. Homes for Scotland would contend that these sites are constrained for good reasons agreed through the Audit process. There is as yet no guarantee that any of them will come forward. It is not normal practice in Structure Plans to count constrained sites as part of the known supply. Rather it is for the subsequent Local Plans and Audits to reassess when and if these sites can come forward. Therefore the 2100 assumed sites should not be counted.

3.4.4
The third source is emerging Local Plan sites. 12600 sites are identified. Again, it would be prudent to discount a proportion of these on past performance, and applying the 22% figure again means discounting c.2800 sites.

Therefore, it is suggested that of the known sites, a total of 9300 are discounted as unlikely to be completed/come forward, and the 2100 constrained sites are not included in the calculation of available supply.

3.4.5
The Plan then considers the potential of windfall sites to contribute to meeting needs, and on the basis of recent guidance the Councils commissioned an Urban Capacity Study to try to justify the assumptions made in the Draft Plan on windfall potential. Homes for Scotland was involved in a minor way in this study, and on the basis of misgivings arising from that involvement undertook a review of the Urban Capacity Study through consultants. A full copy of their report is appended, and the following summarises their findings on the Plan’s assumption of 14000 windfall sites.

3.4.6
Homes for Scotland welcomed the commissioning of the Urban Housing Capacity Study to assess the future potential of urban areas to contribute to future housing land supply. However we consider that the timing of the Study was inappropriate. It is evident that the Study should have been completed prior to the publication of the Draft for Consultation Plan in December 2001 and should have been used to inform the windfall assumption to be adopted.

3.4.7
Homes for Scotland and other relevant stakeholders did not have anything like adequate opportunities to participate in the Study in accord with the methodology advocated in Tapping The Potential and PAN38.  Homes for Scotland considers that as a consequence, material knowledge about current and future issues and trends relating to windfall sites has been omitted from the Study, to the detriment of its conclusions and findings.

3.4.8
Homes for Scotland notes with some concern that the findings of the Study do not specifically justify the windfall allowance.  The consultants appointed to undertake the Study did not offer that conclusion or finding as a consequence of the Study.

3.4.9
RPS Consultants has appraised the Study at the request of Homes for Scotland.  RPS has identified a range of shortcomings and weaknesses in the methodology and the assessment procedure used to calculate the future capacity of individual sources of land.  As a consequence, RPS concludes that the Study does not support the windfall allowance for Edinburgh.

3.4.10
Several areas of the assumed capacity are questioned and it is recommended that changes are made:

· Disregard sources i and ii as non-strategic in scale

· Amend source viii to more accurately reflect the findings of the Study workshops

· Disregard source x (redevelopment of employment land and buildings) since Structure Plan Policy ECON1 requires Local Plans to review all such land prior to redesignation for other uses

· Priority Areas comprise known sites and should not therefore be regarded as windfall

3.4.11
Based on the critique carried out by RPS, the following amendments to the   Study’s findings are recommended:

	Capacity Source
	Edinburgh
	East Lothian
	West Lothian
	Midlothian
	Total

	i)
Subdivision of existing housing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ii)
Flats Above Shops
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iii)
Empty Homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	iv)
Previously Developed Vacant Land And Buildings
	496
	270
	301
	196
	1,263

	v)
Intensification
	616
	658
	123
	56
	1,453

	vi)
Redevelopment of Existing Housing (Private)
	700
	0
	0
	0
	700

	vii)
Redevelopment of Public Car Parks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	viii)
Conversion of Commercial Buildings
	357
	280
	42
	210
	889

	ix
Existing Housing Allocations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	x)
Redevelopment of Employment Land and Buildings 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	xi)
Vacant Land Not Previously Developed
	424
	17
	16
	309
	766

	Total
	2,593
	1,225
	482
	771
	5,071

	Priority Areas 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


3.4.12
Therefore the windfall allowance in Table 3.1 could reduce as low as 5100, with the Priority Area sites being reallocated to the column for emerging Plan sites. The immediate implication of this is that the Study is significantly flawed in terms of justifying the existing windfall trends in the Lothians.

3.4.13
Therefore Table 3.1 of the Plan could be rewritten as:

	
	Base
	Emerging
	Windfall
	TOTAL

	Edinburgh
	5600
	16100
	2600
	24300

	E Lothian
	3800
	0
	1230
	5030

	Midlothian
	5900
	1400
	500
	7800

	W Lothian
	7300
	100
	770
	8200

	TOTAL
	22600
	17600
	5100
	47200


This is a total assumed supply of 47200, 10600 less than the Finalised Plan. In addition, Homes for Scotland has argued for a basic need calculation of 74000 as opposed to 70200. Therefore the residual need for which extra allocations are needed is recalculated as follows:

	
	Finalised Plan
	Homes for Scotland

	Need
	70200
	74000

	Assumed Supply
	57800
	47200

	New Allocation
	12400
	26800


3.4.14
The Plan then acknowledges that some additional flexibility is required. It incorporates some 8% flexibility in paragraph 3.15, which is added to the basic need figure of 70200, and this results in a final figure for new allocations of 18200. While no breakdown by Council area is presented, Homes for Scotland’s analysis shows that the figure varies, with only 4% flexibility for Edinburgh. This is considered to be wholly inadequate for several reasons:

· It is a low level compared to other recently-approved Structure Plans. Falkirk and Scottish Borders Plans both include 10% flexibility; Clackmannanshire and Stirling had 10% in the Finalised Plan, increased to 15% by Scottish Ministers.

· Historically Plans have included 20 or even 25% flexibility

· It must allow for several potential ways in which allocations may not deliver housing: loss of sites from established supply; delays in implementing Plan sites; uncertainty over windfall and brownfield sites in the long term; changes in regional economic performance

· The City, as the prime economic driver and the area of greatest housing pressure, must have a higher level of flexibility

· It is again indicative of a lack of vision and ambition in the Plan

3.4.15
Homes for Scotland proposes that a higher level of flexibility is added to the Plan land allocations as follows:

Requirement 

74000





Add flexibility 10%

81400



Less amended supply 
47200



New allocations

34200




Homes for Scotland therefore recommends that around 34000 new sites require to be allocated in the Plan.

3.4.16
It can be seen that the revised level of windfall assumption (5000) falls within the margin of flexibility of 7400. This accords with PAN 38 paragraph 34, which suggests that windfall “can contribute to the margin of flexibility which should be built into development plan allocations”. This paragraph also notes that where windfall “does not provide fully for the range of requirements of housing providers, it may be necessary to bring forward additional housing land.” Since most of the windfall is brownfield land in Edinburgh, it follows that windfall will only provide for a narrow range of house types – i.e. urban flatted development – and that the question of other types of housing must be addressed by allocating other types of land.

3.4.17
The Plan perpetuates the approach of the 1994 Structure Plan in undersupplying Edinburgh City, on the basis of environmental and other constraints. The 1994 Plan acknowledged that the bulk of the demand for housing – estimated at 61% of the total for the Plan area – arose in Edinburgh, but that the policy would be to restrict provision to c.46% of allocations. 

Homes for Scotland believes that for economic and transport reasons this policy should not be perpetuated in the new Plan, and that the proportion of allocations made in Edinburgh should rise to over 50% of the area total. The implications of this are that a review of the Green Belt is now required, and a site search exercise should be conducted for Edinburgh and its fringe, as part of the work on a consolidated Edinburgh Local Plan.

3.3.18 It is recommended that Schedule 3.1 in Policy HOU 3 be amended to show a total Strategic Housing Allocation of 34000, compared with 18200 in the Plan. In order to change the distribution between areas as recommended, all the additional allocations i.e. 15800 should go into Edinburgh City, resulting in a figure for Edinburgh of 20000. Of this, it must be remembered that Homes for Scotland wishes the 7688 Urban Capacity Study Priority Area sites included as allocations in Plans. In addition, the 2542 Urban Capacity Study sites from redevelopment of employment land and buildings may emerge following Local Plan review. Therefore around 10000 sites may already be known, leaving c.10000 to be identified in Plans. 

3.4.19
It is clear to the industry that in order to provide greater choice in the housing market a higher proportion of these allocations must be Greenfield. It is recommended that the majority of the new allocations are Greenfield/Urban Fringe, and that 7000 sites be identified in Schedule 3.1 for Edinburgh Fringe. 

3.4.20
The first priority must be to try to identify these releases in and on the edge of 

the City. Only when it can be demonstrated that no further options are available should it then be appropriate to follow the sequence of locational priorities in NPPG3 paragraphs 27 - 47. The site search exercises carried out by East and West Lothian Councils have demonstrated that there are many more options in and on the edge of existing settlements than needed to meet the Finalised Structure Plan requirements, and hopefully a similar result will emerge in Midlothian. The next option is a new settlement, which has been proposed for East Lothian. Homes for Scotland remains concerned that the scale and location of this proposal is too specific at this stage, pending finalisation of the Structure Plan. Given the scale of Homes for Scotland’s amended housing land allocations, it must be an option to consider either a second new settlement or a much larger one. 

3.4.21
To comply with the Plan Strategy, these additional allocations should be located in core areas, near key existing or proposed transport infrastructure and should relate well to employment areas.

3.4.22
The Plan gives no consideration to the phasing of housing development. This is essential to determine whether the Plan is capable of being implemented. Home for Scotland concludes on the basis of its own analysis that there will be significant difficulties in achieving the housing completions necessary. Table 5 sets out an analysis of the likely output from the sources of supply identified by Homes for Scotland above and from the additional allocations recommended.

3.4.23
Any analysis of programming over a long period inevitably involves many assumptions. The major assumptions in Homes for Scotland’s analysis are:

· The actual completions likely on known and emerging sites are discounted as discussed above

· Other than the current effective supply and windfall, very little new land is likely to produce completions before 2005/2006 at the earliest, because a new set of Local Plans has to be adopted. It is possible, however, that some emerging sites will be treated as windfall or departures in anticipation of the new Plans. 

· The new sources of supply are treated with caution also in terms of their ability to deliver within the Plan period

3.4.24
The analysis shows what would be required to deliver the Plan requirement. At least until 2005/2006 there are likely to be significant shortfalls in completions against the Plan requirement. Thereafter, of course, faster progress will partly depend on the ambitious programme of Local Plan adoption set out in Schedule 2 of the Action Plan being achieved, and on the delivery of infrastructure in Schedule 3. Assuming these happen, the extent to which completions must increase is striking.

3.4.25
From 2006 onwards, Homes for Scotland calculates that completion rates will have to be sustained at between 6000 and 8000 per annum to deliver the Plan requirement. The assumptions made about each potential source of supply are considered reasonable individually, but the collective result is remarkable. 

Given the Plan’s stance on the challenge of meeting more than 5000 completions per annum, it is of concern that its authors could not foresee that in reality a major “gear shift” is required now to meet needs in Edinburgh and Lothians.

3.4.26
Homes for Scotland is not concerned by these figures from the point of view of the industry’s capacity to increase completions. Nor does it see them as any argument for exporting demand. Its real concern is that the Planning Authorities in the Lothians have no recent record of producing timely, responsive planning frameworks which allow the housing market to operate freely and effectively. Yet that is precisely what is now required if house building rates are to increase by as much as 50%.

3.4.27
Homes for Scotland believes that the increase in completions has to begin immediately. To that end, it believes that provision should be included in Policy HOU10 for planning consents as departures from Structure and Local Plans, and this is discussed later. In addition, it is strongly recommended that Scottish Ministers impose such a Policy by direction in advance of approval of the Plan in order that the current shortfalls in land and house building can be tackled immediately.

3.5
Infrastructure 

3.5.1
The Plan sets out a very substantial programme of investment needed to secure implementation of the strategy, ranging across what used to be the main areas of public sector expenditure – transportation; water services; education; housing; recreation; amenities and environmental enhancement. 

3.5.2
The concern for the industry is the extent to which it is identified as a main or part-funder of so much of this infrastructure. It is inconceivable that, without very substantial public investment, the strategy can be implemented. There is a fundamental planning principle involved here, one which is referred to in the Housing Chapter but not elsewhere in dealing with infrastructure.

3.5.3
Developers accept the principles set out in Circular 12/1996 that they should meet the costs of measures required to mitigate the impact of their developments. This is recognised in Policy HOU6 and is not disputed. Similarly, the industry does not question the principle that infrastructure should be in place or committed prior to consent for development. However, the tone of the rest of the Plan is that all relevant essential infrastructure identified in Schedule 3 of the Action Plan must be in place before development can proceed, infrastructure which in most cases will serve a wide area and a wide catchment population. Developer contributions are identified as an element of funding in paragraphs 3.20 – 3.21 and in Policies HOU5 and HOU6, but many other parties have greater responsibilities. However, it is of major concern that later in the Plan the authors seek to abdicate public responsibility for coordinating investment by making the statement in paragraph 8.10:

“However, in the absence of securing funding from other sources, the responsibility in (sic) providing infrastructure and services to support the major development allocations will be borne in most part by the development.”

3.5.4
This is entirely unacceptable, as it breaches the tests of reasonableness, scale and kind set out in Circular 12/1996. It is essentially an invitation to other agencies to abdicate their responsibilities and pass them to developers. It could therefore be seen as a means of selling planning permissions. It is therefore recommended that paragraph 8.10 be amended as follows:


Sentence 1 after “securing” insert “”contributions from developers towards”. 

Delete sentence two and replace with “Councils will work with Community Planning partners to ensure that investment priorities are coordinated with planning agreements and the Action Plan, in order that key infrastructure is delivered timeously and supports new development.”

Consequential Policy changes are discussed below.

3.6
Affordable Housing

3.6.1
It would be preferable for the Structure Plan to take an overview of the four existing Housing Needs Studies, in order to give guidance on the overall levels of need and to determine the need for area-specific policies on affordable housing. The Supporting Statement dismisses any comparison of its projections and those of the Needs Studies on methodological grounds, but even on superficial examination it would appear that the gross need and demand for housing identified by the four Studies indicates higher levels than the Structure Plan.  

3.6.2
Homes for Scotland does agree, however, that if supplementary Guidance is to be used in relation to affordable housing policies and implementation mechanisms, then it should be available in advance of Local Plan adoption. Additionally, Homes for Scotland believes that it must be tested through the Plan preparation process at the earliest opportunity in accordance with SPP1.

3.7
Monitoring of Land Supply

3.7.1
As stated above, it is not sufficient for the Councils, as stated in paragraph 3.25, to “aim” to maintain a minimum 5-year land supply, as this is required by Guidance. It is recommended that all references to aiming to maintain a supply should be removed from the Plan. 

3.7.2
Paragraph 3.26 alludes to a monitoring regime which extends beyond the Annual Housing Land Audit. Homes for Scotland would agree that this is necessary to monitor trends in windfall, update the Urban Capacity Study regularly, and assess whether the housing requirements have changed. It is suggested that a monitoring framework be outlined in the Action Plan, and Homes for Scotland would wish to work with the Councils to develop and agree a framework, with the objective of minimising disputes over strategic land, particularly before Local Plan Inquiries. It is disappointing, however, that no monitoring statements appear to have been produced during the preparation of this Plan, as they would have highlighted the urgency and severity of the housing problem.

3.7.3
Homes for Scotland cannot accept the proposal in paragraph 3.28 that land shortfalls should be condoned. The purpose of the Plan is to give clear guidance on the future locations for development and to require Local Plans to ensure that land is available. Given the past record of the Councils in identifying and bringing forward land, this paragraph is tantamount to an invitation to fail. It is entirely out of keeping with the professed aim of meeting demand and supporting a buoyant growth region. The industry is willing to work closely with the Councils to ensure that supply is maintained and issues are addressed, but it will raise objections to any significant shortfalls in supply and seek to have these redressed. A shortfall of 20% against requirement is most definitely a significant shortfall. It is recommended therefore that the two sentences in paragraph 3.28 beginning “However, a shortfall of 20%…” be deleted.

3.7.4
Similarly, Homes for Scotland cannot accept the final sentence of paragraph 3.28. It is neither possible nor desirable for a Plan covering 15 years to state that a housing requirement figure is a maximum. This takes no account of the need for flexibility and change. The main purpose of the figures in Table 3.2 is to give an indicative distribution of the housing land allocations which then allows the 5-year requirement to be calculated. The Table should therefore be based on allocations not requirement and the monitoring framework should then determine the land supply against allocations, not the completions required. This Table should be recalculated in line with Homes for Scotland’s revised need and allocation figures as follows:

	
	Allocation
	% of Plan total
	5 Year requirement

	Edinburgh
	43000
	53
	15360

	E Lothian
	9200
	11.3
	3285

	Midlothian
	12000
	14.7
	4285

	W Lothian
	17200
	21.1
	6140

	TOTAL
	81400
	
	29070


3.8
Housing Policies

HOU 3

3.8.1
It is recommended that the first sentence in Policy 3 should be expanded by adding “and to maintain a minimum 5-year land supply at all times”.  The footnote referenced by the asterisk should be deleted. It is not appropriate for the Plan to be prescriptive about completions over a 15-year period. 

It is well understood that allocations do not equate to completions, but the Plan has to have enough land allocated to respond flexibly to the demand for more completions. Therefore this footnote is superfluous.

3.8.2
It is recommended that Schedule 3.1 be amended in line with the changes to Table 3.1 above. The total allocation should be 20000 for Edinburgh City, of which at least 7000 should be Edinburgh Urban Fringe. 

HOU 4

3.8.3
Homes for Scotland supports the provision in this Policy that Local Plans should identify the steps necessary to make site effective. It does not support the idea of specifying a sequence of release for sites. There is no sequential test in Scottish Guidance, and the only reason to identify release dates is when there are constraints to be overcome and a timescale can be put on these. Otherwise, there should be no constraints on the ability of the market to determine where and when approved allocations and identified sites come forward in response to demand. Specifying sequences of release has been attempted in other Plans, with the inevitable consequence of lack of flexibility to respond to changing circumstances. It is recommended that bullet b is reworded as follows:

b. identify the constraints to the release of sites for development and ways to overcome these

HOU 7

3.8.4
It is recommended that this Policy would benefit from the addition to the second sentence of a final phrase: “…provided they are tested through a Local Public Inquiry at the earliest opportunity.”
HOU 8

3.8.5
This Policy is generally acceptable, and would accommodate the proposed changes to allocations in this submission, as well as allow for small-scale development both within and outwith the Core Areas.

HOU 10

3.8.6
This Policy is unacceptable in terms of the leeway given to Councils to fail to meet the Plan allocations. Therefore the Policy should simply require Councils to meet the allocations.

It is recommended that, in the final paragraph, the following phrases are deleted:

Line 1 “..80% of..” 

Lines 2-3 “..over two consecutive years, and there is a 20% shortfall in the housing land supply for the Lothians as a whole..” 

3.8.7
The Policy also requires a stronger commitment to act beyond the Plan framework to rectify deficiencies in supply, as Homes for Scotland’s analysis demonstrates the extent to which early land shortfalls are likely. It is recommended that the final two sentences are deleted and replaced with:

“Planning permission may be granted for housing development as a departure from the local plan and structure plan, provided it complies with national planning policy guidance. Exceptionally, a Structure Plan review may be required.”

3.8.8
For clarity, it should also be recognised that where infrastructure constraints exist, then additional land allocations can be found within the Housing Market Area if they cannot immediately be identified within a Council area, and it is recommended that suitable wording be added.

4.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CHAPTER

4.1
General

4.1.1
Paragraphs 4.3 – 4.4 recognise some of the accepted views on the prospects for continued growth in Edinburgh and the Lothians. They recognise that the types of economic activity likely and desirable are high value and high skill, and that clearly has implications for the continuing demand for quality housing focussed on Edinburgh. No mention is made of issues such as the potential for economic expansion through air traffic expansion, as set out in the Department of Transport’s current consultation documents. Since publication of the Plan, Edinburgh City Council has published its City Vision, which sets out the first steps in securing funding for projects to facilitate the types of growth identified in paragraph 4.3.

4.1.2
The Plan recognises various shortcomings in the supply and distribution of economic land, notably the small proportion of supply in Edinburgh.

4.1.3
Policy ECON 1 requires that Local Plans should review the established supply of business land, in part to establish whether any of it can be released for other uses. This, as has been demonstrated, is a constraint on assuming that such land can make a windfall contribution to housing land in the short-term. No such assumptions should be made until the review has been carried out.

5.
ENVIRONMENT CHAPTER

5.1
Green Belt

5.1.1
Homes for Scotland’s recommendation that some 7000 greenfield sites be allocated around Edinburgh will necessitate changes to Policy ENV 2 Green Belt. It is recommended that the following changes are made:

Line 1 delete “A continuous..”

Sentence 2 insert after “purposes” “while accommodating necessary new housing land”

Insert new sub-section C):

“A strategic review of the Green Belt will be undertaken to inform preparation of the Edinburgh-wide Local Plan and facilitate the identification of land to accommodate development pressures.”

6.
IMPLEMENTATION CHAPTER

6.1
Local Plans

6.1.1
The Councils are to be applauded for setting out an ambitious programme of new and replacement Local Plan work. It has been argued that it is imperative that new Local Plans are in place as quickly as possible. Nonetheless, the need for housing is such that action is required immediately, and it is accepted in principle that supplementary guidance could be used in advance of Plan adoption. 

6.1.2
However, this must not become a substitute for timely preparation and adoption of Plans, and it is recommended that the supplementary guidance be tested in public as soon as possible, in accordance with SPP1. 

Policy IMP 1 

6.1.3
It is recommended that a further clause be added to the final sentence of the first paragraph as follows:

“..,provided this guidance is tested through the Public Local Inquiry process as soon as possible.”

Policy IMP 2

6.1.4
No changes are recommended, but see recommendations for Policy IMP4.

6.2
Action Plan

6.2.1
As previously discussed, the Plan allows too much latitude for those responsible for implementing the infrastructure and other requirements of the strategy to pass responsibility to developers, and a revised paragraph 8.10 has been recommended. Policy IMP4 is unclear as to what is key infrastructure. On the one hand, everything in Schedule 3 is identified as key infrastructure. Yet it is also expected that Local Plans will identify further requirements to facilitate development. Presumably these would also be prerequisites for development. 

6.2.2
In the industry’s view, the requirements identified in Local Plans are far more likely to be the ones which arise directly as a result of development impact. The items in Schedule 3, for the most part, relate to major infrastructure which will serve a far wider area or population than any individual development. Policy IMP4 confuses these two separate issues. It is not reasonable for developers to be subject to Planning Agreements for infrastructure beyond the scope of Circular 12/1996. It is recommended that all references in Policy IMP 4 relating to Schedule 3 infrastructure are incorporated into Policy IMP3. Policy IMP4 is then clearly about securing appropriate contributions from developers in relation to mitigating the impacts of their developments.

6.2.3
It is recommended that in Policy IMP4 in the first sentence the words from “to secure..” to “..Action Plan” are deleted, and the second paragraph of the Policy is placed in Policy IMP3. 

6.3
Monitoring and Review

6.3.1
As stated above, Homes for Scotland would welcome the opportunity to discuss with the Councils a monitoring framework for housing land, in order to try to minimise future disputes over land supply.

APPENDICES

Appendix 1 Analysis of land supply issues

Table 1.  5 year land supply and target 1992 – 2002

Table 2.  Annual housing target and completions 1992 – 2002

Table 3.  Percentage of private completions on windfall sites 1994 - 2002 

Table 4.  New Structure Plan 5-year target and land supply

Table 5.  Analysis of completions over Structure Plan period

Appendix 2 Summary of recommended Modifications to Plan

This Appendix draws together the recommended Modifications to the Plan made throughout Homes for Scotland’s submission.

It is strongly recommended that the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan be subject to an Examination in Public.

Paragraph 2.3 delete the final sentence. 

Paragraph 2.10 bullet 4 should refer to “housing land”, and should be expanded by adding “and ensure that all requirements are met within the Plan period”.

Paragraph 2.12 bullet three “require” should be replaced with “seek”; otherwise replace “require the provision of” with “make provision for”.

Paragraphs 2.18 – 2.19 - the 2000-base projections be used consistently, resulting in a slightly higher housing need figure.

Paragraph 2.50 should distinguish between restraints and constraints, identifying locations where further development potential exists subject to the removal of constraints.

Paragraph 2.51 - the second half of the final sentence from “irrespective”, should be deleted.

Therefore paragraph 2.54 requires to be rewritten. The first two sentences of this paragraph should be replaced with:

“Regardless of the output from the brownfield and windfall capacity of the City, further Greenfield land release is inevitable both before and after 2015 to accommodate demand. A strategic review of the Green Belt will be undertaken immediately to identify options for further land release.” 

Paragraph 3.1 - delete final sentence 

Paragraph 3.3. states that plans “should aim to ensure a minimum five-year supply of housing land..”. This is inadequate, as NPPG3 and PAN 38 require plans to do this, and the sentence should be reworded accordingly. This point then requires to be reflected in paragraph 3.4 bullet one by replacing “an” with “a minimum”.

The housing requirement in the Plan should be revised to 74000.
Paragraphs 3.6 to 3.8 should be deleted in their entirety and replaced with text which sets out an appraisal of potential future demand, including a range of scenarios, and makes a commitment to accommodating this.

34000 new housing sites require to be allocated in the Plan.

Schedule 3.1 Policy HOU 3 - amend to show a total Strategic Housing Allocation of 34000, compared with 18200 in the Plan. In order to change the distribution between areas as recommended, all the additional allocations i.e. 15800 should go into Edinburgh City, resulting in a figure for Edinburgh of 20000.

The majority of the new allocations should Greenfield/Urban Fringe, and 7000 sites should be identified in Schedule 3.1 for Edinburgh Fringe. 

It is strongly recommended that Scottish Ministers impose a Policy by direction in advance of approval of the Plan allowing consents to be granted as departures from the existing Plans, in order that the current shortfalls in land and house building can be tackled immediately.

Paragraph 8.10 should be amended as follows:

Sentence 1 after “securing” insert “”contributions from developers towards”. 

Delete sentence two and replace with “Councils will work with Community Planning partners to ensure that investment priorities are coordinated with planning agreements and the Action Plan, in order that key infrastructure is delivered timeously and supports new development.”

All references to “aiming” to maintain a supply should be removed from the Plan and replaced with a positive commitment to do so in line with Guidance.

Paragraph 3.28 –  the two sentences beginning “However, a shortfall of 20%…” should be deleted.

Policy HOU3 – the first sentence should be expanded by adding “and to maintain a minimum 5-year land supply at all times”.  The footnote referenced by the asterisk should be deleted. It is not appropriate for the Plan to be prescriptive about completions over a 15-year period. 

Schedule 3.1 should be amended in line with the changes to Table 3.1 above. The total allocation should be 20000 for Edinburgh City, of which at least 7000 should be Edinburgh Urban Fringe. 

Policy HOU4 - bullet b should be reworded as follows:

b. identify the constraints to the release of sites for development and ways to overcome these

Policy HOU7 would benefit from the addition to the second sentence of a final phrase: “…provided they are tested through a Local Public Inquiry at the earliest opportunity.”

Policy HOU 10 - the following phrases should be deleted:

Line 1 “..80% of..” 

Lines 2-3 “..over two consecutive years, and there is a 20% shortfall in the housing land supply for the Lothians as a whole..” 

Policy HOU10 - The final two sentences should be deleted and replaced with:

“Planning permission may be granted for housing development as a departure from the local plan and structure plan, provided it complies with national planning policy guidance. Exceptionally, a Structure Plan review may be required.”

Policy ENV 2 Green Belt  - the following changes should be made:

Line 1 delete “A continuous..”

Sentence 2 insert after “purposes” “while accommodating necessary new housing land”

Insert new sub-section C):

“A strategic review of the Green Belt will be undertaken to inform preparation of the Edinburgh-wide Local Plan and facilitate the identification of land to accommodate development pressures.”

Policy IMP 1 - a further clause should be added to the final sentence of the first paragraph as follows:

“..,provided this guidance is tested through the Public Local Inquiry process as soon as possible.”

Policy IMP 4 – all references relating to Schedule 3 infrastructure should be incorporated into Policy IMP3. Policy IMP4 is then clearly about securing appropriate contributions from developers in relation to mitigating the impacts of their developments.

Policy IMP4 - in the first sentence delete the words from “to secure..” to “..Action Plan”, and the second paragraph of the Policy should be placed in Policy IMP3. 
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