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THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT PLANNING) 
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SUBMISSION OF THE REPORT OF THE EXAMINATION 
 
We refer to our appointment by the Scottish Ministers to conduct the examination of 
the Proposed Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan.  Having 
satisfied ourselves that the authority’s consultation and engagement exercises 
conformed with their participation statement, our examination of the plan 
commenced on 13 July 2016.  We have completed the examination, and now submit 
our report.  
 
In our examination, we considered all 28 issues arising from unresolved 
representations which were identified by the authority.  In each case, we have taken 
account of the original representations, as well as the authority’s responses.  We 
have set out our conclusions and recommendations in relation to each issue in our 
report.   
 
The examination process also included a series of unaccompanied site inspections. 
 
For some issues we requested additional information from the authority and other 
parties.  A hearing session was held on 14 December 2016, this dealt with matters 
relating to Issues 10 – 13. 
 
It is now for Scottish Ministers to consider the report and decide whether or not to 
approve the plan, with or without modifications.  
 
A letter will be issued to all those who submitted representations to inform them that 
the examination has been completed and that the report has been submitted to 
Scottish Ministers.  It will advise them that the report is now published and available 
for viewing on our web site at:  
 

4 The Courtyard, Callendar Business Park, Falkirk, FK1 1XR 
DX 557005 Falkirk                        www.dpea.scotland.gov.uk 
www.gov.scot/Topics/Planning/Appeals 

  

 



 
http://www.dpea.scotland.gov.uk/CaseDetails.aspx?id=117479 
  
It would be helpful to know, in due course, whether or not Ministers approve 
the plan as submitted, or if any modifications are proposed.   
 
Yours sincerely 
 
David Liddell   Michael Cunliffe 
Reporter    Reporter 
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PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Examination of Conformity with the Participation Statement 
 
1.   Section 12(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) 
states that a person appointed to examine a proposed strategic development plan “is firstly 
to examine … the extent to which the strategic development planning authority’s actions 
with regard to consultation and the involvement with the public at large as respects the 
proposed plan have conformed with (or have been beyond the requirements of) the 
participation statement of the authority which was current when the proposed plan was 
published under section 10(1)(a).”  Paragraph 110 of Planning Circular 6/2013: 
Development Planning indicates that in this assessment the appointed person is only 
expected to refer to existing published documents such as the participation statement, the 
report on conformity and any representations relating to the authority’s consultation and 
public involvement activities. 
 
2.   The proposed Glasgow and Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan was published in 
January 2016.  The development plan scheme current at that time was published, in a 
single document with the participation statement, in March 2015. 
 
3.   The participation statement begins at page 8 of that document.  Page 10 lists a 
number of key principles intended to govern the way Clydeplan engages with its 
stakeholders.  Public sector groups, private sector groups, established community groups, 
voluntary and environmental organisations and Community Planning Partnerships are 
listed as the key parties for engagement.  A full list of key stakeholders can be found at 
pages 14 and 15 of the document.  The participation statement includes engagement 
measures already taken at the main issues report stage, but our examination is limited to a 
consideration of conformity with what was proposed for the proposed plan stage.  The 
proposed engagement measures for the publication of the proposed plan are set out on 
page 24 of the document.  These are: 
 

• Report to the Clydeplan Joint Committee 14 December 2015 
• Notice in The Herald newspaper 
• Document incorporates a response form 
• Clydeplan website 
• Twitter 
• Distribution to stakeholders including 

 - Key Agencies 
 - Adjoining planning authorities 
 - Community Councils 

• Available to view in local authority deposit locations including council offices and 
local libraries 

• Submission to Scottish Government 
 
4.  The report on conformity with the participation statement was submitted to Ministers 
along with the proposed plan.  It outlines the manner in which the strategic development 
planning authority’s actions in regard to participation conformed with, or went beyond the 
requirements of, the proposals (listed above) contained in the development plan scheme.  
Appendices contain details of the newspaper advert, website entries, the Clydeplan Twitter 
feed and a number of workshops (not listed in the participation statement) held with 
stakeholders between August 2014 and June 2015.  Detail is also provided of the email 
address and telephone number set up as contact points for the plan. 
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5. Having considered the report on conformity, we are satisfied that all the actions 
proposed in the participation statement have been carried out.  There is no evidence to 
suggest there has been any failure to engage in accordance with the key principles 
referred to in paragraph 3 above.  On this basis we found that the authority had consulted 
on the plan and involved the public in the way it said it would in its participation statement, 
in accordance with section 12(2) of the Act.  Being satisfied, we therefore proceeded to 
examine the proposed strategic development plan. 
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PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Issue 01 Context 

Development plan 
reference: Section 1 Context Reporter:  

David Liddell 
Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_01) (PP52_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Context (pages 6 and 7) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_01) 
 
Reference to the Placemaking Principle should be included in the context section of the 
Plan. 
 
Reference to the Scottish Government’s Planning Policy Outcomes should be explicit. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_02) 
 
The role of the overarching principle of sustainable development should be explicit as set 
out in Scottish Planning Policy, paragraphs 28 and 29 (RSD01).  
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_01) 
 
Add “the placemaking principle is an overarching policy of the Strategic Development 
Plan, Policy 1” at the end of paragraph 1.8. 
 
Add reference to the Strategic Development Plan being based around the Scottish 
Government’s Planning Policy Outcomes after paragraph 1.9. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_02) 
 
Add reference within the Strategic Development Plan to the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification at paragraph 1.8 as it considers  
paragraphs 1.6 to 1.9 adequately outline Scottish Government Planning Policy without 
the need to explain how the Strategic Development Plan has addressed these issues 
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later in the Plan. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the four planning outcomes 
highlighted in paragraph 1.9 are clearly expressed and that the Plan has been specifically 
developed within this policy framework without the need for additional referencing. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the presumption set out in 
Scottish Planning Policy in favour of development that contributes to sustainable 
development has been set out in paragraph 1.8 and in paragraph 1.5 which recognises 
that Strategic Development Plans should be aligned to the policy context set out in 
Scottish Planning Policy. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   Paragraphs 1.1 to 1.9 of the proposed plan outline some of the legislative and policy 
context for Clydeplan.  Strathclyde Partnership for Transport says that it is unclear that 
this has helped to shape the plan.  But the reader would, I think, be entitled to conclude 
that this context, having been set out right at the start of the plan, informs what comes 
after.  I see no great benefit in spelling this out. 
 
2.   Paragraph 1.8 refers to the overarching policy principles of sustainable development 
and placemaking in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP).  But it is the spatial strategy of the 
plan, and its detailed policies and proposals, which would give effect to these principles.  
Therefore I am not persuaded that making more explicit links here between these 
elements of SPP and how the plan was conceived would have any significant effect on 
how it is interpreted or implemented. 
 
3.   Policy 1 (which appears later in section 3 of the plan) is entitled ‘Placemaking’ and is 
clearly, coming first, an important policy in the plan and one which is given sufficient 
prominence already. 
 
4.   In addition to the representations listed above, Homes for Scotland also made 
comments on, and proposed changes to, the Economic Framework and Demographic 
Framework paragraphs within this section of the plan.  We deal with these under  
Issues 10-13. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 02 Vision 

Development plan 
reference: Section 2 Vision Reporter:  

David Liddell 
Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_03) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Vision for Clydeplan (pages 10 and 11) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
The Natural and Resilient section to provide reference to known challenge of climate 
change and flood risk. 
 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
 
The Proposed Plan’s retention of the Community Growth Areas in full is unnecessary, 
conflicts with the stated Vision and policies of the Proposed Plan, conflicts with national 
planning policy (RSD02 and RSD01), ignores adverse consequences and squanders 
scarce capital spending. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_03) 
 
Supportive of the Vision and welcomes the various references to sustainable transport, 
however, would welcome a clear recognition within the Vision of the importance of 
transport connectivity in support of the compact city region: 
 
• Vision statement should reflect the role of sustainable transport and connections 

within and across the city region which are an integral part of the Spatial 
Development Strategy in supporting the economic stability and vitality of the city 
region; 
 

• Spatial Land Use Model should reflect the importance of connections to/from and 
between the city region’s network of centres as well as external connections to/from 
the city centre; 
 

• ‘From Vision to Place’ the read across between this diagram and the strategic 
objectives is not consistent. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Add reference to ‘climate change and flood risk’ to Natural and Resilient section  
(page 10). 
 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
 
Delete the words “Community Growth Areas” from the box headed “Spatial Development 
Strategy” (page 11). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_03) 
 
Add reference to ‘connected’ in ‘The Place We Want to Create’ box (page 10). 
 
Add ‘including connections and links to/from and between these centres’ to end of 
Centres paragraph in ‘Delivery and Outcomes focus from Planning and Placemaking’ box 
(page 10). 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers climate change and flooding 
are dealt with in more detail in other parts of the Plan, notably for climate change in 
paragraphs 7.1 and 7.2 and for flooding in paragraphs 8.19 to 8.28 (including Policy 16) 
and that the Vision is promoted in the context of having to deal with these issues as a 
matter of improving resilience.  
 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers the Community Growth Areas 
are an integral part of the Spatial Development Strategy. While they have not been 
introduced by this iteration of the Plan, they continue to form a component part of the 
strategy to provide a mix and range of development opportunities across the city region. 
Their scale and anticipated contribution to the long-term growth of the city region, in terms 
of housing provision, community uses and integration with the Glasgow and the Clyde 
Valley Green Network sets them apart from other non-masterplanned sites and make 
them worthy of note in this iteration of the Plan. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers promoting the city  
region as a connected place is fundamental to the overall Vision and is adequately 
addressed in the ‘Connected’ paragraph of the ‘The City Region in 2036’ box (page 10).  
It is further emphasised that improved connectedness is important to the Network of 
Strategic Centres through paragraph 6.4 (page 30) and support for investment for 
‘continuing sustainable accessibility’ is stated in Schedule 2 ‘Network of Strategic 
Centres’ (pages 33-38) where specific access and connection improvements are 
identified for some centres. 
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With regards to the request for a review of the text at the right-hand side of the ‘Vision to 
Place’ diagram, Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers the diagram 
provides an appropriate summary of the Vision into the key component parts. It adheres 
to the four planning outcomes set out in Scottish Planning Policy, pages 6-8 (ASD01) and 
provides a link through to the proceeding chapters of the Proposed Plan. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers that the issues of connections 
and connections and links to/from and between the centres is covered in general terms in 
paragraph 6.4 which seeks support for continuing sustainable accessibility for each of the 
centres. 
  
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   In respect of the text box entitled ‘The Place We Want to Create’ on page 10 of the 
plan, I can see that there may be merit in including the word ‘connected’.  However, there 
would probably be merit in including several other descriptors here.  I think that the 
authority is entitled to keep this expression of the vision of the plan succinct and high 
level. 
 
2.   Similarly, under ‘The City Region in 2036’, each of the thematic entries are succinct, 
and restricted to a single sentence.  Although climate change and flood risk are two (not 
unconnected) challenges which are very relevant to the ‘Natural and Resilient’ theme, 
there are other challenges which could also be referred to.  SEPA also suggested 
reference to air quality under the ‘Health and Wellbeing’ theme, but this too would 
highlight only one issue, albeit an important one.  Again, therefore, I conclude that the 
approach the authority has taken is a valid one. 
 
3.   I draw similar conclusions on the approach to the Spatial Land Use Model.  I note that 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) wishes to see greater reference to links 
between centres within the city region in the ‘Centres’ paragraph.  However, this 
paragraph focusses almost exclusively on the specific role of Glasgow city centre, and its 
connectedness.  The text suggested by SPT would detract from this focus. 
 
4.   In respect of the text at the right hand column of ‘From Vision to Place’, I 
acknowledge the point made by SPT that the expression of the vision set out there  
for 2036 does not precisely accord with the strategic objectives (and the thematic 
sentences which follow) in the textbox ‘The City Region in 2036’.  This perhaps illustrates 
the point that there are, across pages 10 and 11, a variety of different ways in which the 
vision, objectives and outcomes of the plan are expressed.  It is not made clear, however, 
what particular changes are sought.  In the absence of a more fundamental argument that 
this section of the plan need be rethought or substantially altered, I am not persuaded 
there is much to be gained from tinkering with the format and wording of these pages. 
 
5.   We address the representations from Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council 
about the Community Growth Areas under Issue 5. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 03 Placemaking 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 3 Placemaking in a City Region 
Context 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Police Scotland, Greater Glasgow Division (PP16) 
SEPA (PP23) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_04) (PP52_05) 
Central West Pollution Control Liaison Group (PP54) 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Table 1 Placemaking Principle (page 15) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Police Scotland, Greater Glasgow Division (PP16) 
 
In the Safe and Pleasant section (page 15), ‘Secured by Design’ design method should 
be mentioned. 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (PP23) 
 
In the Safe and Pleasant and Easy to Move Around sections (page 15) reference should 
be made to air quality issues as this refers to both people and vehicle movement. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_04) 
 
The Plan should acknowledge the need to identify, and design for, the optimal balance of 
place and movements functions for specific contexts.  
 
The ‘Easy to Move Around’ section should provide reference to integration of strategic 
transport networks with land use and development to facilitate efficient movements of 
freight. 
 
The ‘Safe and Pleasant’ section should replace reference to ‘priority for people movement 
over vehicle movement’ with reference to ‘people-oriented places’. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_05) 
 
The relationship between the ‘From Project to Place’ and ‘Placemaking in a Regional 
Context’ section should be clarified. 
 
Central West Pollution Control Liaison Group (PP54) 
 
The representee would welcome the embodiment of the strategic outcome of the Scottish 
Government’s Cleaner Air for Scotland - The Road to a Healthier Future’ (RSD03) within 
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the Proposed Plan. Particular reference is made to the following sections of this 
document:  
 
• The key objective in relation to placemaking: 

“A Scotland where air quality is not compromised by new or existing development and 
where places are designed to minimise air pollution and its effects” (page 15); 

• paragraph 7.9 highlights the key role played by land use planners in “designing 
places that avoid reducing air quality in the short term and enhance it in the long 
term” (page 56): 

• paragraph 7.8 states that strategic and local development plans must take into 
account the implications of development for air quality (pages 55-56); and, 

• paragraph 7.2 suggests that air pollution can be addressed through “innovative 
placemaking”. 

 
One of the strategic outcomes of the National Planning Framework 3 for Scotland is the 
importance of tackling air quality issues through reducing traffic emissions and 
advocating close co-operation between planning authorities and local air quality 
management regimes. The Glasgow and Clyde Valley SDP is an opportunity to reflect 
that principle and we would welcome embodiment of this strategic outcome within the 
Plan. 
 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
The Scottish Government’s Place Standard tool should be integrated into Clydeplan as a 
thorough methodology to enable creation and sustaining of successful places, by bringing 
the elements together. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Police Scotland, Greater Glasgow Division (PP16) 
 
Add reference to ‘Secured by Design’ in Safe and Pleasant section. 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (PP23) 
 
Add reference to ‘air quality’ in Safe and Pleasant section. 
Add reference to ‘air quality’ in Easy to Move Around section. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_04) 
 
Add bullet in Easy to Move Around section regarding ‘Supports integration of strategic 
transport networks with land use and development to facilitate efficient movements of 
freight’. 
 
Replace existing bullet in ‘Safe and Pleasant’ section with: 
 

• Supports creation of people-oriented places 
 

• Supports development in locations which are aligned to the Spatial Development 
Strategy which provides for the needs of people and vehicles appropriate to the 
specific context. 

 

9 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_05) 
 
Add clarification of the purpose of ‘Project to Place’ diagram and its relationship with the 
Placemaking Principle. 
 
Central West Pollution Control Liaison Group (PP54) 
 
No specific modification is requested however the representee would welcome the 
embodiment of the strategic outcome of the Scottish Government’s ‘Cleaner Air for 
Scotland - The Road to a Healthier Future’ within the Plan. The representee states that 
the Glasgow and Clyde Valley SDP is an opportunity to reflect that principle and the 
representee would welcome embodiment of this strategic outcome within the Plan. 
 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Scottish Government’s Place Standard tool should be integrated into Clydeplan.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Police Scotland, Greater Glasgow Division (PP16) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is sufficiently 
covered within the Placemaking Principle, specifically by sections ‘Safe and Pleasant’ and 
‘Welcoming’. ‘Secured by Design’ is likely to be one of the design methods used by 
developers to achieve the outcomes set out by the Placemaking Principle. Clydeplan are 
of the opinion that it would be inappropriate to single out any specific external design 
method as a means to achieve the desired outcomes especially one that may not fully 
align with the goals of the Plan. 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the Placemaking Principle 
sets out a clear yet flexible framework from which decision-making can be made. Air 
quality improvement would be one of many potential beneficial outcomes of the 
Placemaking Principle and, in this case, specifically through support for people movement 
over vehicle movement and support for active travel. It is considered inappropriate to 
single out air quality improvement above all the other potential benefits and outcomes 
and unnecessary to list all the potential benefits within the Placemaking Principle. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_04) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification to include support for the integration of strategic 
transport networks and freight movement as this would support the delivery of the Vision 
and Spatial Development Strategy. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest 
the addition of the following bullet point to the Easy to Move Around section:  
 
• ‘Supports integration of strategic transport networks with land use and development 

to facilitate efficient movements of freight.’ 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the existing wording within 
the Safe and Pleasant section adequately describes how the Placemaking Principle 
should influence placemaking by prioritising people movement above vehicle movement. 
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Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_05) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the ‘Project to Place’ 
diagram adequately summarises the complex process by which individual projects, 
through adherence to the Placemaking Principle, will contribute towards the creation of 
high quality places across the city region in support the Scottish Government’s four 
planning outcomes. 
 
Central West Pollution Control Liaison Group (PP54) 
 
Whilst no specific modification is sought Clydeplan considers reference to air quality 
would support the Plan’s Vision and Placemaking Principle. If the Reporter is so minded, 
Clydeplan would suggest the following minor deletions (strikethrough) and additions 
(underlined) to Section 3, Placemaking in a City Region Context: 
 
• Paragraph 3.2 (page 14)  

‘In support of the Scottish Government’s ‘Creating Places’ (2013), and Place 
Standard for Scotland’ (2015) and ‘Cleaner Air for Scotland’ (2015), Clydeplan, 
through a Placemaking Policy, seeks to embed the creation of high quality places 
firmly as part of its Vision and Spatial Development Strategy.’ 

• Table 1 Placemaking Principle, Easy To Move Around, third column (page 15)  
‘Supports the provision of active travel to facilitate the safe and convenient 
movements from one part of the city region to another., particularly in realtion to air 
quality managment issues.’ 

 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as the Plan’s Placemaking Principle seeks  
to support the Scottish Government’s Place Standard and this is clearly set out in 
paragraph 3.2.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   I have some sympathy with Strathclyde Partnership for Transport’s (SPT) argument, 
which I take to be that, for some places at least, it may not always be appropriate to 
prioritise people movement over vehicle movement.  However, I don’t find the suggested 
changes to be wholly clear.  With reference to the treatment of these qualities of 
successful places in SPP (in this case at paragraph 42), I conclude that  the phrase used 
there – ‘considering the place before vehicle movement’ – strikes the right tone. 
 
2.   In respect of ‘Easy to Move Around’, I am not convinced that a bullet point about 
freight movement falls naturally into a section dedicated to placemaking.  And most of the 
wording of the additional bullet suggested by SPT covers the same ground as in the first 
of the existing bullets.  Albeit it is not opposed by the authority, I therefore do not think it 
would be appropriate to add the additional bullet suggested. 
 
3.   Like SPT, I must profess to not fully understanding the purpose or significance of the 
diagram in the ‘From Project to Place’ section of the plan.  The authority’s response says 
it summarises how individual projects will contribute to placemaking, but it is not referred 
to in any of the policies of the plan.  However, in the absence of any significant concerns 
being raised about the content of the diagram, I see no strong case for recommending 
any changes to it. 
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Secured by Design 
 
4.   Table 1 on page 15 of the proposed plan is based on the 6 qualities of successful 
place referred to in SPP.  In respect of the ‘Safe and Pleasant’ quality, I recognise that 
Secured by Design is an important initiative.  However, as the authority points out, there 
may be other design methods which can help achieve this quality of good placemaking, 
and highlighting one in particular could misleadingly suggest that it is always the best (or 
even the only) means of doing so. 
 
Air Quality 
 
5.   Both SEPA and the Central West Pollution Control Liaison Group seek more 
emphasis on air quality.  I agree that this is an important issue, but I am concerned that 
reference to the air quality strategy in paragraph 3.2 would be too specific given the 
emphasis there on placemaking in a wider sense.  I think that the proposed change to the 
second bullet in Easy to Move Around would both detract from the current emphasis of 
that bullet and narrow the apparent scope of air quality issues.  In my view air quality is 
best referenced under the ‘Safe and Pleasant’ quality.  I recommend a simple bullet: 
‘maintains or improves air quality’. 
 
The Place Standard 
 
6.   Sustrans does not say how it anticipates that the Place Standard tool would be 
integrated into the plan.  My understanding of the tool is that it is used during project 
development to prompt consideration of placemaking issues and the creation, as a result, 
of a better designed place.  I note that Clydeplan supports the Scottish Government’s 
Place Standard for Scotland.  Whilst there may be benefits from individual projects 
adopting the tool, other approaches may also be adopted and it would go too far for the 
plan to make use of the tool a requirement of development proposals. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In the ‘Safe and Pleasant’ entry in Table 1 on page 15, in the first bullet replace 
‘priority given to people movement over vehicle movement’ with ‘consideration given to 
place before vehicle movement’. 
 
2.   In the ‘Safe and Pleasant’ entry in Table 1, add the following additional bullet: 
 
• ‘Maintains or improves air quality.’ 
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Issue 04 Leadership and Delivery 

Development plan 
reference: Section 4 Leadership and Delivery Reporter:  

David Liddell 
Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
Railfuture (PP27) 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_01) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_25) (PP52_26) 
Scottish Government (PP57_01) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal (pages 19-21) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
 
With regard to Schedule 1 (page 20): 
 
• Glasgow Airport Access should explicitly focus on improved public transport 

connectivity integrated with the rail network; and,  
• SPT: Strathclyde Bus Investment Project should explicitly be integrated with the 

Subway Modernisation Programme and rail developments. 
 

Railfuture (PP27) 
 
Railfuture Scotland would urge Clydeplan to engage in dialogue with Renfrewshire/ 
Glasgow Councils with a view to promoting the greater benefits and broadly equivalent 
costs of the NEWgarl heavy rail Airport rail link proposal within the context of the Glasgow 
and Clyde Valley City Deal Programme of investment. 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_01) 
 
Protection needed to stop development of the Exxon site as it is a habitat of 
"international importance". 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_25) 
 
The Plan should reflect existing joint working arrangements and build on these. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_26) 
 
The relationship between City Deal and the Strategic Development Plan should be made 
clearer. This could be achieved by providing explicit reference to the relevant Strategic 
Development Policies and Schedules rather than introducing a new term “strategic 
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priority”. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_01) 
 
There are a number of points in Section 4 (page 19) where references to City Deal could 
be clarified. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
 
Schedule 1 Glasgow Airport Access should explicitly focus on improved public transport 
connectivity integrated with the rail network. 
 
Railfuture (PP27) 
 
Railfuture Scotland would urge Clydeplan to engage in dialogue with Renfrewshire 
Council and Glasgow City Council with a view to promoting the greater benefits and 
broadly equivalent costs of the NEWgarl heavy rail airport rail link proposal within the 
context of the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal Programme of investment. 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_01) 
 
Protection needed to stop development of the Exxon site as it is a habitat of 
"international importance". 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_25) 
 
Page18 Policy 2, paragraph 1 - add “build on existing relationships to” between 
“Clydeplan will” and “encourage”. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_26) 
 
Page 20 Schedule 1 replace “Strategic priority” column with relevant schedule/policy 
column as it is not clear how these sit with the Spatial Development Strategy and the 
Strategic Development Plan schedules/policies. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_01) 
 
Paragraph 4.6 - Reference could be made to the life science and business support strand 
of the GCV City Deal.  
 
Paragraph 4.7 - add that it is the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Member Authorities that 
determine which projects comprise the overall Infrastructure Investment Programme and 
that they carry the associated risks.  
 
Paragraph 4.8 - the first bullet states that economic output will increase by 4.4% per 
annum. It should be clarified that this is something which the GCV members anticipate.  
 
Paragraph 4.10 - Reference to ‘Lead Authorities’ should be ‘Member Authorities’ as 
Glasgow City Council is the lead authority for City Deal. 
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the overarching strategic 
priority is to improve the overall strategic connectivity of the airport which includes both 
road access via the M8 and a sustainable transport solution as set out in Policy 19  
(page 91).  
 
Railfuture (PP27) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the greater benefits of the 
Glasgow Airport Access project will be considered as part of the development of the 
projects business case by both Renfrewshire Council and Glasgow City Council and other 
stakeholders and that a change to the Plan is therefore not required. 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers detailed site specific matters 
relating the future development of the Exxon site would be more appropriately considered 
at the Local Development Plan level. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_25) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it relates to Policy 2 as it considers the 
building on existing relationships is not always the case in terms of the variety of joint 
working and agencies involved in the delivery of the Vision and Spatial Development 
Strategy. However, if the Reporter was so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following 
wording additions (underlined) to Policy 2 (page 18) to better align with aspiration of the 
Policy title from: 
 
‘In support of the delivery of the Vision by 2036, Clydeplan will encourage joint working 
and a multiagency approach aligned to corporate leadership and decision making, in both 
the public and private sector which gives priority to the delivery of the Spatial 
Development Strategy.’ 
 
to: 
 
‘In support of the delivery of the Vision by 2036, Clydeplan will encourage joint working 
and a multiagency approach aligned to corporate leadership and decision making, in both 
the public and private sector which gives priority to the delivery of the Vision and the 
Spatial Development Strategy.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_26) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers Schedule 1 is intended to 
provide a broad overview of the relationship of each City Deal project and its strategic fit 
rather than set out its explicit connection to the specific policies and schedules of the 
Plan. 
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Scottish Government (PP57_01) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the proposed modification at paragraph 4.6 as it would add 
clarity to the aims of the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal. If the Reporter is so 
minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to 
paragraph 4.6 from: 
 
‘In response the Clydeplan Local Authorities and the Scottish and UK Governments 
announced in August 2014 the creation of a Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal, which 
along with employment schemes aimed at reducing unemployment across the city region, 
has established a £1.13 billion Infrastructure Fund.’ 
 
to: 
 
‘In response the Clydeplan Local Authorities and the Scottish and UK Governments 
announced in August 2014 the creation of a Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal, which 
along with employment schemes aimed at reducing unemployment across the city region, 
investment in life sciences and additional business support for small and medium sized 
enterprises has established a £1.13 billion Infrastructure Fund.’ 
 
Clydeplan would accept the proposed modification at paragraph 4.7 as it would add 
clarity to the governance of the City Deal. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would 
suggest that a sentence is added to the end of paragraph 4.7 stating ‘The Glasgow and 
the Clyde Valley City Deal Member Authorities are responsible for determining projects 
and they carry the associated risks for the overall Infrastructure Investment Programme.’ 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 4.8 as it would clarify that the 
noted elements in the bullet points are benefits anticipated by the Member Authorities. If 
the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions 
(underlined) to the first sentence of paragraph 4.8 from: 
 
‘The Infrastructure Fund will be used over a twenty year period to:’ 
 
to: 
 
‘Over a twenty year period, it is estimated that the Infrastructure Fund will be used to:’  
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 4.10 as it considers it would 
improve clarity and link together with the proposed modification to paragraph 4.7. If the 
Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording changes 
(underlined) to the first sentence of paragraph 4.10 from:  
 
‘The Lead Authorities…’ 
 
to:  
 
‘The Member Authorities…’  
 
The consequences of this change require further modifications in the second sentence of 
paragraph 4.9 from: 
 
‘Schedule 1, Diagram 1 is the current list of projects being assessed by the Lead 
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Authorities.’ 
 
to: 
 
‘Schedule 1, Diagram 1 is the current list of projects being assessed by the Member 
Authorities.’ 
 
The consequences of this change require further modifications in Policy 3 from: 
 
‘In support of the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy Clydeplan will support the 
Lead Authorities in the development of the City Deal Programme and related projects.’  
 
to: 
 
‘In support of the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy Clydeplan will support the 
Member Authorities in the development of the City Deal Programme and related projects.’ 
 
The consequences of this change require further modifications in Schedule 1, column 1 
header from; 
 
‘Local Authority’; 
 
to: 
  
‘Member Authority’ 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   In relation to Policy 2, I agree with Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) that  
it would be preferable to reflect existing joint working, but I accept the authority’s 
explanation that it will not always be through existing relationships that the Vision and 
Spatial Strategy of the plan will be delivered.  I recommend a change which reflects this.  
The authority also proposes that the text of the first paragraph of this policy be altered to 
better reflect its title.  I agree that this would aid clarity. 
 
The Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal 
 
2.   In respect of the descriptors of the strategic priorities relevant to the various projects 
in the City Deal in the final column of Table 1, it is outwith the remit of this examination to 
make recommendations on the focus of the City Deal and its associated projects.  The 
descriptors provided seem to me to reasonably, if succinctly, portray the nature of each of 
the City Deal projects.  I note that paragraph 4.9 describes Schedule 1 as ‘potential 
projects’ and ‘the current list of projects’, implying that the list of projects (or the detail of 
each) may change in the future.  Paragraph 4.10 also refers to the potential for alternative 
projects.  It would not therefore be appropriate for me to recommend through this 
examination that the list of these projects, or the nature of any of them, be altered. 
 
3.   I therefore do not recommend that the entries for project 14 Glasgow Airport Access 
or the un-numbered entry for Strathclyde Partnership for Transport be changed.  I draw 
the same conclusion for project 19 Exxon Site Development.  Detailed consideration of 
environmental and other issues relevant to the development of this site would be for the 
subsequent local development plan and/or development management. 

17 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

4.   SPT is concerned about a lack of clarity as to how the projects in Schedule 1 relate to 
the spatial strategy, projects and policies in the proposed plan.  At face value, it appears 
that many of the projects in Schedule 1 are likely to support specific proposals in the plan.  
However, I am mindful that this is without the benefit of a detailed analysis of each of 
these projects and also, as noted above, that the list could change.  In this context, I am 
satisfied that the current reference to the list, which reflects the fact that it may change, is 
appropriate.  I recognise that the term ‘Strategic Priority’ is not used elsewhere in the plan 
but, as a broad heading for how each project fits with the priorities of the plan, I am 
satisfied that it is sufficient. 
 
5.   Policy 3 supports the City Deal and the related projects but does not (rightly in my 
view, given the potential for future change) reference the list in Schedule 1.  However, I 
do think that the title of Schedule 1 is misleading and could, should the list of projects 
change, render the plan somewhat out of date in this respect.  I recommend changes to 
reflect this. 
 
6.   The Scottish Government seeks a number of clarifications of the references to the 
City Deal.  The planning authority has accepted the principle of these, and suggested a 
form of words giving effect to each.  I agree that reference to the life sciences and 
business support strand would give a rounder feel for the scope of the City Deal.  
Changing the reference in paragraph 4.10 (and the subsequent consequential changes 
required) would helpfully improve the accuracy of the plan.  Likewise, it would be prudent 
that paragraph 4.8 makes clear that the content of the bullet points are what it is intended 
the City Deal will achieve rather than a list of certainties.  It is also helpful to clarify, at 
paragraph 4.7, that the member authorities select the projects in the Infrastructure 
Investment Programme, although adding reference to who carries the risks for these does 
not appear to me to be particularly important in the context of the plan.  I recommend 
changes along the lines set out above. 
 
7.   We cover representations related to Crossrail and a Glasgow Airport rail link in  
Issues 22 and 25. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In the paragraph of Policy 2 which begins ‘In support of…’, insert ‘continued’ after 
‘encourage’.  In the same paragraph, insert ‘Vision and’ before ‘Spatial’. 
 
2.   In paragraph 4.6, after ‘city region,’ insert ‘investment in life sciences and additional 
business support for small and medium sized enterprises,’. 
 
3.   Add the following additional sentence at the end of paragraph 4.7:  
 
‘The Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal Member Authorities are responsible for 
determining which projects comprise the overall Infrastructure Investment Programme.’ 
 
4.   In paragraph 4.8, replace ‘The Infrastructure Fund will be used over a twenty year 
period to:’ with ‘Over a twenty year period it is estimated that the Infrastructure Fund will 
be used to:’ 
 
5.   In paragraphs 4.9 and 4.10 and in Policy 3, replace ‘Lead’ with ‘Member’. 
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6.   In the title of Schedule 1, insert ‘Current’ before ‘Glasgow’.  Insert ‘Infrastructure’ 
before ‘Projects’. 
 
7.   In Schedule 1, replace ‘Local Authority’ with ‘Member Authority’. 
 
8.   In the title of Diagram 1, insert ‘Current’ before ‘Glasgow’. 
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Issue 05 Spatial Development Strategy 

Development plan 
reference: Section 5 Spatial Development Strategy Reporter:  

David Liddell 
Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07) 
SEPA (PP23) 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
Dr Lisa Cameron, MP (PP38) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_06) (PP52_07) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Spatial Development Strategy (pages 24-28) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07) 
 
Objection to inclusion of South Wishaw Community Growth Area. 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Welcome the embedding of an ecosystems approach within the Strategic Development 
Plan, however, it would be beneficial to encourage development to consider their place 
within the wider green infrastructure network and their potential to contribute to the 
services that the green infrastructure provides. 
 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
 
The Community Growth Areas in full is unnecessary, conflicts with the stated plan vision 
and policies, conflicts with national planning policy, ignores adverse consequences and 
squanders scarce capital spending.  
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
 
Greenfield development runs counter to the “compact city” model paragraph 6.24  
(page 48) and paragraph 6.68 (page 60) the evidence of need for which are by no means 
made clear.  
 
The Plan does not set out how the “compact city” model is to be achieved. 
 
Dr Lisa Cameron, MP (PP8) 
 
Given the down turn in the housing market and the need for the Community Growth 
Areas in and around East Kilbride should be re-examined. 
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Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_06) 
 
Page 24, Compact City Diagram, explanation of this diagram and its relationship with the 
wider plan is required. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_07) 
 
Page 25, Diagram 2, if the Strategic Centres, Strategic Freight Transport Hubs and SEILs 
form part of the Spatial Development Strategy, reference should be made to in the 
explanation of the Spatial Development Strategy from page 26 onwards. If not, they 
should be removed from Diagram 2. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07)  
 
Removal of South Wishaw Community Growth Area 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Beneficial to encourage development to consider their place within the wider green 
infrastructure network and their potential to contribute to the services that the green 
infrastructure provides. 
 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
 
Diagram 2, Page 25: delete circles representing Community Growth Areas  
Page 28, delete paragraph 5.13 in its entirety. 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) - The Plan should set out how the “compact city” 
model is to be achieved. 
 
Dr Lisa Cameron, MP (PP38) - Re-examination of the need for the East Kilbride 
Community Growth Area 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_06) - Compact City Diagram page 24, 
explanation of this diagram and its relationship with the wider plan is required. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_07) 
 
Page 25, Diagram 2, if the Strategic Centres, Strategic Freight Transport Hubs and SEILs 
form part of the Spatial Development Strategy, reference should be made to in the 
explanation of the Spatial Development Strategy from page 26 onwards. If not, they 
should be removed from Diagram 2. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the Community Growth Areas 
have the potential to deliver significant levels of new housing across the city region in 
support of the delivery of the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy. 
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SEPA (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this is covered by bullet point 2 
in Policy 12 on page 73 which seeks to give priority to green infrastructure. 
 
Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council (PP33) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modifications at Diagram 2 and paragraph 5.13 as it 
considers the Community Growth Areas have the potential to deliver significant levels of 
new housing across the city region in support of the delivery of the Vision and Spatial 
Development Strategy. 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that it is through the delivery 
on the Vision, Spatial Development Strategy and policies of the Proposed Plan including 
Development Management (Section 10) that the “compact city” model is to be achieved. 
 
Dr Lisa Cameron, MP (PP38) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the Community Growth Areas 
have the potential to deliver significant levels of new housing across the city region in 
support of the delivery of the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_06) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the Compact City Model 
diagram on page 24 is for illustrative purposes and it will be through the delivery on the 
Vision, Spatial Development Strategy and policies of the Proposed Plan including 
Development Management (Section 10) that the “compact city” model is to be achieved. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_07) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers Section 5 sets out the key 
components of the Spatial Development Strategy’s Development Corridor and the other 
spatial priorities which support this e.g. Strategic Centres, Strategic Freight Transport 
Hubs and Strategic Economic Investment Locations are set out in sections 6-9 of the Plan 
so therefore do not require to be repeated in detail in Section 5 itself. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   The text on page 24 of the plan is a fairly succinct outline of the spatial strategy, and it 
would not be appropriate to introduce here the kind of policy advice on green 
infrastructure which SEPA is seeking and which, in any event, is addressed in Policy 12 
already. 
 
2.   As Strathclyde Partnership for Transport points out, there is no stated purpose to the 
schematic diagram on page 24 of the plan, but I accept the authority’s explanation that it 
is illustrative.  Some readers of the plan may find the diagram helpful in illustrating the 
components of the compact city model and, in the absence of representations raising 
significant concerns about its content, I am satisfied that no modification to it is required. 
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3.   In respect of Diagram 2, I accept the authority’s explanation that this captures all of 
the spatial priorities which support the spatial development strategy.  I see no pressing 
need that these be referred to under ‘Spatial Development Strategy’ in the diagram on 
page 11 which, as the authority points out, picks out the components of the Development 
Corridor rather than the entire spatial development strategy.  Similarly, I accept that the 
text on pages 26-28 can legitimately focus on certain elements of the spatial strategy, 
leaving the more detailed coverage of the Strategic Centres, Strategic Freight Transport 
Hubs and Strategic Economic Investment Locations for the following section of the plan. 
 
Community Growth Areas 
 
4.   In respect of the compact city model, it is by reading the entirety of the plan that one 
must seek to understand how it is intended that this is to be achieved (or further 
developed).  Councillor Wardrop questions (as does Overtown and Waterloo Community 
Council) how greenfield housing releases can be consistent with this model, and also 
raises concerns about greenhouse gas emissions from the associated travel patterns.  
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council raises concerns about a number of impacts it 
says would result from the development of the South Wishaw Community Growth Area 
(CGA), including impacts on green networks and the surrounding communities.  The 
likelihood of the site being delivered (including because of problems created by previous 
mining activity) is also questioned. 
 
5.   The representation of Jackton and Thorntonhall Community Council is summarised 
(very briefly) by the authority under Issue 2, but we cover it here as it relates to the case 
for the CGAs as part of the spatial development strategy.  The community council 
considers that all the CGAs should be removed from the plan on the basis that they are 
not required to meet the need and demand for housing.  Some representatives of the 
housebuilding sector also question the continued role of the CGAs, pointing to their failure 
to deliver houses at the rates anticipated, their locations in what are considered to be 
areas which are relatively less marketable, and the infrastructure costs and difficulties 
associated with them. 
 
6.   The principle of development of the CGAs is already established in the current 
strategic development plan - indeed was established in the 2006 Structure Plan which 
preceded it.  The spatial strategy of the proposed plan is essentially the same as that  
of the current plan.  Although that strategy aims to focus on a compact city region and  
on delivering brownfield development, our findings on housing-related matters (see 
Issues 10-13) indicate that greenfield land will also be needed to meet the housing land 
requirements.  The CGAs were and remain part of the proposed response to this.  They 
are identified in the existing local plans and local development plans (LDP) across the 
city-region.  Planning permissions exist for parts of them.  Some houses have already 
been delivered, with more programmed over the coming years. 
 
7.   I acknowledge that the projections of future household numbers (which informed the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment and ultimately the housing land requirements in 
the proposed plan) are less than those which informed the current plan.  We cover this 
and related matters under Issues 10-13.  In respect of the overall need and demand for 
housing, it will be for the subsequent LDPs to identify sufficient land to meet the housing 
land requirements.  This land must be effective, or expected to become effective during 
the plan period.  Estimates about the numbers of houses which each site can deliver 
(including consideration of the appropriate density of development) can be refined at LDP 
stage and again through development management.  
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8.   The comparison of the supply of and demand for housing land which informs the 
proposed plan does not show a large surplus in the established housing land supply.  And 
we conclude at issues 10-13 that there are legitimate questions raised about the level of 
confidence which can be attached, at this point in time, to the planning authority’s view 
that that supply can be developed in time to meet the housing supply targets and to 
ensure that a five-year supply of effective housing land is maintained. 
 
9.   I acknowledge that the spatial land use model (on page 10 of the plan) calls for 
minimal extension of the city-region’s built up area, and aims to deliver regeneration and 
the re-use of brownfield sites.  The third National Planning Framework (NPF3) and 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) support similar aims, and support development which 
contributes to sustainable development.  But there is also a requirement to deliver 
sufficient numbers of new housing completions to meet need and demand.  The evidence 
on housing land supply does not indicate that brownfield sites alone can achieve this.  
Given that the CGAs currently form part of the established housing land supply, I cannot 
therefore conclude that, in respect of the need to meet the housing land requirement, 
there is no case for retaining them. 
 
10.   Leaving aside the balance of the supply of and demand for housing land, and 
subject to consideration through the subsequent LDPs as to the potential contribution of 
each CGA over the period to 2029, I am not convinced it would be in the interests of good 
strategic planning to perform a u-turn on the merits of delivering the CGAs which, as I 
note above, have been a feature of strategic planning in Glasgow and the Clyde Valley 
for over a decade now.  I recognise that there may have been uncertainty caused by the 
fact that the CGAs have not yet delivered housing at the rates anticipated, indeed have 
delivered relatively few houses to date.  Nevertheless, and again subject to confirmation 
in the LDPs, programming of expected levels of housing completions shows that the pace 
of delivery in the CGAs is expected to pick up, in particular after 2021.  Decisions about 
where to direct City Deal funding are outwith the remit of this examination, but it is notable 
that some of this funding is currently expected to support the delivery of some of the 
CGAs.  Given the land supply position I outline, to remove them from the plan would likely 
result in a need to identify many more new housing sites (many of which could be 
greenfield sites), resulting in uncertainty for communities across the Clydeplan area. 
 
11.   In this context (and noting our findings on Issues 10-13), I am satisfied that the suite 
of CGAs remains an appropriate component of the spatial development strategy for 
Clydeplan.  That said, further consideration of the detailed proposals for each CGA 
(including the South Wishaw CGA, which is already identified in the North Lanarkshire 
Local Plan), their impacts and their deliverability will be for the subsequent LDPs and 
development management. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 06 Network of Strategic Centres 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful, 
Sustainable Place - Network of Strategic 
Centres  

Reporter: 
Michael Cunliffe 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
East Ayrshire Council (PP02) 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07) 
Police Scotland (PP16) 
SEPA (PP23) 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_01) (PP31_02) (PP31_03) 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
NewRiver Retail (PP48) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08) (PP52_09) 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_01) (PP58_02) (PP58_03) (PP58_04) (PP58_05) 
(PP58_06) 
British Land Company plc (PP55_01) 
Scottish Government (PP57_09) (PP57_10) 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Spatial Development Strategy (pages 24-28) 
Network of Strategic Centres - paragraphs 6.1-6.10 (pages 30-32) 
Diagram 3 Network of Strategic Centres (page 31) 
Policy 4 Network of Strategic Centres (page 32) 
Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres (pages 33-38) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Network of Strategic Centres - Paragraphs 6.1-6.10 (pages 30-32) 
 
East Ayrshire Council (PP02) 
 
The development of Pollok is having a detrimental impact on town centres such as 
Kilmarnock. The inclusion of Pollok/Silverburn as a Strategic Centre in the Clydeplan 
SDP and the further expansion of the centre will continue to impact on areas outwith the 
conurbation.  
 
Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_01)  
 
Paragraph 6.9 is misleading with regards to statements on recent investment in 
Braehead. The only investment has been that which would typically be expected in order 
to manage and maintain an asset that is over 15 years old. 
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Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_01) 
 
The reference to the Scottish Planning Policy town centre first principle is fully supported, 
but clarity is needed as to how it applies to the centres identified. The apparent 
interchangeable use of the terms ‘strategic’ centre (6.1, 6.2, 6.5) and ‘town’ centre (6.3) 
lacks clarity and is misleading. It implies that the Scottish Planning Policy town centre first 
approach applies to all strategic centres when in reality this is clearly not the case given 
the status of Braehead as a commercial centre. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_01) 
 
The clear reference to the Scottish Planning Policy town centre first principle is fully 
supported, but clarity is needed as to how it applies to the centres identified. A separate 
statement regarding Braehead and its place in the network noting its status as a 
commercial centre is required.  
 
Land Securities (PP63)  
 
The section fails to recognise Scottish Planning Policy and the recognised network of 
shopping centres which deems to put all strategic centres on an equal footing. There is 
concern that the designation of a network of strategic centres has not undertaken at this 
SDP level.  
 
Paragraph 6.9 does not put enough emphasis on the potential negative impact out-of-
centre retailing is having on Glasgow City Centre and this should be recognised in the 
SDP. Whilst Paragraph 6.10 confirms that the “City Centre’s role to be safeguarded by 
Local Authorities via their Local Development Plans, this should be presented initially. 
 
Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres (pages 33-38) 
 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07)  
 
Supports the recognition of the ‘challenges’ identified in Schedule 2, Network of Strategic 
Centres with regards to Wishaw Strategic Centre.  
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
The issue of air quality has been omitted as a challenge for those Strategic Centres which 
are subject to Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) and should be added where 
applicable. The issue of flood risk has been omitted as a challenge for those Strategic 
Centres where this has been identified in the Clydeplan Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
and should be added where applicable. 
 
Colony Capital (PP36) and NewRiver Retail (PP48) 
 
Both support the regeneration of Paisley Town Centre including the need to address 
vacancies and diversify the existing offer to encourage visitors back to the Centre. Retail 
and leisure uses remain an important part of this strategy and must not be overlooked. 
There should be a concrete assertion in the plan that retail development should continue 
to be welcomed in Paisley Town Centre and will work in tandem with the other civic and 
cultural uses which are planned for the town. 
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Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
Recognise the contribution that Braehead could make to realising the City Region’s 
strategic ambition to regenerate Renfrew Riverside. This needs to be weighed in the 
balance against the potential impacts such a proposal could have Paisley Town Centre. 
No assessment of the alternatives (which should have been undertaken as part of the 
Main Issues Report) appears to have been undertaken which is of significant concern as 
Braehead Centre continues to assert an influence over shopping patterns in the sub-
region with implications for investor confidence. The Proposed Plan commits to a review 
of the status of Braehead and should specify how this is to be achieved and the rationale 
for this. If it is seeking to include a much wider range of town centre uses, then this will 
have implications for neighbouring centres whose current and only differentiating offer is 
to provide a wider range of town centre uses over and above that of retail and leisure.  
 
NewRiver Retail (PP48) 
 
Understand that Braehead plays an important role in the city region and also requires 
attention and renewed investment for its future. But believe that some of the actions listed 
in this Proposed Plan for Braehead will have a significantly detrimental effect on Paisley; 
as well as limiting the impact of the future actions listed for Paisley Town Centre may 
have. The future actions for Braehead need to be reconsidered due to the fact that many 
of these proposals will impact negatively on the vitality and viability of Paisley Town 
Centre. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08) 
 
Recognition of the wide range of uses (beyond retail) that can support town centres, 
particularly the opportunity to provide more residential properties, as set out in 6.3, should 
be reflected in Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_09) 
 
The reference to “limited public transport accessibility” in relation to challenges for 
Kirkintilloch is misleading as it is a key destination for local bus/express bus services 
connecting directly to Glasgow with regular and frequent bus services serving the town 
centre. It is therefore assumed that the reference is to physical access to bus stops 
related to the delivery of the masterplan for the town centre. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) 
 
The challenges and future actions relating to Braehead fail to recognise its status as a 
commercial centre, something that is referenced under ‘Status’. Continued investment 
should only be secured as an option if such investment cannot be directed to town 
centres in the network in the first instance. The suggested approach is not consistent with 
Scottish Planning Policy. The sequential approach in Scottish Planning Policy is not 
reflected in these challenges and actions. The inclusion of ‘retail’ under challenges and 
also future actions is presumptive regarding the outcome of a future sequential 
assessment. The challenge at the second bullet would appear to be ‘to strengthen urban 
character’ with the action being the provision of a range of uses to enhance its offer and 
quality of place. The text in the plan should be amended accordingly. The challenge at 
the third bullet point would appear to be ‘quality of public realm’ with the future action 
being its enhancement. The plan would appear to be ascribing a town centre status to 

27 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Braehead by stealth e.g. the reference to the development of a Braehead ‘Centre’ 
Strategy and Action Plan. Braehead’s future status (the final bullet point under ‘future 
actions’) is a matter to be considered by all neighbouring local authorities, stakeholders 
and interested parties through the proper development plan process. The schedule is 
inappropriately pre-empting this process by implying that Braehead’s status may change. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_10) 
 
Apparent inconsistency between Diagram 3, Network of Strategic Centres, which shows 
spatially the network of strategic centres, and Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres. 
It is also unclear why the names of the majority of the 23 strategic centres are shown  
on the map, but that this has not been done for specific numbers; 13, 23, 9, 18, 19, 20 
and 22 whereas the names of some of the non-strategic centres do appear on the map.  
 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
The Schedule should be providing clear guidance that out-of-centre retail parks (whether 
town centres or not) should not be allowed to have a detrimental impact on Glasgow City 
Centre nor should they be allowed to grow exponentially. 

 
Policy 4 Network of Strategic Centres (Page 32) 
 
Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_02) 
 
The policy runs counter to principles established in the Scottish Planning Policy in respect 
of the Development Plan’s role in prescribing the circumstances when policy tests of the 
sequential approach and impact are to be applied. It makes clear that the tests of the 
sequential approach and impact are to be applied to proposals in edge or out of centre 
locations where the proposals are contrary to the development plan. 
 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
In line with the Scottish Planning Policy requirement and in view of the shifting emphasis 
on retail at Braehead, there is an expectation of a sequential assessment as part of the 
supporting evidence. There is no evidence of a sequential assessment being undertaken 
or any wider consideration of the implications of the proposed expansion of Braehead to 
include retail uses.  
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08)  
 
Recognition of the wide range of uses (beyond retail) that can support town centres, 
particularly the opportunity to provide more residential properties and this should be 
reflected in the policy.  
 
Scottish Government (PP57_09)  
 
Whilst there is reference to Scottish Planning Policy’s sequential approach, in terms of 
the assessment of the impact of such proposals it could be interpreted that this is limited 
to impacts on other Strategic Centres in the network and consequently that an 
assessment of the impact on other town centres which are not strategic centres is not 
required. However, a strategic development could have a significant impact on the vitality 
and viability of smaller town centres and it is important that these impacts are taken into 
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account in the planning process. As currently drafted the policy could be seen as giving 
priority to the impacts on a commercial centre over those on town centres (RSD04). 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_03) 
 
The associated reasoned justification at paragraphs 6.7- 6.10, and the Schedule  
should reflect the differing status of Braehead relative to the other centres, and the 
implications of this for investment and planning decisions relating to the location of retail 
developments and other town centre uses. The policy distinguishes the City Centre from 
the other centres, but not the differing status of the others i.e. Braehead. Bullet point three 
should emphasise that town centres are sequentially preferred to other locations (such as 
commercial centres) within the network. 
 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres (last bullet point) does make reference to the 
sequential approach set out in Scottish Planning Policy however it is felt that the Strategic 
Centre role is confusing and the perception that strategic centres have an equal status in 
policy terms remains despite this statement in policy. 
 
Chapter 6 of the Proposed Plan fails to recognise Scottish Planning Policy and the 
recognised network of shopping centres which again, deems to put all strategic centres 
on an equal footing. Policy 4 states that “it is recognised that the social significance of 
Glasgow City Centre sets it apart from all other strategic centres” however there is no 
vehicle for ensuring the protection of Glasgow City Centre particularly given the impact 
the City Centre is experiencing from out-of-city retail parks and this is evidenced in the 
Appendix B of the Proposed Plan Background Report 5 (RSD05). 
 
Diagram 3 Network of Strategic Centres (Page 31) 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_10) - Perceived inconsistency between the base map 
locations identified in Diagram 3 and those Strategic Centres identified in Schedule 2, 
Network of Strategic Centres.  
 
‘Strategic Centre’ Terminology 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) and Land Securities (PP63) 
 
The Plan refers to ‘strategic’ centres, a term which has no basis in Scottish Planning 
Policy, which lacks clarity and is misleading. It appears to assume that Strategic Centre’s 
equate to Town Centres which is not the case, given that Braehead Shopping Centre is a 
Commercial Centre and sits below Town Centre in the hierarchy  
 
Spatial Development Strategy 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) 
 
It is not consistent with Scottish Planning Policy where it refers to ‘strategic’ centres, a 
term which has no basis in Scottish Planning Policy and would appear to have been used 
so as to enable the inclusion of Braehead, a commercial centre and therefore subordinate 
to all of the other named centres, particularly with respect to retail and leisure 
development.  
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Miscellaneous  
 
Police Scotland (PP16)  
 
In the City Centre’s ‘Future Actions’ section of Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres 
there is no recognition of Greater Glasgow Division’s Road Safety Governance Group’s 
priorities to reduce fatalities caused by road traffic collisions and influence driver 
behaviour. 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Lanark needs good transport links and all measures should be taken towards a direct 
train service from Lanark to Edinburgh. The details to be decided by strategic appraisal 
guidance as referenced in the South Lanarkshire Council Local Transport Strategy 2013-
2023 (RSD06). 
 
Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_03) 
 
Schedule 2 of the Proposed SDP sets out the list of Strategic Centres in the Clydeplan 
area, confirming their “Status”, “Role and Function”, “Challenges” and “Future Actions”. In 
relation to the final column, “Future Actions” this heading does not correlate with the 
subtext contained in paragraph 6.6. This text refers to these as being “interventions” in 
both the first and second sentences in Paragraph 6.6, rather than “Future Actions”. 
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_01) 
 
Broadly supports the logic and purpose of a Network of Strategic Centres but it fails to 
offer any guidance as to the intentions for other centres. Would like to see more specific 
policy advice about the role of other centres not deemed Strategic Centres. 
 
Evidence base (Background Report 5) 
 
Colony Capital (PP36)  
 
Request that the supporting evidence is updated to outline the rationale for including retail 
uses as part of the proposed Future Actions for the Braehead Centre. This should include 
confirmation that reasonable alternatives to promoting the expansion of the centre to 
include retail uses have been considered and the reasons for rejecting these alternatives. 
This should also include a sequential assessment as part of the supporting evidence. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) 
 
NSLSP data is ‘broad brush’ and insufficiently fine grained to allow a detailed analysis of 
shopping patterns at a local level. This analysis should be updated to reflect the 
availability of more recent data published by NSLSP since 2012. 
 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
The data presented to inform the network of strategic centres is out of date and the 
strategy lacks any robust justification particularly as no retail capacity assessment is 
presented. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Network of Strategic Centres - Paragraphs 6.1-6.10 (pages 30-32) 
 
Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_01) -Delete reference to Braehead from paragraph 6.9 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_01) 
 
Proposed amended wording as follows:  
 
• Page 30 - delete ‘strategic’ from the section title; 
• Paragraph 6.1 - exchange ‘strategic’ for ‘town’ in the first two sentences;  
• Paragraph 6.2 - exchange ‘strategic’ for ‘town’ in the first sentence;  
• Paragraph 6.3 - additional sentence noting Braehead as a commercial centre and it 

place in the network/hierarchy consistent with Scottish Planning Policy;  
• Paragraph 6.4 - delete ‘strategic’ in the first sentence;  
• Paragraph 6.5 - delete ‘strategic’ in the first sentence;  
• Paragraph 6.6 - delete ‘strategic’ in the first sentence;  
• Page 31 - delete ‘strategic’ from the title of Diagram 3, Network of Strategic Centres. 

 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
No specific change sought. Land Securities would like to re-iterate their concern that  
the designation of a network of strategic centres is not undertaken at this SDP level. 
Chapter 6 should be amended to reflect this proposed change. 
 
East Ayrshire Council (PP02) 
 
No specific changes sought. 
 
Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres (Pages 33-38)  
 
Overtown and Waterloo Community Council (PP07) 
 
No specific change sought. 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Air quality should be identified as a challenge for the Strategic Centres which are subject 
to Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs). Flood risk should be identified as a challenge 
for those Strategic Centres where this has been identified in the Clydeplan Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment. 
 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
Request that further emphasis is placed upon the importance of retail and leisure uses to 
support the ambitions of the Paisley Town Centre Heritage Asset Strategy. Support for 
these types of uses should be regarded as a Future Action in Schedule 2 of the Plan. 
Would request that the supporting evidence is updated to outline the rationale for 
including retail uses as part of the proposed Future Actions for the Braehead Centre. This 
should include confirmation that reasonable alternatives to promoting the expansion of 
the centre to include retail uses have been considered and the reasons for rejecting these 
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alternatives. Moreover, in line with the SPP requirement and in view of the shifting 
emphasis on retail at Braehead, we would expect to see a sequential assessment as part 
of the supporting evidence. There is no such evidence of this sequential assessment 
being undertaken or any wider consideration of the implications of the proposed 
expansion of Braehead to include retail uses. We request that this is undertaken prior to 
the plan being progressed any further. 
 
NewRiver Retail (PP48)  
 
The ‘Future Actions’ for Paisley within Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres the 
following be included: “In line with encouraging a range of uses, retail uses should 
continue to be supported in the Town Centre”. 
 
Within ‘Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres’ under Braehead Future Actions, the 
following line should be removed from this proposed plan: “based on ongoing monitoring 
of investment activity and health checks review and consider the status of Braehead”. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) 
 
Page 33 - delete ‘Strategic’ from the Schedule title; 
First column header - delete ‘strategic’. 
 
Braehead – Challenges 
 
• Bullet 1 - additional text to clarify that additional investment should only be secured as 

an option if such investment cannot be directed to town centres in the network in the 
first instance. 

• Bullet 2 - amend to ‘to strengthen urban character’. 
• Bullet 3 - amend to ‘quality of the public realm’. 

 
Braehead - Future Actions 
 
• Bullet 1 - delete ‘centre’ and add ‘and monitor’ after ‘Plan. 
• Bullet 2 first sub-bullet - amend to ‘a range of uses to enhance the existing offer and 

employment opportunities’. 
• Bullet 3 - delete bullet point 

 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08)  
 
Include reference to residential as appropriate. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_09) 
  
With reference to bullet 3 in Challenges for Kirkintilloch rewording to clarify the meaning 
of limited public transport accessibility is required. Without understanding the intent 
behind this statement it is not possible to suggest an amendment. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_10) 
 
There should be consistency between Diagram 3, its key and the centres listed in 
Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres 
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Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Schedule 2 should include limits on floorspace for certain centres such as Silverburn 
which are evidenced within BR 5 to be growing at a rate which is clearly having an effect 
on Glasgow City Centre and other strategic centres.  
 
Policy 4 Network of Strategic Centres (Page 32) 
 
Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_02) 
 
Policy 4 third bullet point: 
 
• add ‘and where’ after strategic scale development 
• add ‘are contrary to the development plan they’ after such proposals 
 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
Moreover, in line with the Scottish Planning Policy requirement and in view of the shifting 
emphasis on retail at Braehead, we would expect to see a sequential assessment as part 
of the supporting evidence. There is no such evidence of this sequential assessment 
being undertaken or any wider consideration of the implications of the proposed 
expansion of Braehead to include retail uses. We request that this is undertaken prior to 
the Proposed Plan being progressed any further.  
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08) 
 
add additional bullet - promotes residential populations within town centres 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_09) 
 
In Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres, the final bullet point insert additional wording 
‘and town centres’ after ‘network’ and before ‘to’ 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_03) 
 
• Paragraph 6.9 - delete ‘strategic’ from first sentence. 
• Paragraph 6.9 - additional sentence specifically referring to Braehead’s role and 

function as a commercial centre. 
• Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres- delete ‘strategic’ from the title. 
• Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres - exchange ‘strategic’ for ‘town’ in the first 

sentence. 
• Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres - additional paragraph between paragraphs 1 

and 3 referring to Braehead’s role and function as a commercial centre. 
• Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres - Bullet 3 - Augment to make clear reference to 

emphasise that town centres are sequentially preferred to other locations (such as 
commercial centres) within the network. 

 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Greater emphasis that town centres are sequentially preferred to other locations (such as 
commercial centres) and that Glasgow City Centre should be clearly identified as sitting 
above all other centres and be given due weight in the SDP. 
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Diagram 3 Network of Strategic Centres (Page 31) 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_10) 
 
Perceived inconsistency between the base map locations identified in Diagram 3 and 
those Strategic Centres identified in Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres. There 
should be consistency between the Diagram, its key and the centres listed in Schedule 2 
 
‘Strategic Centre’ Terminology  
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) and Land Securities (PP63)  
 
Plan refers to ‘strategic’ centres, a term which has no basis in Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Spatial Development Strategy 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) 
 
The role of the identified network of centres should be summarised following the section 
(Paragraphs 5.15-5.16 and Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre) on 
Glasgow City Centre. This new section should also make clear the hierarchy of centres, 
and the differing roles of town centres and the sole commercial centre, Braehead.  

 
Miscellaneous  
 
Police Scotland (PP16) - Statement on City Centre safety. No specific changes sought.  
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) - Statement on Lanark train services. No specific 
changes sought. 
 
Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_03) - To ensure consistency with Schedule 2, Network 
of Strategic Centres, revise the wording within paragraph 6.6 to refer to “future actions” 
rather than “interventions”. 
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_01) - No specific change sought. Would like to see 
more specific policy advice about the role of other centres not deemed Strategic Centres.  
 
Evidence base (Background Report 5) 
 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
Moreover, in line with the SPP requirement and in view of the shifting emphasis on retail 
at Braehead, we would expect to see a sequential assessment as part of the supporting 
evidence. There is no such evidence of this sequential assessment being undertaken or 
any wider consideration of the implications of the proposed expansion of Braehead to 
include retail uses. We request that this is undertaken prior to the plan being progressed 
any further. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) 
 
The evidence base outlined in Background Report 5 is flawed and the National Survey of 
Local Shopping Patterns (NSLSP) data is ‘broad brush’ and insufficiently fine grained to 
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allow a detailed analysis of shopping patterns at a local level.  
 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Background Report 5 should be amended to follow the direction of SPP (2014) and 
confirm the network of centres, this should then be strongly emphasised in chapter 6 of 
the Proposed SDP and Background Report 5. Glasgow City Centre should be clearly 
identified as sitting above all other centres and be given due weight in the SDP. Page 5 of 
Background Report 5, the green table should be amended to take out “Support for other 
Strategic Centres to deliver their respective role and function” and replaced with text 
which will protect the City Centre from other strategic centres which are evidently having 
a negative impact on the city centre. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Network of Strategic Centres - Paragraphs 6.1-6.10 (pages 30-32) 
 
Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_01)  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the Plan is supported by a 
range of established and reputable evidence. Background Report 5 (ASD02) is a 
technical paper and not part of the formal Examination process. However, Clydeplan will 
be updating their evidence base through ongoing monitoring but this has no 
consequences for approach in the current Plan. However, if the Reporter is so minded, 
Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to paragraph 6.9 
(page 32):  
 
‘Like all the strategic centres in the network, the City Centre is also experiencing 
challenges. Despite ongoing investment, the City Centre’s comparison shopping 
population has reduced over the last decade. It is strongly influenced by a number of 
existing, new or expanded major strategic centres, such as Braehead, Easterhouse and 
Pollok. This along with the greater resilience of other strategic centres, appears to be 
contributing to a shrinking of the City Centre’s shopper population.’ 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_01) and Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 60 and 68 (ASD01), the proposed  
plan sections including, the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre, 
paragraphs 6.1-6.10, Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres, Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. 
In particular, Schedule 2 identifies the planning status of each of the strategic centres 
identified in the network. Any application of national and the Plan policy would have to 
take cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. However, if the 
Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest adding an additional paragraph after 
paragraph 6.6 (page 30) as follows:  
 
“The network of strategic centres consists of a city centre, town centres and a commercial 
centre and is subject to the provisions set out in Scottish Planning Policy.” (Note: This 
additional paragraph will mean that all subsequent paragraph numbers following that in 
section 6 of the Plan will require to be appropriately renumbered). 
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East Ayrshire Council (PP02)  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 70-73 (ASD01), the proposed  
plan sections including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre, 
paragraphs 6.1-6.10, Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres, Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. 
In particular, the issue of monitoring of investment activity, health checks review and the 
strategy for a particular strategic centre will be taken forward through the relevant Local 
Development Plan and will adhere to the requirements in Scottish Planning Policy and the 
Plan policy approach identified above. With specific reference to Pollok, it should be 
noted that there has been no change in the planning status of the strategic centre from 
that in the currently approved Clydeplan. Its planning status remains that of a town 
centre. As part of the development plan process all of the strategic centres will be 
reviewed, monitored and assessed as part of the ongoing work of Clydeplan for future 
iterations of the plan.  
 
Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter of Air Quality 
Management Areas (AQMAs) is adequately addressed by Map 1, Air Quality 
Management Areas in the Proposed Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment Updated 
Environmental Report (ASD03), the relevant AQMAs designations, Local Development 
Plans policies, development management functions and subject to the provisions set out 
in Scottish Planning Policy Annex A - Town Centre Health Checks and Strategies and 
therefore does not specifically have to be identified in Schedule 2.  
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers the issue of flood risk for the 
strategic centres is adequately addressed through the guidance identified for this matter 
in Appendix C Clydeplan Strategic Flood Risk Assessment in the Proposed Plan Strategic 
Environmental Assessment Updated Environmental Report (ASD03) and therefore does 
not specifically have to be identified in Schedule 2.  
 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 60 (ASD01) and within the proposed plan 
including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; paragraphs 6.1- 6.10; 
Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres; and 
Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management including Schedule 15, 
Indicative Compatible Development. In particular, Schedule 2 identifies both retail and 
leisure in the Role and Function column of the Schedule in relation to Paisley. Within 
Section 10 of the Plan, Schedule 15 (page 97) identifies a range of indicative compatible 
developments that would be suitable for a strategic centre and both of these uses are 
identified. Scottish Planning Policy identifies the need to attract footfall generating uses 
into town centres, which Paisley is, and both of these uses would meet that criteria. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the Plan is supported by a 
range of established evidence, including from the constituent Authorities. Background 
Report 5 (ASD02) is a technical paper and not part of the formal Examination process as 
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the examination is restricted to the Plan. However, Clydeplan will be updating their 
evidence base through ongoing monitoring but this has no consequences for the 
approach in the current Plan. It is also considered that the matter of sequential 
assessment is adequately covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 60 (ASD01), 
and within the proposed plan including, paragraph 6.3, Policy 4, Network of Strategic 
Centres and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. In 
particular, Schedule 2, also referenced in Policy 4, identifies the planning status of each 
of the strategic centres identified in the network. Any application of national and the Plan 
policy would have to take cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. 
It should be noted that retail is an acceptable use within a commercial centre and any 
strategic development proposal would have to be fully assessed against the policy 
approach identified above.  
 
NewRiver Retail (PP48) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 60 (ASD01) and within the proposed plan 
including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; paragraphs 6.1-6.10; 
Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres; and 
Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management including Schedule 15, 
Indicative Compatible Development. In particular, Schedule 2 identifies retail in the Role 
and Function column of the Schedule in relation to Paisley. Schedule 15 (page 97) of the 
Plan identifies a range of indicative compatible developments that would be suitable for a 
strategic centre and this particular use is identified. Scottish Planning Policy identifies the 
need to attract footfall generating uses into town centres, which Paisley is, and this use 
would meet that criteria. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 63 and 66 (ASD01), and within the 
proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraphs 6.1- 6.10; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. 
In particular, the issue of monitoring of investment activity and health checks review is a 
matter for the relevant Local Development Planning Authority and they would have to 
reflect the requirements in Scottish Planning Policy and the Plan policy approach 
identified above. With specific reference to Braehead, it should be noted that there has 
been no change in the planning status of the strategic centre from that in the currently 
approved Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan (May 2012). Its 
planning status remains that of a commercial centre. As part of the development plan 
process all of the strategic centres will be reviewed, monitored and assessed as part of 
the ongoing work of Clydeplan for future iterations of the plan. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 63 and 66 (ASD01) and within the 
proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraphs 6.1-6.10: Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. 
In particular, in Schedule 2, the bullet points identified under both the Challenges and 
Future Actions reflect the considered view of both Clydeplan and the relevant constituent 
Authority. In some cases, this reflects ongoing work around a strategy for the particular 
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strategic centre which will be taken forward through the relevant Local Development  
Plan and will adhere to the requirements in Scottish Planning Policy and the Plan  
policy approach identified above. With specific reference to Braehead, it should be  
noted that there has been no change in the planning status of the strategic centre from 
that in the currently approved Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan 
(May 2012). Its planning status remains that of a commercial centre. As part of the 
development plan process all of the strategic centres will be reviewed, monitored and 
assessed as part of the ongoing work of Clydeplan for future iterations of the plan. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08)  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 60 (ASD01) and within the proposed  
plan sections including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraphs 6.1-6.10; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management 
including Schedule 15, Indicative Compatible Development. In particular, Schedule 2 
identifies residential, where appropriate, in the Role and Function column of the 
Schedule. Schedule 15 (page 97) of the Plan identifies a range of indicative compatible 
developments that would be suitable for a strategic centre and this particular use is 
identified. Scottish Planning Policy identifies the need to attract footfall generating uses 
into town centres and this use would meet that criteria. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_09)  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the term ‘limited public 
transport accessibility’ refers to the fact that Kirkintilloch does not include direct access to 
the railway network. Whilst this is unlikely to change in the foreseeable future, there is 
potential to improve access to public transport through measures such as physical access 
to bus stops related to the delivery of the masterplan for the town centre and active travel 
connections as identified in Schedule 2. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_10) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers Diagram 3, Network of 
Strategic Centres is for indicative purposes only and to enable the user to identify the 
broad geography of the city region, as is the case for all Diagrams in the Plan. It is not 
intend to relate specifically to the network of strategic centres identified in Schedule 2, 
Network of Strategic Centres, some of which are not identified on the base mapping. 
 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this is not a suitable element 
to be included in Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres. Clydeplan considers the 
matter is adequately covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72  
and 73 (ASD01) and within the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - 
Glasgow City Centre; paragraphs 6.1- 6.10; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; 
Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and 
Development Management including Schedule 14, Strategic Scales of Development. In 
particular, Schedule 14 (page 96) outlines the strategic scales of development that would 
require to be assessed against Diagram 11 (pages 98-99). Furthermore, Schedule 14 
states that the relevant policies in Scottish Planning Policy also require to be taken into 
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consideration particularly in respect to promoting town centres.  
 
Policy 4 Network of Strategic Centres (Page 32) 
 
Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 and 73 (ASD01) and within 
the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraphs 6.1- 6.10; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. 
In particular, Schedule 2 identifies the planning status of each of the strategic centres 
identified in the network. Any application of national and proposed Plan policy would have 
to take cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. This planning 
status determines how the sequential/town centre first approach in Scottish Planning 
Policy (paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 and 73) is applied to each centre in the network in 
relation to the role and function, challenges and future actions identified in Schedule 2. 
 
Colony Capital (PP36) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter of sequential 
assessment is adequately covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 
and 73 (ASD01) and within the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - 
Glasgow City Centre; paragraph 6.3; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres third bullet 
point; the Status column in Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres; and Section10, 
Diagram 11 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. In particular, 
Schedule 2 identifies the planning status of each of the strategic centres identified in the 
network. Any application of Scottish Planning Policy and the Policy 4 would have to take 
cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. It should be noted that 
retail is an acceptable use within a commercial centre and any strategic development 
proposal would have to be fully assessed against the policy approach identified in the 
Plan. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08)  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 60 (ASD01), and within the proposed 
plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; paragraphs 6.1-
6.10; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres; 
and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management including 
Schedule 15, Indicative Compatible Development. In particular, Schedule 2 identifies 
residential, where appropriate, in the Role and Function column of the Schedule. 
Schedule 15 (page 97) of the Plan identifies a range of indicative compatible 
developments that would be suitable for a strategic centre and this particular use is 
identified. Scottish Planning Policy identifies the need to attract footfall generating uses 
into town centres and this use would meet that criteria. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_09) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 and 73 (ASD01) and within 
the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
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paragraph 6.3; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of Strategic 
Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. In 
particular, the network of strategic centres have been identified as being the locations 
deemed, by the Clydeplan authorities, to be strategic at a city region level and are the 
locations where strategic levels of floorspace should be directed to as set out in Policy 4, 
Network of Strategic Centres and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development 
Management. It is considered that non-strategic town centres i.e. those town centres not 
identified by Clydeplan in the Plan, given their scale and roles and functions, are best 
placed to be promoted and protected by the relevant Local Development Plans policies, 
development management functions and subject to the provisions set out in Scottish 
Planning Policy. 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 and 73 (ASD01) and within 
the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraph 6.3; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of Strategic 
Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. In 
particular, Schedule 2 identifies the planning status of each of the strategic centres 
identified in the network. Any application of Scottish Planning Policy and Policy 4 would 
have to take cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. 
 
Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 and 73 (ASD01) and within 
the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraph 6.3; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of Strategic 
Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. In 
particular, Schedule 2 identifies the planning status of each of the strategic centres 
identified in the network. Any application of Scottish Planning Policy and Policy 4 would 
have to take cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. In relation  
to Glasgow City Centre, the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre, 
paragraphs 6.7-6.10, Policy 4, and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development 
Management, provide policy support to Glasgow City Centre’s position at the apex of the 
network. 
 
Diagram 3 Network of Strategic Centres (Page 31) 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_10) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers Diagram 3 is for indicative 
purposes only and to enable the user to identify the broad geography of the Clydeplan 
area, as is the case with all Diagrams in the plan. It is not specifically related to the 
network of strategic centres identified in Schedule 2, some of which are not identified in 
the base mapping. 
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‘Strategic Centre’ Terminology 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) and Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the network of strategic 
centres have been identified as being the locations deemed, by the Clydeplan authorities, 
to be strategic at a city region level and are the locations where strategic levels of 
floorspace should be directed to as set out in Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres and 
Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. Their respective 
planning statuses are set out in Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres and any 
application of Scottish Planning Policy and Plan policy is required to take cognisance of 
the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. The term strategic centre is currently in 
use in the approved Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan (2012) 
(ASD04) and, as part of that process, the term has therefore been examined and 
accepted. 
 
Spatial Development Strategy 
 
Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the representation as it considers this matter is adequately 
covered in Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 68, 70, 71, 72 and 73 (ASD01) and within 
the proposed plan including: the Joint Strategic Commitment - Glasgow City Centre; 
paragraphs 6.1-6.10; Policy 4, Network of Strategic Centres; Schedule 2, Network of 
Strategic Centres; and Section 10 Implementing the Plan and Development Management. 
The network of strategic centres have been identified as being the locations deemed, by 
the Clydeplan authorities, to be strategic at a city region level and are the locations where 
strategic levels of floorspace should be directed to as set out in Policy 4 and Section 10 
Implementing the Plan and Development Management. Their respective planning 
statuses are set out in Schedule 2 and any application of national and the proposed Plan 
policy is required to take cognisance of the relevant planning status of a strategic centre. 
The term strategic centre is currently in use in the approved Glasgow and the Clyde 
Valley Strategic Development Plan (ASD04) and, as part of that process, the term has 
therefore been examined and accepted. 
 
Miscellaneous  
 
Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_03) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification to revise wording within paragraph 6.6 in order 
to ensure consistency with Schedule 2, Network of Strategic Centres (pages 33-38) . If 
the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions 
(underlined) and deletions (strikethrough) to paragraph 6.6 (page 30): 
 
‘Schedule 2 lists the network of strategic centres, their challenges and the range of 
interventions future actions that will be required to support their long-term roles and 
functions. Local Authorities, through their respective LDPs and related Action 
Programmes, need to take forward the interventions future actions outlined in  
Schedule 2.’ 
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British Land Company plc (PP55_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the non-strategic centres are 
best promoted and protected by Local Development Plan policies and development 
management functions and subject to the provisions set out in Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Evidence Base (Background Report 5) 
 
Colony Capital (PP36), Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04), Land Securities (PP63) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modifications as it considers the Plan is supported by a 
range of established evidence, including from our constituent Authorities. Background 
Report 5 (ASD02) is a technical paper and not part of the formal Examination process as 
the examination is restricted to the Plan. However, Clydeplan will be updating their 
evidence base through ongoing monitoring but this has no consequences for the 
approach set out in the Plan.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Network of Strategic Centres - Paragraphs 6.1-6.10  
 
1.   I agree with Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_01) that paragraph 6.9 of the proposed 
plan could give a misleading impression of the extent of recent investment in Braehead.  I 
do not, however, accept that this justifies deleting the reference to Braehead in the 
paragraph.  As a strategic commercial centre close to Glasgow, Braehead clearly has an 
influence on comparison shopping in the city centre.  The modification proposed by the 
authority, which would remove the reference to recent investment, would improve the 
accuracy of the paragraph, and I recommend that it be made. 
 
2.   Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_01) and Land Securities (PP63) raise concerns 
about the application of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) to the network of strategic 
centres, and the need to differentiate within the network between town centres, which in 
terms of SPP paragraph 68 receive highest priority, and commercial centres, which rank 
lower in the sequential approach set out in SPP.  It does not, however, appear to me that 
the proposed plan uses ‘strategic centre’ and ‘town centre’ interchangeably, as 
representations suggest, or that it fails to emphasise the ‘town centre first’ principle set 
out in SPP.  The term ‘strategic centre’ is used in the existing approved Clydeplan (2012), 
and the ‘town centre first’ principle is clearly stated in paragraph 6.3 of the proposed plan. 
 
3.   The authority has suggested inserting a short additional paragraph after existing 
paragraph 6.6.  I think this would help to clarify the differences in status and provide a 
further reminder that the provisions of SPP apply to the network of strategic centres, and I 
therefore recommend that the modification be made. 
 
4.   East Ayrshire Council (PP02) has not proposed any specific modification, but has 
registered a concern about the effect of Pollok/Silverburn on town centres such as 
Kilmarnock.  I consider it is appropriate for Pollok (including Silverburn) to be identified as 
part of the network of strategic centres.  While it has town centre status, in recognition of 
Pollok Centre’s civic functions for the surrounding area, the Silverburn element is 
considerably larger than would be justified by the retail and leisure needs of the local 
community alone.  Given its location beside the M77, it inevitably has an appeal to 
customers from further afield, including parts of East Ayrshire.  While I recognise that this 

42 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

could have negative effects for centres such as Kilmarnock, I do not consider that any 
change to the proposed plan would be justified. 
 
Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres: Braehead 
 
5.   Representations by Colony Capital (PP36), New River Retail (PP48) and Retail 
Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) seek changes to the Schedule 2 entries for Braehead.  
These stem from concerns that further expansion of retail floorspace at Braehead could 
undermine the vitality of town centres, particularly Paisley, and that other proposed 
actions are designed to enable Braehead eventually to qualify as a town centre, thereby 
placing it on an equal footing with other town centres in terms of the sequential approach 
set out in SPP. 
 
6.   The representations also queried whether the authority, in proposing to include these 
actions in Schedule 2, had examined the potential effects on town centres and applied 
the ‘town centre first’ principle as required by SPP paragraph 68.  I therefore sought 
further information from the authority (FIR04) on the analysis of the potential impact on 
town centres that it undertook before including as a 'Proposed Action' considering 
planned investment in retail, commercial and business uses at Braehead.  I also asked 
what were the results of any such analysis, what was the justification for including the 
statement, and whether it would pre-empt the application to Braehead of the sequential 
approach as outlined in the final bullet point of Policy 4. 
 
7.   The authority responded that there was no specific analysis undertaken of the 
potential impact on town centres.  The analysis of the wider relationships, roles and 
functions within the network of strategic centres is outlined in Proposed Plan Background 
Report 5 - Network of Strategic Centres.  The statement in Schedule 2 reflects the 
objectives of the framework for a masterplan for Braehead as set out in the approved 
Renfrewshire Council Local Development Plan (LDP, August 2014).  Future strategic 
development proposals at Braehead would require to be considered in the context of the 
approved masterplan, proposed plan Policy 4 and SPP. 
 
8.   It should be noted that Renfrewshire Council originally sought to adopt the LDP with a 
‘town centre’ designation applied to Braehead, but this was removed following 
recommendations in the examination report and a subsequent action in the Court of 
Session.  The LDP (Figure 11) notes that Braehead is the principal retail centre within 
Renfrewshire with strong supporting leisure, commercial, and business uses.  Challenges 
and opportunities are ‘to develop town centre character, creating a sense of place and 
increasing connectivity between Braehead and Renfrew while developing a hub for public 
transport.  Significant opportunity for development of town centre uses that will continue 
to stimulate and complete the wider Clyde Waterfront regeneration.’ 
 
9.   Clearly Renfrewshire Council has an aspiration for Braehead to develop into a town 
centre, but that would require a number of actions to be completed such as the provision 
there of civic and community functions, and development of a closer relationship to 
residential areas.  In the meantime, it remains a commercial centre and Clydeplan has to 
apply SPP accordingly.  Since no analysis of the potential impact on town centres of 
expanding retail at Braehead has been undertaken, I consider that a precautionary 
approach is necessary.  The fact that the adopted LDP (Diagram 12) shows areas for the 
future expansion of the Braehead Centre does not necessarily sanction provision of 
additional retail space that could have negative effects on existing town centres, whether 
in Renfrewshire or other council areas.  The SDP has to take account of impacts that 
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could extend beyond Renfrewshire. 
 
10.   Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_02) seeks to argue that the sequential approach 
should not apply to Braehead because SPP paragraph 71 (dealing with development 
management) applies the approach only to development proposals that are contrary to 
the development plan, and that expansion at Braehead would be consistent with the LDP.  
Policy C1 of the LDP welcomes development that will strengthen the network and 
enhance its centres, ensuring they are places which are vibrant, inclusive, accessible and 
complementary, as well as compatible with surrounding land uses.  All proposals will be 
considered in line with the hierarchy and role and function of centres detailed in LDP 
Figure 11 (which identifies Braehead as the principal retail centre). 
 
11.   However, the development plan comprises the SDP as well as the LDP, and in both 
the existing and proposed versions of Clydeplan, Braehead is listed as a commercial 
centre.  In terms of SPP paragraph 68 it therefore sits below town centres in the 
hierarchy, and I consider that it remains subject to the sequential approach.  The potential 
impact on town centres of further retail and leisure development at Braehead therefore 
falls to be assessed.  That is recognised in Policy 4 of the proposed plan and in the 
proposed additional paragraph after 6.6.  However, to avoid any ambiguity about 
application to Braehead, in Schedule 2 I recommend adding in the second bullet point 
after ‘a range of retail, commercial and business uses to enhance the existing offer and 
employment opportunities’, the words: ‘subject to assessment showing that there would 
be no significant impact on city and town centres’. 
 
12.   The final bullet point listed under ‘Future Actions’ for Braehead is: ‘based on ongoing 
monitoring of investment activity and health checks review and consider the status of 
Braehead’.  SPP paragraph 64 sets out a requirement for town centre health checks, and 
Annex A lists indicators which may be relevant.  Braehead is not a town centre, and there 
is no corresponding requirement in SPP for health checks on commercial centres.  I 
therefore consider it misleading to propose health checks on Braehead.  While 
diversification of land uses and enhancement of civic functions could in time lead to 
Braehead developing the attributes of a town centre, it appears to me unlikely that this 
threshold would be reached during the next five years.  The question of Braehead’s 
status can be revisited in the preparation of the next iteration of Clydeplan (or whatever 
may succeed it), but in the meantime I do not consider it appropriate for Schedule 2 to list 
as a proposed action the consideration of the status of Braehead.  The third bullet point 
should therefore be deleted. 
 
13.   I have considered the other specific modifications proposed by Retail Property 
Holdings Ltd (PP58_04), but do not accept that they are justified.  For reasons explained 
in paragraph 2 above, I regard ‘Network of Strategic Centres’ as a correct description in 
the title of Schedule 2.  As regards the challenges facing Braehead, ‘secure continued 
investment’ does not of itself imply additional floorspace (as distinct from enhancement) 
or competition with town centres.  My proposed modification to ‘Future Actions’ will make 
clear the need to assess the impact of further investment on town centres.  Again, the 
second bullet under ‘Challenges’ does not necessarily imply additional retail, commercial 
and business floorspace; and the suggested shortening of the third bullet would not 
change its meaning.  I see no need to add ‘monitor’ to the first bullet under ‘Future 
Actions’, and I have dealt with the second and third bullets in the preceding paragraphs. 
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Schedule 2 Network of Strategic Centres: other matters 
 
14.   SEPA (PP23) seeks identification of air quality and of flood risk as challenges in the 
Schedule 2 entries for strategic centres where these matters are relevant.  As regards air 
quality, the authority refers to a range of documents which in its view adequately identify 
Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs).  In particular, they are shown on Map 1 in the 
Proposed Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment Updated Environmental Report 
(ASD03).  This certainly lists, and shows the positions of, both AQMAs and strategic 
centres.  However, at the scale shown it is difficult to tell with confidence which centres 
fall within, or overlap, which AQMAs.  I have considered whether adding references to 
AQMAs to the text of Schedule 2 would assist in promoting better air quality, but have 
concluded that at the strategic level of the proposed plan this is more likely to be 
achieved through various policies, for example in relation to transport, which apply across 
the board. 
 
15.   As regards flood risk, I also found it difficult to identify the affected areas from the 
documents referred to by the authority.  I therefore sought further information from the 
authority (FIR06), namely a list of those strategic centres described in Schedule 2 to the 
proposed plan which are (or parts of which are) at risk from flooding with an annual 
exceedance probability greater than 0.5% (1 in 200 years), together with a map or maps 
enabling the flood risk areas to be identified.  In its response, the authority provided a 
table, together with maps, showing that parts of all strategic centres (with the exception of 
Lanark and Ravenscraig) are exposed to high or very high risk of flooding. 
 
16.   This appears to me to represent a significant constraint on the development of these 
centres, and I agree with SEPA that it should be added to the list of challenges for the 
strategic centres concerned.  I therefore recommend that for each centre (except Lanark 
and Ravenscraig) an additional bullet point should be inserted in the fourth column: ‘parts 
of the area subject to flood risk’. 
 
17.   Colony Capital (PP36) and New River Retail (PP48) seek specific mention of 
encouraging retail and leisure uses in the ‘Future Actions’ for Paisley, in support of the 
Paisley Town Centre Heritage Asset Strategy.  I agree with the authority that Schedule 2 
already identifies, within the ‘Role and Function’ column, retail and leisure uses for 
Paisley town centre.  Policy 4 aims to protect and enhance the development of strategic 
centres in line with their role and function, and therefore provides support for this aim.  
Fewer than half the centres listed in Schedule 2 identify specific future actions to 
strengthen retail or leisure.  However, retail and leisure remain key functions of all town 
centres, including Paisley, and continue to receive broad support from the proposed plan.  
I am not persuaded that the addition of specific future actions to the entry for Paisley 
would be justified. 
 
18.   Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08) seeks more mention of residential 
development in Schedule 2.  I agree with the authority that the proposed plan already 
recognises, in general terms, the value of encouraging residential use in town centres, for 
example in paragraphs 6.1 and 6.3, and in Schedule 15.  While only the entries for 
Braehead, Dumbarton and Greenock specifically mention residential use, that does not 
mean that residential development is not supported in other centres.  I agree with the 
authority that a modification is not necessary. 
 
19.   In relation to Kirkintilloch, Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_09) raises the 
meaning of ‘limited public transport accessibility’ in the ‘Challenges’ column.  Kirkintilloch 
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is well served by buses.  The authority says that the entry refers to the fact that 
Kirkintilloch does not have direct access to the railway network.  I consider that the text 
should be modified to make it clear that this is what is meant, by deleting ‘limited public 
transport accessibility’ and inserting ‘lack of direct access by rail’. 
 
20.   The Scottish Government (PP57_10) comments on the relationship between 
Schedule 2 and Diagram 3.  The first point is that Renfrew appears on the diagram next 
to the marker for Braehead, but is not listed in the schedule.  Neither, however, are a 
number of other locations on the base map such as Bearsden, Milngavie or Carluke, 
which have not been classed as strategic centres.  Conversely, other places like 
Kirkintilloch and Pollok are identified as strategic centres, but their names do not appear 
on the base map.  I agree with the Scottish Government that there is an inconsistency 
about this, but I also agree with the authority that the diagram is for indicative purposes 
only.  I do not think that readers of the plan are likely to be confused, and I do not 
consider that any modification is necessary. 
 
21.   Land Securities (PP63) calls for Schedule 2 to include limits on floorspace for 
centres such as Silverburn that have grown rapidly and are having an effect on Glasgow 
City Centre and other town centres.  I agree with the authority that the matter is covered 
in SPP and within the proposed plan.  In particular, the second bullet point of Policy 4 
requires strategic development proposals to protect and enhance the long-term health of 
the city centre to ensure there is no detrimental impact on its role and function.  Proposals 
for any additional retail space at Silverburn (Pollok), Braehead or Easterhouse would 
require to be assessed in the context of this policy, and of SPP.  I do not consider that it 
would be appropriate for Schedule 2 to set arbitrary floorspace limits on the growth of 
centres. 
 
Policy 4 Network of Strategic Centres 
 
22.   Intu Shopping Centres Plc (PP31_02) seeks amendment of the third bullet point of 
Policy 4 to limit its application to development proposals that are contrary to the 
development plan.  I have dealt in paragraphs 9-11 above with the situation at Braehead 
and the possible tensions between SDP and LDP provisions.  The SDP has to be 
concerned with the health of strategic centres across the whole region, and I do not 
consider that it would be reasonable to exclude taking into account the impact of 
Braehead expansion on other centres simply because the Renfrewshire LDP makes 
provision for possible further development at Braehead.  What might be regarded as 
acceptable in a Renfrewshire context could have significant implications for centres 
located in other council areas, and it is right and proper that these should be assessed.  
There is no conflict between Policy 4 and SPP: the development plan comprises the SDP 
as well as the LDP, and Policy 4 is consistent with paragraphs 61-69 of SPP which set 
out the requirements for development plans.  I therefore do not support the modification 
sought. 
 
23.   Colony Capital (PP36) does not propose any specific modifications to Policy 4.  I 
have dealt with the general issues concerning Braehead and the application of the 
sequential approach in paragraphs 5-13 above. 
 
24.   Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_08) seeks an additional bullet point  
in Policy 4 to promote residential populations within town centres.  I agree with the 
authority that the proposed plan already recognises, in general terms, the value of 
encouraging residential use in town centres, for example in paragraphs 6.1 and 6.3, and 
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in Schedule 15.  The suggested modification would require all strategic development 
proposals to promote town centre living.  This would not be appropriate in all 
circumstances, for example where city centre redevelopment might necessitate some 
local loss of residential accommodation in order to enhance the vitality of the city centre 
as a whole.  I therefore do not support the modification sought. 
 
25.   The Scottish Government (PP57_09) seeks a modification to the last bullet point of 
Policy 4 to require an assessment of the impact of proposed development on town 
centres which are not strategic centres.  It appears to me that the ‘town centre first’ 
principle set out in SPP is relevant to all town centres, and not just those deemed to be of 
strategic importance.  Strategic development proposals should therefore have regard to 
the effects on smaller town centres as well as strategic centres.  I do not agree with the 
authority that the matter is adequately covered in the proposed plan, or that it should be 
left wholly to local development plans.  I therefore recommend adding ‘and town centres’ 
after ‘other Strategic Centres in the network’. 
 
26.   Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_03) seeks modifications to Policy 4 to 
differentiate town centres from commercial centres, particularly Braehead.  I have dealt 
with the general issues concerning Braehead and the application of the sequential 
approach in paragraphs 5-13 above.  I agree with the authority that the proposed plan 
(subject to the modifications I have recommended) adequately safeguards town centres 
and makes clear that the sequential approach, which gives them precedence over 
commercial centres, is to be applied.  I therefore do not support the modifications sought 
in the representation. 
 
27.   Land Securities (PP63) does not propose any specific modifications to Policy 4.  I 
have dealt with the general issues concerning Braehead and the application of the 
sequential approach in paragraphs 5-13 above.  The second bullet point of Policy 4 
requires strategic development proposals to protect and enhance the long-term health of 
Glasgow City Centre to ensure there is no detrimental impact on its role and function.  I 
agree with the authority that there is no justification for modifying Policy 4 in the light of 
the representation. 
 
Diagram 3 Network of Strategic Centres 
 
28.   In relation to representation PP57_10 by the Scottish Government, I have dealt in 
paragraph 20 above with the relationship between the diagram and Schedule 2.  While I 
agree that there are inconsistencies, I accept that the diagram is for indicative purposes 
only, and I do not consider that any modification is necessary. 
 
‘Strategic Centre’ terminology 
 
29.   In relation to the representations by Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) and 
Land Securities (PP63), I have dealt in paragraph 2 above with the proposed plan’s use 
of the term ‘strategic centre’.  The term is used in the existing approved version of 
Clydeplan, and distinguishes centres of strategic significance from other town and 
commercial centres.  I do not consider that there is any need for a change of terminology. 
 
Spatial Development Strategy 
 
30.   Similarly, Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_05) seeks changes to Section 5 of the 
proposed plan to drop the references to ‘strategic’ centres and to set out the role of the 
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identified network of centres.  For the reasons already given, I consider that ‘strategic 
centres’ should be retained.  The description of the role and functions of the network, and 
of individual strategic centres, is appropriately located in Section 6.  I therefore do not 
support the modifications sought in the representation. 
 
Miscellaneous 
 
31.   I agree with the authority and with Intu Shopping Centres plc (PP31_03) that in 
paragraph 6.6 of the proposed plan, ‘interventions’ where the term occurs twice should be 
replaced with ‘future actions’ so as to be consistent with Schedule 2. 
 
32.   British Land Company plc (PP55_01) would like to see more specific policy advice 
about the role of other centres not deemed strategic centres.  However, I agree with the 
authority that such advice is more appropriately contained in local development plans, 
and that a modification of the proposed plan for this purpose would not be appropriate. 
 
33.   I acknowledge the representations made by Overtown and Waterloo Community 
Council (PP07), Police Scotland (PP16) and Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02).  None 
of these seeks specific modifications to this part of the proposed plan, and I do not 
recommend any in the light of them. 
 
Evidence base 
 
34.   Colony Capital (PP36) seeks evidence of a sequential assessment in relation to 
retail expansion of Braehead.  I have dealt with this matter in paragraphs 5-13 above. 
 
35.   Retail Property Holdings Ltd (PP58_04) criticises the evidence base outlined in 
Background Report 5, on the basis of the ‘broad brush’ data used, and an alleged failure 
to distinguish between town centres and strategic centres.  Land Securities (PP63) 
argues that the data is out of date and that the strategy lacks robust justification.  It 
proposes modifications to the background report. 
 
36.   I agree with the authority that Background Report 5 is a technical paper and is not 
part of the formal examination process.  It is outside my remit to consider modifications to 
it.  I note that the authority will be updating its evidence base through ongoing monitoring. 
    
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In paragraph 6.6, in the second and sixth lines, replace ‘interventions’ with ‘future 
actions’. 
 
2.   After paragraph 6.6, insert a new paragraph as follows, and renumber accordingly: 
 
‘The network of strategic centres consists of a city centre, town centres and a commercial 
centre and is subject to the provisions set out in Scottish Planning Policy.’ 
 
3.   In paragraph 6.9, delete the third sentence beginning ‘It is now also’, and replace as 
follows: 
 
‘It is strongly influenced by a number of existing, new or expanded major strategic 
centres, such as Braehead, Easterhouse and Pollok.’ 
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4.   In Policy 4, in the third bullet point, sixth line, after ‘other Strategic Centres in the 
network, insert ‘and town centres’. 
 
5.   In Schedule 2, in all entries under the heading ‘Challenges’, except those for Lanark 
and Ravenscraig, insert an additional bullet point as follows: 
 
• ‘parts of the area subject to flood risk’. 
 
6.   In Schedule 2, in the entry for Braehead under the heading ‘Future Actions’: 
 
6.1 in the second bullet point, after ‘a range of retail, commercial and business uses to 
enhance the existing offer and employment opportunities’, insert the words: ‘, subject to 
assessment showing that there would be no significant impact on city and town centres’; 
 
6.2 delete the third bullet point. 
 
7.   In Schedule 2, in the entry for Kirkintilloch under the heading ‘Challenges’ delete the 
third bullet point and replace as follows: 
 
• ‘lack of direct access by rail’. 
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Issue 07 Strategic Economic Investment Locations 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful, 
Sustainable Place - Strategic Economic 
Investment Locations 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_10) 
Scottish Government (PP57_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Policy 5 Strategic Economic Investment Locations (page 39) 
Schedule 3 Strategic Economic Investment Locations (pages 40-44) 
Diagram 4 Strategic Economic Investment Locations (page 47) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
 
Mossend to be recognised as part of Eurocentral Strategic Economic Investment Location 
for consistency and clarity with reference to DPEA case reference PPA-320-2077 final 
decision letter (RSD07). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_10) 
 
Schedule 3, Strategic Economic Investment Locations, Opportunities/Challenges section, 
Queen Elizabeth University Hospital text does not reflect the scale of public transport 
improvements that have taken place in and around the hospital campus in terms of 
infrastructure and bus service provision. 
 
Queen Elizabeth University Hospital Opportunities/Challenges section last sentence is 
duplicated text. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_02) 
 
Plans should support opportunities for integrating efficient energy and waste innovations 
within business environments. Such provision is not apparent in Schedule 3 of the 
Strategic Economic Investment Locations. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
 
Schedule 3, Strategic Economic Investment Locations, Change title from 'Eurocentral' to 
'Eurocentral/Mossend'. 
Schedule 3, in the Opportunities/Challenges column amend to read 'Mossend Railhead 
and the consented Mossend International Railfreight Park'. 
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In Diagram 4, Strategic Economic Investment Locations amend Dot 12 on key and map to 
read 'Eurocentral/Mossend'. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_10) 
 
Schedule 3, Strategic Economic Investment Locations - Queen Elizabeth University 
Hospital, add ‘bus service and infrastructure improvements, including’ before Fastlink.  
 
Schedule 3, Strategic Economic Investment Locations - Queen Elizabeth University 
Hospital - Opportunities/Challenges section remove last sentence due to duplication.  
 
Scottish Government (PP57_02) 
 
Policy 5, Strategic Economic Investment Locations should make reference to the 
integration of efficient energy and waste innovation within business environments. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers it is not necessary to change 
the Strategic Economic Investment Location’s name as the term Eurocentral is currently 
used to cover a wide geographical area along the A8/M8 Corridor which incorporates a 
number of component business locations including Mossend. It should also be noted that 
the Proposed Plan sets out the overall policy approach for Strategic Economic Investment 
Locations at a strategic level and as such only identifies their general location. It is for the 
constituent local authorities to interpret Policy 5, Strategic Economic Investment 
Locations, through their Local Development Plans which would include the detailed 
definition of individual Strategic Economic Investment Location boundaries such as those 
at Eurocentral. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification in respect of Schedule 3, Strategic Economic 
Investment Locations, Opportunities/Challenges column as it considers that the current 
text adequately covers this issue by referring to additional opportunities at Mossend 
Railhead.  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification in respect of Diagram 4, Strategic Economic 
Investment Locations, to change the Strategic Economic Investment Location’s name for 
the reasons set out above. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_10) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification to the wording in Schedule 3, Strategic 
Economic Investment Locations as it considers it would support the ambition for greater 
connectivity in relation to this development. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would 
suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to Schedule 3, Queen Elizabeth 
University Hospital Glasgow, column 3 Opportunities/Challenges, sentence 2, page 41: 
 
‘Its accessibility with the Creative Clyde SEIL and the City Centre has been improved by 
bus service and infrastructure improvements, including Fastlink, and City Deal investment 
will create a new pedestrian/cycle route between the Hospital Campus, Govan, Pacific 
Quay and the City Centre, thus improving sustainable transport links between these key 
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locations.’ 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it improves the clarity of the proposed plan. If 
the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following deletion (strikethrough) 
to Schedule 3, Queen Elizabeth University Hospital Glasgow, column 3, 
Opportunities/Challenges, last sentence, page 41: 
 
‘Continued investment in research, education and innovation is encouraged, particularly 
for life sciences. Improved public transport links to wider hospital catchment.’ 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the Strategic Economic 
Investment Locations have been selected because they are the priority locations to 
promote the Scottish Government’s key economic sectors and Scottish Enterprise’s 
locational priorities. Given the wide range of economic roles and functions of the Strategic 
Economic Investment Locations it is considered that some may be better suited to the 
integration of efficient energy and waste innovation within their business environments 
than others and this type of development will not be applicable in all of these locations. 
Clydeplan consider this matter is adequately covered in Scottish Planning Policy 
paragraphs 96, 157 and 179 (ASD01) and does not need to be repeated in the Plan and 
that this particular issue is more appropriately addressed by the relevant Local 
Development Plans policies. 
  
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Mossend 
 
1.   I can understand why, on behalf of the promoters of the Mossend International 
Railfreight Park, a change to the title of the Eurocentral Strategic Economic Investment 
Location (SEIL) is sought – this would give greater prominence to the role of the Mossend 
Railhead and its associated facilities in supporting the SEIL.  The fact that Schedule 3 
states that ‘this location is also a Strategic Freight Transport Hub’ appears to add some 
weight to this.  But, as the authority points out, the facilities at Mossend are in fact a 
component (albeit they may be an important one) of a more extensive area, with several 
business locations, which together are termed Eurocentral in the plan.  It would be for the 
subsequent local development plan (LDP) to determine the precise boundary of the SEIL. 
 
2.   I also note, although perhaps of lesser importance, the authority’s concerns (in its 
response to those parts of Peter D Stirling Ltd’s representation which we deal with under 
Issue 8) that there may be the potential, should such a name change be accepted, for 
confusing what would become the Eurocentral/Mossend SEIL with the 
Eurocentral/Mossend Strategic Freight Transport Hub – both of which would appear in 
Diagram 4.  In all this context, I am not persuaded that a strong case has been made to 
change the name of the SEIL. 
 
3.   I am content that the wording in the Opportunities/Challenges column of Schedule 3 
sufficiently captures the opportunities at Mossend.  In this context, I draw attention to our 
conclusions on Issue 8. 
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Queen Elizabeth University Hospital 
 
4.   I agree that the changes proposed by Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (which 
the planning authority is content with) would be helpful in removing duplication and more 
accurately describing the improvements which have been made to the public transport 
infrastructure serving the hospital. 
 
Energy and Waste Facilities 
 
5.   Scottish Planning Policy encourages (at paragraph 96) the integration of energy and 
waste facilities with business environments.  However, as the authority points out, the 
SEILs are priority locations for business development in Clydeplan.  It is apparent from 
Schedule 3 that each is identified on the basis of its particular role and function.  The 
authority is right to point out that some of these may be more or less suited to the 
accommodation of energy and waste facilities.  I have no evidence which confirms which 
these may be.  The Opportunities/Challenges listed in Schedule 3 are bespoke to each 
SEIL.  To introduce in Policy 5 a generic statement about the need to consider the 
integration of energy and waste facilities in each of them would, it seems to me, detract 
from this bespoke approach.  I therefore agree with the authority that it may be more 
appropriate for LDPs (and perhaps for other documents such as masterplans or 
development briefs) to address this matter.  In reaching this conclusion, I note that the 
second bullet of Policy 5 already says that LDPs should identify the locations and 
circumstances where other uses (which could include energy and waste facilities) will be 
supported at the SEILs.  And there will be other business locations in the Clydeplan area 
where energy and waste facilities can be supported – this is also a matter which LDPs 
could address. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
In the Opportunities/Challenges column of Schedule 3, in the entry for the Queen 
Elizabeth University Hospital Glasgow, insert ‘bus service and infrastructure 
improvements, including’ before ‘Fastlink’.  Remove the final sentence of the entry. 
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Issue 08 Strategic Freight Transport Hubs 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful, 
Sustainable Place - Strategic Freight 
Transport Hubs 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
Clydeport Limited (PP47) 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_11) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Strategic Freight Transport Hubs (page 45-46) 
Policy 6 Strategic Freight Transport Hubs (page 45) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
 
Schedule 4 does not fully reflect the granted planning permission in principle on 
appeal for the expansion of the Mossend Railhead (RSD07) with additional rail sidings, 
the development of the Mossend International Railfreight Park including Class 5 (General 
Industry) Use, Class 6 (Storage and Distribution) Use and ancillary support uses including 
access to the A8 and associated site preparation, earthworks, infrastructure and 
landscape works. 
 
Clydeport Limited (PP47) 
 
Note that Rothesay Dock has not been included as a Strategic Freight Transport Hub and 
seek clarification as to why it has been omitted. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_11) 
 
Would welcome the inclusion of Bellshill as a Strategic Freight Transfer Hub. It is a 
strategically important function for the freight industry for vehicle to vehicle transfer and 
should be recognised in the Proposed Plan. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
 
Schedule 4 Strategic Freight Transport Hub in the Opportunities/ Challenges column the 
second sentence should be amended to read 'Major opportunity to further enhance the 
modal shift to rail likely through the consented expansion of the Mossend Railhead, 
including the development of the consented Mossend International Railfreight Park”. 
 
Clydeport Limited (PP47) - The inclusion of Rothesay Dock within the Strategic Freight 
Transport Hubs. 
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Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_11) 
 
Add new location to Schedule 4 as follows:  
 
• Strategic Freight Transfer Hubs: Bellshill 
• Location: Bellshill, North Lanarkshire 
• Mode: Road/Road 
• Opportunities/Challenges: Established freight logistics location for multiple users, in 

close proximity to key links serving all directions. Requires an innovative development 
mechanism to maximise the potential of this location. 

 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Peter D Stirling Ltd (PP03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers it unnecessary to alter the 
existing text which makes specific reference to the development of a new Mossend 
International Rail Freightpark as a means of further encouraging a modal shift to rail.  
 
In respect of the naming convention used in the Proposed Plan, the representations 
suggest that the Eurocentral Strategic Economic Investment Location and the Eurocentral 
/Mossend Strategic Freight Transport Hub should be given the same name. However, this 
is likely to lead to confusion as these locations are dealt with by two separate proposed 
Plan policies (Policy 5 Strategic Economic Investment Locations and Policy 6 Strategic 
Freight Transport Hubs respectively) and relate to specific geographical areas. It should 
be noted that it is for the local authorities through their Local Development Plans to define 
the extent of the areas covered by any relevant policy relating to Strategic Freight 
Transport Hubs.  
 
Clydeport Limited (PP47) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that whilst Rothesay Dock is 
an important location for freight movement, it considers it also has potential for other 
uses, such as waste management, which could be restricted by its designation as a 
Strategic Freight Transport Hub as outlined in Schedule 15 Indicative Compatible 
Development, of the Plan (page 97). Peel Ports recently submitted a planning application 
to West Dunbartonshire Council for a waste management facility at Rothesay Dock 
(ASD05) which would indicate that this is still an intended use at Rothesay Dock. In 
addition, the West Dunbartonshire Council Local Development Plan (Proposed Plan), 
identifies a waste management opportunity at the same location, see Section 10.3, 
paragraphs 10.3.1-10.3.2 and Policy SD2 (pages 85-86) (ASD06).  
 
Strathclyde Partnership Transport (PP52_11) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as the Strategic Freight Transport Hubs are 
intended to promote modal shift from road to rail and sea in support of a low carbon 
economy through the sustainable transportation of goods and raw materials. Bellshill 
however is a vehicle to vehicle hub rather than transferring from one mode to another and 
therefore its designation as a Strategic Freight Transport Hub would undermine the Plan’s 
ambitions for long term sustainable freight movements. Note this representation refers to 
a Strategic Freight Transfer Hub rather than a Strategic Freight Transport Hub. 
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Mossend 
 
1.   Ministers will be aware that, since the representation from Peter D Stirling Ltd was 
submitted, the Court of Session has quashed their decision to allow the appeal (DPEA 
reference PPA-320-2077) referred to in the representation.  Regardless of the final 
outcome of this appeal (which has not been re-determined at the time of writing this 
report), in my view the current wording in Schedule 4 – describing the ‘planned’ 
expansion and the ‘new’ freightpark – sufficiently covers the aspirations for this facility.  I 
see no pressing need to alter this wording, even if the appeal is allowed, nor to make the 
minor change suggested by replacing ‘encourage’ with ‘enhance’.  Such changes would 
not significantly alter the level of support in the plan for these opportunities. 
 
Rothesay Dock 
 
2.   The representation does not provide detailed evidence as to the strategic importance 
or potential of the dock in respect of its role in promoting the modal shift of freight.  The 
authority has provided evidence which demonstrates that the owners of the port are 
progressing plans for a waste management facility, for which planning permission has 
been obtained.  Whilst I am not aware of how such a proposal would affect the 
opportunities for freight transfer at the dock, on the face of it there is at least the potential 
for conflict with the requirement in proposed Policy 6 that ancillary land allocations 
adjacent to freight facilities are, where appropriate, safeguarded solely for the purposes of 
freight activity.  On the basis of the evidence placed before me, I cannot conclude that 
Rothesay Dock must be included in Schedule 4. 
 
Bellshill 
 
3.   The representation outlines the importance of Bellshill for vehicle to vehicle (road to 
road) freight transfer.  However, paragraphs 6.16 and 6.17 of the plan explain that the 
purpose of the Strategic Freight Transport Hubs is to promote modal shift from road to rail 
and sea.  Regardless of its importance to the freight industry more generally, and of any 
potential for future growth, Bellshill would not appear (on the basis of the evidence before 
me) to be a strategically important location for supporting such modal shift.  I do not 
therefore consider that it would be appropriate to include it in Schedule 4. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 09 Visitor Economy 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 3 Placemaking in a City Region 
Context 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Caravan Club (PP61) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Placemaking in a City Region Context (pages 14-16) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Caravan Club (PP61) 
 
Would welcome greater guidance and clarification with respect to diversifying 
accommodation on existing touring caravan sites and tourism policies must be sufficiently 
flexible to allow businesses to adapt to changing economic trends and changes in the 
demands of tourists (MAP01) and (RSD08). 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Caravan Club (PP61) 
 
No change identified.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Caravan Club (PP61) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers any guidance and clarification 
with respect to diversifying accommodation on existing touring caravan sites and tourism 
policies are matters more appropriately considered by Local Development Plans. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   On a point of clarification, the sole representation on this issue appears to be from 
The Strathclyde Country Park Caravan Club and not, as stated above, the ‘Caravan Club’ 
which is a national organisation. 
 
2.   The representation refers to Policy 1: Placemaking, and to Table 1 of the plan which 
accompanies it, and supports the approach taken.  No specific changes to the plan are 
requested, but it is stated that tourism policies must be sufficiently flexible to allow 
businesses to adapt to changing economic trends and changes in the demands of 
tourists. 
 
3.   I am compelled to agree with the authority that this does not appear to be a matter of 
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strategic significance which requires to be addressed in the SDP.  Scottish Planning 
Policy sets out national planning policy and touches on matters such as rural 
diversification, leisure accommodation, and supporting business and employment more 
generally.  There may be the opportunity for more detailed policy and guidance to be set 
out in local development plans or supplementary guidance associated with them, or it 
may be that this is a matter which the site operator can seek to discuss directly with the 
relevant planning authority – in this case North Lanarkshire Council. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 10 Selection of Growth Scenario 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 1 Context - Economic and 
Demographic Framework  
Section 6 City Region as a Successful 
Sustainable Place - Enabling the Delivery of 
New Homes  

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_01) 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03) (PP43_04) 
Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04) 
Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04)  
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Economic Framework (page 7) 
Demographic Framework (page 8) 
Assessing Housing Need and Demand in a City Region Context (page 51-53) 
Setting the Housing Land Requirement (pages 54-59) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
A number of representees disagree with Clydeplan’s selection of the of the Sustained 
Growth Scenario which informs the Economic and Demographic Framework, Housing 
Estimates and Housing Land Requirement, and argue for the plan strategy to be founded 
on the higher growth strategies including the High Migration Scenario.  
 
Related matters raised include:  
• the perceived inconsistencies between the strategy of the approved Plan (May 2012) 

and this Proposed Plan; 
• the approach to Backlog Need, and; 
• the use of the trend based National Records of Scotland projections. 
 
This issue is closely linked to Issue 11, Housing Land Requirement, which deals with the 
setting of the Housing Land Requirement including the Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment, Housing Estimates, Housing Supply Targets, and Generosity.  
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_01) 
 
Homes for Scotland welcome the approach set out in Clydeplan to support a prosperous 
economic future but consider that the selection of the Sustained Growth Scenario is 
planning for decline and will artificially constrain the economic growth of the city region.  
 
They provide evidence relating to the economic benefits of home building in Scotland 
(RSD09), the Turley’s Report (RSD10), their Composite Representation (RSD11), and 
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Core Cities analysis presented insitu within the representation form.  
 
They consider that the approach is: 
 
1    inconsistent with the evidence presented in Proposed Plan Background Report 1 

“Economic outlook and scenarios for the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley City Region 
2013-2038” by Oxford Economics (RSD12); 

 
2    that Proposed Plan Background Report 1 (RSD12) provides an underestimate of 

economic growth as it predates the City Deal commitment and the predicted 28,000 
additional jobs that this investment will bring; 

 
3    the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (RSD13) should have run an economic 

growth based scenario in line with the findings of Proposed Plan Background  
      Report 1; 
 
4    Proposed Plan Background Report 1 (RSD12) should be updated and the findings run 

through the Housing Need and Demand Assessment to provide a housing projection 
that is consistent with the growth ambitions stated in the plan; 

 
5    greater consideration should have been given to the effect of the pent up demand for 

housing created by recessionary conditions and the impact this will have on housing 
need, household formation and household sizes; 

 
6     greater consideration should be given to the need for a growing working age 

population to support economic growth; 
 
7    the principal growth scenario would support very little economic growth (less  

than 32,000 jobs 2013-23). 
 
They consider that there is a disconnect between the selection of the Sustained Growth 
Scenario and the ambitions for a “rebalanced economy” in the Proposed Plan with 
Background Report 1 and the implications of City Deal.  
 
They state that in order to ensure that the housing planned for within the Plan is able to 
support the economic ambitions of the Plan, it is important to ensure economic and 
housing ambitions are aligned. 
 
They also set out that Glasgow city region has an important contribution to make to 
growth in the Scottish economy and the contribution the housebuilding industry makes to 
the economy, highlighting that increasing house building will have wider economic 
benefits. 
 
They also consider that the use of National Records of Scotland projections, which reflect 
past trends, carries risks that market failures are being projected forward. A number of 
other comments are made regarding National Records of Scotland projections and 
demographic factors in relation to household formation, migration and population 
dynamics including changes in the working age population. They highlight that the 
projections should be the starting point but the context of these projections must be 
reflected in the policy decisions that are made. They consider that a “policy on” approach 
is required reflecting the Oxford Economics “rebalancing economy” scenario and City 
Deal.  
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In conclusion, they are requesting that Housing Estimates are founded on either the 
Oxford Economics “rebalancing scenario” which they consider should have been run 
through the Housing Need and Demand Assessment Tool, or as a minimum, that the 
High Migration Scenario is selected rather than the Sustained Growth Scenario.  
 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
 
Gladman Scotland is concerned that the approach to enabling the delivery of new homes 
in the Proposed Plan is inconsistent with the overall vision of the Proposed Plan.  
 
They consider that the Proposed Plan is planning for a reduction in household growth and 
is seeking to deliver a significantly reduced level of housing from the currently adopted 
Plan.  
 
They state that the Plan is proposing a retrogressive approach to housing requirements 
which will potentially further restrict economic growth and in turn, the overall success of 
the city region.  
 
Despite the economic aspirations of the plan, the housing growth figures are based on 
the Sustained Growth Scenario, rather than a Strong Growth Scenario which would 
appear to better support the economic growth which the Proposed Plan seeks to achieve.  
 
As the Housing Need and Demand Assessment, census data and ultimately the 
Proposed Plan are based on data from a recessionary period, they consider that it is 
inevitable that this will not lead to a forward looking plan. Basing the plan on data from a 
recessionary period will suppress the emerging and increasing demand and perpetuate 
the low levels of growth and delivery from that recessionary period, rather than encourage 
the signs of recovery which they consider are beginning to show. 
 
Gladman Scotland is also concerned about the proposed new approach to backlog  
need. They say that the significant reduction in backlog need, from 85,000 units in 2011 
to 11,700 units in 2015, to reflect the need which requires an additional house, could be 
seen as a measure which is used to supress the overall housing land requirement figures. 
The Demographic Framework context to the Proposed Plan sets out that economic 
circumstances have led to a reduction in household growth, and this in turn is used to 
reduce both the housing land requirement and backlog need. An alternative 
understanding of this is that because economic circumstances have led to a reduction in 
household growth, backlog need is even more critical than it was before and that demand 
arising from it has been supressed by the economic circumstances. As such, the backlog 
need should not be reduced in light of past economic circumstances. The approach taken 
by the Proposed Plan is a reactive approach to the past, not a forward-looking, visionary 
approach which will better serve the needs and demands of the city region and enable 
the vision to be fulfilled.  
 
They therefore conclude that changes should be made to Backlog Need, the Housing 
Supply Targets and Generosity.  
 
CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03) (PP43_04); Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) 
(PP45_04); Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) 
 
These representees consider that the Sustained Growth Scenario does not represent 
sustainable economic growth. They consider that the Proposed Plan requires a more 
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ambitious approach than the Sustained Growth Scenario to achieve the strategic 
objectives set out by Scottish Government through National Planning Framework 3 and 
Scottish Planning Policy as well as continuing the approved development strategy set out 
in the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan (2012).  
 
The Housing Need and Demand Assessment (RSD13) and its supporting Technical 
Reports confirm that the Sustained Growth Scenario is a significant departure in the 
current levels of housing growth supported by the approved Glasgow and the Clyde 
Valley Strategic Development Plan (2012). The Clydeplan Proposed Plan is currently 
planning for a substantial decline in private sector house building when compared to the 
approved Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Plan.  
 
Adopting the High Migration Scenario, Clydeplan would be supporting greater 
consistency between the projections of housing need and demand between successive 
development strategies and reduce the threat of economic decline in the house building 
sector which is seeking to aid economic recovery through increasing build rates.  
 
They therefore conclude that the High Migration Scenario is adopted as the baseline for 
the housing estimates; Housing Supply Targets adjusted; generosity applied at 20%; and 
therefore that the Housing Land requirement is increased. Alternative figures are provided 
based on the High Migration Scenario. Accordingly this would require that Background 
Report 8, Beyond the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (RSD14) and the relevant 
text and schedules of the Proposed Plan relating to the setting of the Housing Land 
Requirement, are adjusted.  
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) 
 
Stewart Milne Homes supports the Plans wider vision and aims, but consider that 
the Plan does not promote a strategy or policies to deliver those aims fully. They disagree 
that the approach to translating the base Housing Need and Demand Assessment 
estimates, represents an “ambitious but realistic” approach to delivering the housing 
needed to support the Plan’s wider vision and aims. 
 
They consider that the Proposed Plan strategy continues to rely on the same spatial 
strategy as the last two plans, and that this strategy has not delivered the development 
needed.  
 
They consider that the Turley’s report (RSD10), concluded that there are strong grounds 
for adopting the High Migration scenario, rather than the Sustained Growth scenario, as 
the basis for the Proposed Plan based on inter alia: 
 
• The impacts of the 2008 recession on a range of demographic, household and 

economic trends which have suppressed long-term projections of these factors; 
• The effects of historic under-provision of effective housing land in many Council areas 

within Clydeplan, and the resultant suppressed levels of house building;  
• The evidence of high house prices and housing demand resulting from these 

undersupply factors and manifesting itself in a potential constraining of household 
formation; 

• Evidence of more recent improvements in demographic trends of population growth 
with a return to stronger levels of net migration into the area. The latest 2013/14 
population estimate indicated a return to a stronger flow of people into Glasgow and 
the Clyde Valley which had not been seen since 2007/08 and the economic 
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recession; and, 
• Greater confidence in the recovery of the economy demonstrated through 

increasingly positive signs within recent economic indicators including a significant 
growth in employment in 2013/14 in the City Region. This also needs to be 
considered in the context of the anticipated impact of the programme of City Deal 
investment aimed at ensuring an economy which is more resilient and grows beyond 
baseline forecast job growth. 

 
The Turley report notes at paragraph 3.62, that insufficient account seems to have been 
taken of the implications of the Plan’s wider aims and objectives on the need for labour 
and a growing workforce. 
 
They state that it is also important to note that this Plan treats backlog housing need 
differently, only counting a net need figure after discounting need that can be met by 
means other than providing a new house (Proposed Plan paragraph 6.41). Hence the 
needs and targets require to be delivered in full. 
 
Given their position on the above, they therefore advocate the adoption of the High 
Migration scenario as the basis for the Proposed Plan. 
 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_02) 
 
They consider the approach to setting of the Housing Estimate is not sufficiently 
ambitious and fails to provide for the possibility of high levels of economic growth and 
therefore recommend that the High Migration Scenario is utilised and the Housing 
Estimates raised accordingly.  
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_01) 
 
Homes for Scotland consider that Proposed Plan Background Report 1 should be 
updated to reflect the additional growth generated by City Deal and the Oxford 
Economics “rebalancing economy” scenario should be re-run in that context.  
 
The findings of the updated Proposed Plan Background Report 1 should be run through 
the Housing Need and Demand Assessment to provide a housing projection that is 
consistent with the growth ambitions stated in the plan.  
 
Paragraph 1.10 on page 7 should be amended in order that the economic framework 
must recognise the importance and the need to have ‘the right development in the right 
place” (as emphasised by Scottish Planning Policy) to ensure sustainable economic 
growth for the city region.  
 
Text should be added to paragraph 1.12 recognising the need for land and infrastructure 
to support economic growth. This paragraph concentrates only on people and skills and 
joint working with agencies to deliver.  
 
Text should be added to paragraph 1.17 to recognise that household growth has been 
constrained by the recessionary years but this should not be perpetuated in plans for the 
future.  
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Paragraph 1.20 should be rewritten to reflect the fact that a “rebalancing economy” 
requires a higher population growth projection than that of the Principal and even High 
Migration Scenarios. A “rebalancing economy” scenario should be run through the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment and this should be the basis upon which we 
proceed.  
 
In the absence of updated scenarios the High Migration Scenario should be adopted as a 
minimum and Local Authorities challenged to plan for beyond this based on their own 
local evidence. 
 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
 
Gladman Scotland consider that Backlog need should not be reduced “to reflect only that 
need which requires an additional house”. Backlog need should be met in full to allow the 
city region to grow and deliver the vision of the Proposed Plan.  
 
As a minimum, the level of generosity to be added to the Housing Land Requirement 
should be increased to 20%.  
 
CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03) (PP43_04); Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) 
(PP45_04); Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) 
 
CALA (Homes) West, Wallace Land Investments and Hallam Land Management, 
conclude that the High Migration Scenario is adopted as the baseline for the housing 
estimates; Housing Supply Targets adjusted; generosity applied at 20%; and therefore 
that the Housing Land requirement is increased. Alternative figures are provided based 
on the High Migration Scenario. Accordingly adoption of these changes would require that 
Background Report 8 and the relevant text and schedules of the Proposed Plan relevant 
to setting the Housing Land Requirement, are adjusted.  
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) 
 
Stewart Milne Homes advocate the adoption of the High Migration Scenario as the basis 
for the Proposed Plan with commensurate adjustments to the Housing Supply Target and 
additions of generosity to the private sector. Alternative figures are provided.  
 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_02) 
 
Messrs Hill recommend that the Housing Estimate in Clydeplan is based on the High 
Migration Scenario.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Clydeplan’s response regarding the Selection of the Growth Scenario is set out in three 
parts under the following structure: 
 
1. Selection of Growth Scenario 

 
Evidence Based Approach to Scenario Selection 
 
A. Monitoring Statement and Annual Housing Land Monitoring 2013 and 2014; 
B. Oxford Economics Report; 
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C. Housing Need and Demand Assessment Chapter Three, Key Housing Market 
Drivers (May 2015); 

D. Economic and Demographic Drivers Workshop; 
E. Main Issues Report Consultation; and, 
F. Conclusion on Evidence Based Approach to Scenario Selection. 
 
Ambition of the Plan 
 
G. Perceived Change in Strategy between the approved Plan (May 2012) and the 

Proposed Plan; 
H. Backlog/Existing Need;  
I. Use of National Records of Scotland Projections; and, 
J. Conclusion on Ambition of the Plan. 

 
2. Compliance with National Policy and National Planning Framework 3 
 
3. Other Suggested Modifications 

 
1. Selection of Growth Scenario 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_01), Gladman Scotland (PP40), CALA (Homes) West 
(PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04), Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01), Mr W Hill & Mr R 
Hill (PP53_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the Plan is appropriately 
ambitious and rejects the suggestions in respect of adoption of higher migration 
scenarios, re-running the Housing Need and Demand Assessment, amending Proposed 
Plan policies, schedules, contextual text, and Background Reports. Clydeplan considers 
that it has adopted a rational and evidence based approach in its selection of the 
Sustained Growth Scenario.  
 
The matters raised under this issue along with Clydeplan’s response, are closely related 
to the Issue 11, Housing Land Requirement, which deals more fully with how the choice 
of Scenario and Housing Estimates, were translated to a Housing Land Requirement. 
 
Evidence Based Approach to Scenario Selection  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification that alternative higher migration scenarios 
should have been adopted as it considers that an evidence based and considered 
approach has been adopted to the selection of the growth scenario talking account of the 
matters listed below. The conclusions are summarised at the end of this section: 
 

A. Monitoring Statement and Annual Housing Land Monitoring 2013 and 2014; 
B. Oxford Economics Report; 
C. Housing Need and Demand Assessment Chapter Three, Key Housing Market 

Drivers (May 2015); 
D. Economic and Demographic Drivers Workshop; 
E. Main Issues Report Consultation; and, 
F. Conclusion on Evidence Based Approach to Scenario Selection 
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A. Monitoring Statement and Annual Housing Land Monitoring 2013 and 2014 
 
Clydeplan’s Monitoring Statement (ASD07) was prepared to monitor the implementation 
of the approved Plan (May 2012) and to inform the Main Issues Report and emerging 
Proposed Plan. It includes analysis of population, households, employment and a range 
of indicators related to land uses and development delivery. Key issues are identified 
under a number of topic areas.  
 
Also of note, monitoring of the housing land supply, housing delivery and other related 
trends, is undertaken annually. The following reports are relevant in this regard: 
Background Report 7: Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2013 (ASD08) and 
Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2014 (ASD09). 
 
Since the approved Plan of May 2012 was prepared, housing delivery has declined and 
remains at levels that are approximately half of long term averages (3,000 private sector 
units compared with a long term average of approximately 6,000 units (Table 16, Land 
Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2014 (ASD09). Delivery within Glasgow City 
Council area is currently at approximately a third of normal delivery levels for the private 
sector. General house sales and transactions are also at low levels compared to the pre 
recessionary periods. 
 
B. Oxford Economics Report 
 
The Oxford Economics Report provided a point in time assessment of the economy of the 
city region, and a review in terms of demographics and recent economic performance 
relative to Scotland. The relevant key findings informed Clydeplan’s Main Issues Report 
and Monitoring Statement, and were captured most fully in relation to future housing need 
within Chapter Three of the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (ASD10).  
 
Note: For clarification, the Oxford Economics findings (ASD11) were taken into 
consideration in the selection of the sustained growth scenario and informed Clydeplan’s 
decision making, but the alternative growth scenarios developed in the Oxford Economics 
report were not modelled through the Housing Need and Demand Assessment Tool. For 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment purposes, Clydeplan agreed that the National 
Records of Scotland household projections would be utilised and Low Migration, High 
Migration and Principal Migration variants were considered within the Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment Tool refer to paragraph 2.3.1, paragraph 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 of the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment (ASD10). 
 
C. Housing Need and Demand Assessment, Chapter Three, Key Housing Market Drivers 
(May 2015) 
 
Chapter Three of the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (ASD10) details the 
analysis, including matters identified within the Oxford Economics Report (ASD11), 
undertaken on a range of economic drivers which informed the decision to select the 
Sustained Growth Scenario. This analysis includes that the city region has been hit 
particularly hard relative to Scotland and the UK, with 86,000 job losses in the 2008-12 
period. As reported in the Main Issues Report, the Oxford Economics report suggested 
that the city region will not regain pre-recession peak levels of employment until  
post 2038.  
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Chapter Three (ASD10) includes a “Summary of the economic outlook and context for the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment”, which outlines at that time, the national 
economic context, some identified challenges; and estimated growth forecasts on house 
prices and incomes. The Chapter also includes at 3.8, a Key Issues Table which 
summarises the economic issues likely to impact on the city region housing market. In 
addition to the job losses and outlook, these key issues include: 
 
• a slightly higher proportion of employment in health, administration and the public 

sector which could present risks and challenges to the future performance of the 
region; 

• the demands of the ageing population and relatively high dependency rates;  
• job losses in the construction sector which may impact on how quickly a higher output 

of new-build homes can be achieved; 
• disparities in economic performance across the region. 

 
The chapter also details relevant considerations including demographic and social trends, 
affordability, the national fiscal context, Scottish Government policy and the implications 
of this work for the Housing Need and Demand Assessment Tool assumptions.  
 
D. Economic and Demographic Drivers Workshop 
 
All of this context was discussed and explored at the Economic and Demographics 
Workshop held in March 2014. The purpose of the event was to debate and test the 
assumptions, judgments and scenarios utilised in the Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment with the Housing Market Partnership and to ensure that they were well 
reasoned and transparent.  
 
As summarised in the event report, (Economic and Demographic Drivers Workshop 
Event Report, 19th March 2014 (ASD12) the Workshop concluded with the general view 
that recent growth at that time (i.e. between 2012 and 2014) was largely housing and 
consumer led and therefore, should be considered fragile.  
 
The report records that this led some participants to a less optimistic view about the 
“potential for growth” scenarios in the Oxford Economics report and in any related 
scenarios for use in the Housing Need and Demand Assessment and for the Proposed 
Plan Main Issues Report. The combination of an ageing population, childcare costs and 
dependency ratios were concerns, creating caution around potential future economic 
growth. Changing tenure patterns were also noted including the rise in the private rented 
sector and the indications that owner occupation may no longer be the default tenure for 
younger people. It was noted that the Oxford Economics base scenario has a 50% 
probability and the rebalanced economic scenario has a 10% probability (slide 49,  
Oxford Economics Presentation, Economic and Demographic Drivers Workshop Event 
Report, 19th March 2014) (ASD13). 
 
E. Main Issues Report Consultation 
 
Clydeplan consulted on the selection of the growth scenario within the Main Issues 
Report. Three scenarios were set out based on the National Records of Scotland 
Principal, Low and High Migration household projection variants and given the above 
described considerations relevant to economic and demographic drivers, Clydeplan 
indicated that the preferred scenario was the Principal household projection which was 
named the Sustained Growth scenario. This approach was agreed by both Clydeplan and 
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the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Housing Market Partnership and a report on the 
consultation was taken to the Joint Committee of Clydeplan in June 2015 (ASD14). 
 
The results of the consultation were taken into consideration in forming the approach in 
the Proposed Plan and a number of key stakeholders supported the selection of the 
Sustained Growth Scenario including Scottish Enterprise and the Scottish Government 
(Development Plans Gateway) who commented that “After taking account of economic 
and demographic drivers, the Plan proposes adopting Scenario A (Sustained Growth) for 
steady growth which seems reasonable.” (Scottish Government Main Issues Report 
comments 27 March 2015) (ASD15). 
 
It is now also noted that the Scottish Government in its response to the Proposed Plan, 
has made no comment on the approach to the selection of the scenario or setting of the 
housing land requirement. 
 
F. Conclusion on Evidence Based Approach to Scenario Selection 
 
Clydeplan took the foregoing evidence and considerations into account in arriving at its 
decision to select the Sustained Growth Scenario. 
 
Clearly the demographic and economic context upon which this Proposed Plan is 
founded has changed significantly from the approved Plan (May 2012). Previously in 
preparing the May 2012 Plan, as the 2008-based sub-national population and household 
projections from the National Records of Scotland were not available in 2009, Clydeplan 
prepared its own set of projections, using the latest information available and reflecting 
trends at that time in the pre-recessionary period. This Proposed Plan is being founded 
upon a refreshed demographic context and an economic context which, from the work 
undertaken to inform the Housing Need and Demand Assessment, indicates little sign of 
significant improvement in the short to medium term. Development delivery is also 
remaining at levels that are significantly below pre-recessionary levels.  
 
This context has led Clydeplan to choose to adopt a scenario which supports growth, 
whilst maintaining a policy focus on delivering development. The Plan strategy has not 
changed and Clydeplan continues to support growth in the city region economy whilst 
also supporting its regeneration aspirations and delivery of the compact city model. At this 
time, and given the substantial amounts of land available for housing delivery, to adopt a 
higher migration scenario, would potentially increase pressure to release land for housing 
in locations which mitigate against the Plan strategy and detract from locations that are 
already identified and that contribute to the success of the city region. 
 
Along with the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Housing Market Partnership, and given the 
responses to the Main issues Report consultation, Clydeplan concluded that the selection 
of the Sustained Growth Scenario based on the National Records of Scotland Principal 
household projections, was an appropriate basis on which Housing Estimates and the 
Housing Land Requirement would be developed and that the policy focus should remain 
on supporting and delivering development. This was the agreed approach of all the 
Clydeplan authorities. 

 
Ambition of the Plan 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the Plan is sufficiently 
ambitious and responds to the comments made within the topics listed below. The 
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conclusions are summarised at the end of this section. 
 

G. Perceived Change in Strategy between the approved Plan (May 2012) and the 
Proposed Plan; 

H. Backlog/Existing Need;  
I. Use of National Records of Scotland Projections; and, 
J. Conclusion on Ambition of the Plan 

 
G. Perceived Change in Strategy between the approved Plan (May 2012) and the 
Proposed Plan (January 2016) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the assertion that the Plan is planning for decline as some 
representees have suggested. As stated above, whilst there has been a significant 
change in the economic and demographic context, the Proposed Plan strategy has not 
changed from the approved Plan (May 2012).  
 
As detailed in the Proposed Plan, the approved Plan (May 2012) was founded upon a 
demographic context which projected growth of 6,700 per year. The demographic context 
for this Proposed Plan projects household growth of 80,200 or 4,700 per year for the 
2012/29 period (Demographic Framework, Page 8, Proposed Plan) This is the starting 
point for assessing the Land Requirement which was ultimately set at 107,960, 6,350 per 
year, with land available for 117,600 units or 6,920 units per year (Proposed Plan, 
Schedule 6, page 57). 
 
The approach to planning for housing tenures has altered between the two plans. making 
a direct comparison difficult. However, using comparable numbers for the private sector 
from Schedules 6 and 7 (page 43) of the approved Plan (May 2012) (ASD04), the land 
requirement was 97,400 for the period 2009/25 with land available to deliver 108,000 
units. From Schedule 6 of the Proposed Plan, the land requirement for the private sector 
is 76,670 for the period 2012/29 with land available to deliver 99,730 units. In both plans, 
although for the private sector the requirement has changed, the available land supply is 
similar. In the case of both Plans, the land supply available would deliver more houses 
than planned for in the order of 6,000 for the approved Plan (May 2012) and 5,870 for the 
Proposed Plan (refer Clydeplan Proposed Plan, Schedule 6, Page 57). 
 
Some of the perceived change between the approved Plan (May 2012) and the Proposed 
Plan relates to a significantly different approach to backlog need, affecting the social 
rented and affordable sectors, between the two plan processes detailed in the following. 
 
H. Backlog/Existing Need 
 
In relation to Backlog Need, now referred to in the Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment Guidance as Existing Need, the previous Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment and approved Plan (May 2012) were prepared under a policy and guidance 
regime that changed for the Proposed Plan and second Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment in 2014. 
 
For the latest Housing Need and Demand Assessment (May 2015), the Manager’s Guide 
provided by the Centre for Housing Market Analysis is clear at paragraph 1.6 and 1.7 
(ASD16), that the manner in which Housing Need and Demand Assessment’s feed into 
the development of Housing Supply Targets and the wider housing planning framework, 
differs from previous guidance. The main differences is the treatment of “existing need” in 
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the calculation of future housing need and demand. The estimates should only include 
those types of existing need that require an additional housing unit to be provided. This 
discounts any existing need that can be met by an in-situ solution.  
 
Previously the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (June 2011) and approved Plan 
(May 2012), produced an estimate including in situ need, of 72,000 (Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment June 2011, Pages 105-106 (ASD17). Utilising the Housing Need 
and Demand Assessment Tool, the current default estimate of existing need in the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment Tool using the Homelessness and Temporary 
Accommodation Pressure (HaTaP) method, for the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley area is 
around 4,000. The Housing Market Partnership subsequently increased this to 11,700 to 
take account of overcrowded and concealed households (Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment Technical Report 06 (TR06) ‘The Approach to Existing Need’ (ASD18). This 
significant difference in the estimation of backlog need between the two plan’s, has led to 
perceived significantly different estimations of the housing requirement. 
 
The total estimated “housing requirement” in the approved Plan (May 2012)  
was identified by the Reporter by combining affordable and private sector need, to 
produce an “Indicative” all tenure requirement (ASD04). In the approved Plan  
(May 2012), Schedule 10 which provides estimates of Affordable Sector Housing Need 
totalling 85,000, includes, as detailed at paragraph 4.80, backlog need which does not 
directly translate into a new housing requirement. Schedule 7 is the estimated private 
sector new build requirement. The Reporter added together these Schedules (7 and 10), 
to produce Schedule 11A, Indicative All-Tenure Housing Requirement which included a 
combined estimate of 183,500. Importantly Schedule 11A was indicative and this figure 
did not equate to a total new build or housing land requirement, as it included need that 
could be met in situ. Paragraphs 4.86 and 4.86a were introduced to provide the context 
for local authorities to translate the “Indicative” requirement to Local Development Plans 
and Local Housing Strategies taking account of a number of variations. Important 
variations listed in paragraph 4.86a that will have caused the affordable sector housing 
need estimates to be adjusted, include the 3rd Bullet, “the likely availability of public 
subsidy” and the 6th bullet, “the extent to which housing needs can be met without 
building new houses.” The expectation would be that when translating the affordable 
sector housing needs to a figure to represent net new build, the estimate of 85,000 which 
included housing need that could be met in situ, would be significantly reduced.  
 
This above described, significant difference in the approach to Backlog Need between the 
previous Housing Need and Demand Assessment and the current Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment, is likely to have contributed to a view that the Proposed Plan is not 
sufficiently ambitious, a view rejected by Clydeplan. The approach taken to Existing Need 
fully reflects the Centre for Housing Market Analysis’s Manager’s Guide (6th June 2014) at 
paragraph 1.7 that “The estimates should only include those types of existing need that 
require an additional housing unit to be provided” (ASD16) and therefore the requested 
modification by Gladman Scotland (PP40) is not accepted.  
 
I. Use of National Records of Scotland Projections 
 
A number of representations have commented that the National Records of Scotland 
population and household projections are trend based, and therefore reflect recently 
depressed economic conditions and that the Clydeplan selection of the Principal 
Projection as the basis for the housing estimates is insufficiently ambitious. 
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Firstly the Centre for Housing Market Analysis’s Housing Need and Demand Assessment 
Practitioner’s Guide 2014 states at paragraph 4.16 that “The Centre for Housing Market 
Analysis strongly recommends the use of the National Records of Scotland (National 
Records of Scotland) household projections as these are the official source, are 
robust….” (ASD19). Additionally, the Centre for Housing Market Analysis’s Housing Need 
and Demand Assessment Tool is prepopulated with the National Records of Scotland 
Household projections. 
 
In its publication “Household Projections for Scotland’s Strategic Development Plan Areas 
and National Parks, 2012-based” on 26 November 2014, the National Records of 
Scotland state that the projections are trend based and are not, policy-based forecasts of 
what the Government expects to happen. The report goes on that the household 
projections are used for policy development and feed into development plans, including 
assessments of housing need and demand but are not the only consideration. The 
National Records of Scotland also comment that the report focuses on the ‘principal 
projection’, which it states is the projection based on the assumptions that the National 
Records of Scotland considers most likely to occur (paragraph 1.3.2, Household 
Projections for Scotland’s Strategic Development Plan Areas and National Parks, 2012-
based, November 2014 (ASD20). 
 
The Housing Market Partnership agreed to utilise the National Records of Scotland 
projections as the basis for generating a range of scenarios for Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment purposes. Ultimately given the assessment of the economic and 
demographic drivers described in the foregoing, combined with the National Records of 
Scotland view that the principal projection is based on the assumptions that the National 
Records of Scotland considers most likely to occur, this projection was selected as a 
pragmatic basis on which to set the Housing Land Requirement. 
 
Upward adjustments were made to the housing estimates generated from the Tool at a 
number of stages and the “policy on” adjustments, factoring in local growth ambitions and 
considerations such as the impact of City Deal, were made when setting the Housing 
Supply Targets and applying generosity. Commencing from a total projected households 
from the National Records of Scotland for the 2012-29 period of 80,200, after applying 
policy judgments through the setting of the Housing Supply Targets and application of 
generosity, this resulted in a land requirement of 107,960.  
 
Clydeplan considers that its use of the National Records of Scotland population and 
household projections is justified, and that an appropriate scale of ambition, taking 
account of local growth ambitions and considerations such as the impact of City Deal, has 
been factored into the Housing Land Requirement through the setting of Housing Supply 
Targets and application of generosity. (See Issue 11, Housing Land Requirement for 
more detail.) 
 
J. Conclusion on Ambition of the Plan 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that it is planning for decline or that the Proposed Plan is not 
sufficiently ambitious. Given the foregoing, whilst the demographic context has changed, 
the Proposed Plan is planning for similar levels of development as in the approved Plan 
(May 2012). The different approach to Backlog Need between the approved Plan and this 
Proposed Plan is likely to have contributed to this view (ASD04). 
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Clydeplan maintains that selection of the Sustained Growth Scenario leading to the 
estimated housing requirement in the Proposed Plan of 107,960, including 76,760 for the 
private sector and 31,290 for the social sector, provides a credible estimate of the total 
land requirement over the next 17 years for all tenures, and will allow for levels of growth 
to meet need and demand and which are well in excess of current rates of delivery. 
 
Clydeplan considers that its use of the National Records of Scotland population and 
household projections is justified, and that an appropriate scale of ambition, taking 
account of local growth ambitions and considerations such as the impact of City Deal, 
have been factored into the Housing Land Requirement through the setting of Housing 
Supply Targets and application of generosity. (Refer Issue 11, Housing Land 
Requirement for more detail.) 
 
Finally, the selection of this scenario as the basis for the setting of the Land Requirement, 
was by agreement of the eight local planning authorities in the Plan area, who have 
assessed that this scenario is realistic yet ambitious and will contribute to the delivery of 
the Clydeplan Vision. 
 
In conclusion, Clydeplan does not accept that the Plan is not sufficiently ambitious and 
rejects the modifications in respect of adoption of higher migration scenarios, re-running 
the Housing Need and Demand Assessment, amending Proposed Plan policies, text, and 
schedules or amending Background Reports for the reasons cited in the foregoing. 
 
2. Compliance with Scottish Government Policy and National Planning Framework3 
 
CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03, PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03, 
PP45_04), Hallam Land Management (PP46_03, PP46_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that the Plan is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy and 
National Planning Framework 3 or that the Sustained Growth Scenario is not sufficiently 
ambitious to deliver sustainable economic growth as asserted by the representees listed. 
 
It is not entirely clear in what regard this assertion is made however both the Main Issues 
Report and Proposed Plan closely reflect the policy principles, details and style of, 
Scottish Planning Policy (ASD01) and National Planning Framework 3 (ASD21).  
 
Clydeplan received detailed written feedback from the Scottish Government on the Main 
Issues Report on drafts of the Proposed Plan. Given the lack of comment from the 
Scottish Government on the Proposed Plan on housing issues or compliance with 
national policy, the Proposed Plan is assumed to be fully compliant with Scottish Planning 
Policy and National Planning Framework 3 (ASD21). 
 
Additionally, in relation to the Housing Need and Demand Assessment the Scottish 
Government Centre for Housing Market Analysis conferred “robust and credible” status 
on 21st May 2015 (ASD22). 
 
Clydeplan’s approach to the application of generosity is fully described under Issue 11, 
Housing Land Requirement. 
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3. Other Suggested Modifications  
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to text of paragraph 1.10 on page 7 as it 
considers this matter is covered by the wording in paragraph 6.23 and additionally, would 
not sit well within the context of paragraphs 1.10 - 1.14 which focus on the Economic 
Framework. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to the text of paragraph 1.12 on page 7 as it 
considers that being a land use Plan, the role of land and infrastructure is mentioned in 
numerous instances throughout the Plan. Two particular references of relevance include 
the mention at Table 1, Placemaking Principle, Resource Efficient; and Paragraph 6.33 
with the mention of the identification of a generous supply of land and the role of 
infrastructure at bullets 5 and 8. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification that text should be added to paragraph 1.17 
as it considers that: 
 
• the Proposed Plan makes sufficient mention of the impact of the recession elsewhere 

including at Paragraph 6.28; 
• the second clause of the proposed modification is considered illogical in that it is 

household growth which has been constrained by the recession and not by this or 
any future Plan as implied; and,  

• the approach to future plans will be predicated on a full review of the evidence 
including the economic and demographic drivers at that time. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Introduction 
 
1.   Issues 10-13 are closely related, as demonstrated by the ordering of the material in 
the Schedule 4 forms.  There is much overlap of subject matter in the representations and 
in the authority’s responses to these.  I have found it convenient to address together – in 
the findings and recommendations below -  all the matters raised in these issues. 
 
2.   Broadly speaking, I deal firstly with the population and household projections and the 
housing estimates in the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (HNDA).  I then 
consider the approach to setting the Housing Supply Targets (HST) and the Housing 
Land Requirements (HLR), including the relevance of economic factors and forecasts and 
the approach to ‘generosity’.  I then turn to issues relating to housing land supply and the 
strategy of the plan as it relates to housing land.  I also cover policy and other matters, 
including the requirement in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) to maintain a 5-year supply of 
effective housing land.  Some representations request that the background reports to the 
proposed plan are amended but I restrict my recommendations, in accordance with my 
minute of appointment, to the content of the proposed plan itself. 
 
3.   I sought further written evidence (FIR01) in relation to the matters raised in  
Issues 10-13 from the authority and from other parties who had submitted representations 
relevant to these issues.  I received a response from the authority and, on behalf of 
several of the other parties, from Homes for Scotland.  I also held a hearing with the 
authority and Homes for Scotland to discuss certain matters pertaining to Issues 10-13.  
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Those parties submitted additional documents prior to the hearing, and closing 
submissions after it.  After the hearing, I sought and received further evidence (FIR07) 
from those same two parties on the implications of the Scottish Government’s target of 
delivering 50,000 affordable homes over a five year period.  My findings take account of 
all of this further written and oral evidence, which I refer to again from time to time below. 
 
The Housing Need and Demand Assessment (HNDA) 
 
4.   I note the criticisms which have been made about the HNDA, in particular that the 
authority based this on the population and household projections produced by the 
National Records of Scotland (NRS) and, in doing so, used the principal projection rather 
than the high migration projection.  It is also argued that the level of existing need for  
new homes is much greater than that which has been calculated for the HNDA.  
Paragraph 114 of SPP states that, where the Scottish Government is satisfied that the 
HNDA is ‘robust and credible’, the approach used will not normally be considered further 
at examination.  The Scottish Government’s Centre for Housing Market Analysis (CHMA) 
has certified the HNDA as robust and credible, although this does not extend to the 
setting of the HSTs and the HLRs.  Therefore whilst I have had regard to the criticisms 
made about the HNDA (and they inform my findings below), I have identified nothing in 
them which would justify, as an exception, examining the HNDA further in this case. 
 
5.   Nevertheless, the nature of the NRS projections should be borne in mind, in particular 
when moving from the HNDA towards setting the HSTs and the HLRs.  They are based 
on past trends which have been influenced by a range of factors, including economic and 
social ones.  They are also likely to have been influenced by policy decisions, both at 
national level and (for example in deciding the scale and distribution of housing land 
allocations) more locally.  Looking back, it is clear that inward migration has, over the last 
ten years, been higher on average than that assumed in the principal projection.  The 
average rate of house completions (albeit this time looking back as far as 1997, on the 
basis of Homes for Scotland’s representations) has been higher than that calculated for 
the proposed plan. 
 
The Housing Estimates 
 
6.   Schedule 5 of the proposed plan shows the results of the ‘Stage 1’ calculations in the 
HNDA.  The ‘sustained growth’ scenario (based on the NRS principal projection) gives a 
total estimated increase of 91,860 households in the period 2012 to 2029.  This would 
result in a need for 39,320 homes in the social sector (43% of the total) and 52,540 
homes (57%) in the private sector.  This is adjusted (Schedule 6) by the addition of 2,870 
further private homes as a result of two factors.  Firstly to take account of an assumed 
increase in non-effective (i.e. vacant) stock.  Secondly, a positive adjustment to the 
estimate for Inverclyde, where the calculated decline in household numbers (in private 
sector homes) of 414 households was reset to zero. 
 
7.   Account of the mobile nature of a proportion of the demand for private sector housing 
is also taken at this stage.  In broad terms this results in the re-assigning of some 
demand (mostly from Glasgow) to some of the other authorities, proportionately based on 
the anticipated distribution of what would be the residual surplus of housing land supply 
(after accounting for the non-mobile demand) across the city-region.  The final column of 
a table submitted by the authority for the hearing (Hearing Agenda Item 3 Submission 3) 
illustrates the adjustments made due to the re-assigning of mobile demand. 
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8.   Representatives of the housing development sector question this approach.  The 
concern is that it would not purposefully direct housing development to the most suitable 
and sustainable locations or to where the housing market is strongest.  It is said that the 
choices people will make about where to live will be regardless of the spatial strategy of 
the plan. 
 
9.   I acknowledge that the authority could have taken a different approach to re-assigning 
the mobile demand, for example by taking more account of market strength.  But, under 
the authority’s proposed approach, the surplus supply which would accommodate the 
mobile demand will comprise sites and locations which the authority (or perhaps more 
accurately the individual Clydeplan councils) have already established (though 
development plan allocations, planning consents and capacity studies) are suitable for 
housing in planning terms.  In that respect, directing development to locations which are 
already favoured seems to me also to be a reasonable approach.  I also note that this 
approach to re-assigning mobile demand is essentially the same one used in the current 
SDP.  However, I return below to the important question of how such an approach may 
affect the actual delivery of sufficient numbers of new houses. 
 
10.   The authority acknowledged, in response to FIR01, that there needs to be a minor 
correction to the adjusted social sector estimates in Schedule 6, again as a result of 
adjustments for Inverclyde.  This would give an adjusted social sector estimate to 2029  
of 39,730 homes.  Homes for Scotland agrees with this correction.  I am satisfied that this 
minor change does not require further explanation within the text of the plan. 
 
The Housing Supply Targets (HST) 
 
11.   The ‘adjusted housing estimates’ in Schedule 6 are then further adjusted to give the 
HSTs.  This is to take account of the likely availability of resources (and past completion 
rates) of the social sector.  In the private sector, the main factors are the population and 
economic growth ambitions of the plan and ‘anticipated levels of delivery’.  As a result, 
the overall target for the social sector to 2029 is reduced by (following the correction I 
refer to at paragraph 10 above) 8,440 to 31,290.  The private sector target is increased  
by 14,290 homes to 69,700.  This gives an overall proposed HST of 100,990 – an 
increase of 5,850 on the (corrected) all-tenure adjusted housing estimate.  Chapters 8 
and 9 of Background Report 8: Beyond the Housing Need and Demand Assessment 
(ASD25) explain the basis for this approach to deriving the HSTs.  A comparison of  
the 2nd and 3rd tables on page 16 of that document shows the difference, for each local 
authority and for each tenure, between the adjusted housing estimates and the final 
HSTs. 
 
12.   SPP says that the HST is a policy view of the number of homes the authority has 
agreed will be delivered, taking into account wider economic, social and environmental 
factors and issues of capacity, resources and deliverability.  The target is to be 
reasonable, should (for private sector homes) properly reflect the HNDA estimate, and 
should be supported by compelling evidence.  Similar points are made in the HNDA 
Manager’s Guide, which also notes that consideration of these factors could result in a 
HST which may be lower or higher than the housing estimate in the HNDA. 
 
The Social Sector HSTs 
 
13.   The social sector component of the overall HST is, because of the adjustments 
made, less than the initial calculated requirement for social housing from the HNDA.  SPP 
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(and indeed the advice from the CHMA) allows for the kind of adjustments which the 
authority proposes.  However Homes for Scotland (and others) are critical of these 
reductions.  FIR07 provided further evidence in relation to these concerns. 
 
14.   I have some difficulty in reconciling the approach taken in making these adjustments 
with the stated desire of meeting all existing social sector need within (depending on 
which council area) either 5 or 10 years.  Nor have I seen the kind of ‘compelling 
evidence’ for the adjustments which SPP says is required. 
 
15.   SPP requires the HST for private sector homes to reflect the HNDA estimate, but it 
is notable that it contains no such requirement for social sector homes.  The proposed 
social sector requirement would still amount, across the city-region, to around 31% of the 
total HST.  The overall yearly target of 1,840 social sector homes is above the average  
of 1,765 new social sector houses delivered per year over the ten year period to 2013/14, 
as reported in the authority’s Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2014 (ASD09).  
The authority also says (and representatives of the housing development sector agree) 
that some affordable housing need would likely be met by the private sector. 
 
16.   I remain conscious, however, of the Scottish Government’s target of 50,000 new 
affordable homes over a five-year period, although I accept that this target was formalised 
after the proposed HSTs had been arrived at.  Homes for Scotland, in response to FIR07, 
proposes adjusted social sector HSTs informed by the new Strategic Housing Investment 
Plans (SHIPs) published by the Clydeplan councils.  It is pointed out that all but one of the 
SHIPs have social sector housing targets for the period to 2021/22 which are significantly 
greater than those in the proposed plan. 
 
17.   In response, the authority points to Scottish Government guidance (FIR07 ASD04) 
which recommends that SHIPs ‘over-programme’ to ensure delivery should there be 
slippage in the delivery of sites, and that a minimum slippage factor of 25% should be 
applied.  I have not been supplied with the actual SHIPs referred to in the evidence, so I 
do not know what slippage factor has been applied in each case.  The authority also 
points out that the SHIPs reflect shorter-term funding programmes whereas the HSTs in 
the proposed plan are based on the more comprehensive and longer-term analysis in the 
HNDA, as required by SPP. 
 
18.   In the light of the evidence from the authority, I am not persuaded that the figures in 
the SHIPs provide a sufficiently robust basis on which to recommend specific changes to 
the social sector HSTs in the proposed plan.  However, the figures provided illustrate the 
concern that the proposed plan could be assuming levels of delivery of social sector 
housing which may be less than what can now, with the additional funding available, be 
achieved in the period to 2021/22 at least.  Both the authority and Homes for Scotland 
(although in the latter’s case this is not their preferred approach) suggest that the plan 
could contain a statement to the effect that the subsequent LDPs should give due 
consideration to the additional Scottish Government funding now available for affordable 
homes.  I agree that this would be helpful.  I recommend additional text after paragraph 
6.65 which would allow for additional land to be allocated in response. 
 
19.   The authority states that Policy 8 of the proposed plan already allows flexibility in the 
approach to setting the all-tenure HLRs, such as to allow increased funding for social 
sector housing to be taken into account.  However, as Homes for Scotland points out, the 
LDPs will be required to plan on the basis of the HSTs in the SDP.  I don’t find that the 
first bullet of Policy 8 is entirely clear on this point, and I recommend below that it be 
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altered.  In any event, it is through allocating additional land to support increased delivery 
of social sector housing, not changes to the HLR, that the LDPs can respond to increased 
funding. 
 
The Significance of the All-tenure HST 
 
20.   I do, however, consider that the all-tenure target is an important consideration here.  
Every house built and subsequently occupied would contribute to meeting housing need 
and demand.  In setting the HSTs, as described above, a significant proportion of the 
social sector need was, in effect, transferred to the private sector target.  As was pointed 
out in representations, the private sector can indeed contribute to meeting affordable 
housing need in a number of ways.  It would in any event be for the subsequent LDPs to 
fix policy on the proportion of homes on new development sites which are to be for 
affordable housing.  Paragraphs 6.78 to 6.81 of the proposed plan also seem to support a 
conclusion that the all-tenure target is a very important consideration.  Noting also the 
authority’s points (see paragraph 48 below) about the different ways in which land for 
social sector-led housing tends to become available, I am satisfied that the plan, subject 
to the modifications I recommend, would not act to constrain the provision of such 
housing should resources and opportunities allow greater levels of delivery than those in 
the HSTs. 
 
21.   Representations on behalf of the housing development sector suggest changes to 
paragraph 6.58 which stress the importance of the all-tenure HST.  Part of the new text 
they propose would be a direct lift from the equivalent text in the current SDP.  I think the 
thrust of what is suggested accords well with the pragmatic approach which the authority 
has taken (and which I generally support) in respect of the balance of supply between the 
social and private sectors.  I recommend an alteration on that basis.  The first sentence of 
paragraph 6.58 should also be deleted, as it is repeated in the following sentence.  There 
would be no need to make the similar alterations also proposed for paragraph 6.65. 
 
The Private Sector HSTs 
 
22.   In respect of private sector homes, I note above that the adjustment to the overall 
HST is a positive one.  The HNDA report (ASD10) explains how the Oxford Economics 
analysis informed the approach to the choice of scenarios in the HNDA, albeit that the 
specific scenarios in the Oxford Economics report were not used to produce estimates 
from the HNDA tool.  The authority also says that, in setting the HST, the anticipated 
influence of the City Deal, and more generally the population and growth ambitions for the 
city-region, have been factored in.  For the private sector, the factors influencing the 
adjustments made in deriving the HST for each council area are all reported to have been 
either positive or neutral. 
 
23.   I asked the authority (in FIR01) for further evidence, quantitative if available, on the 
basis for the specific adjustments made to the HST for each local authority area.  Beyond 
Background Report 8 (ASD25), I am informed that no further quantitative evidence is 
available to me.  This matter was discussed further at the hearing, where the authority 
explained that the Housing Market Partnership (the group of planning and housing 
officials, drawn from all the Clydeplan local authorities, which was responsible for the 
HNDA) met over two days to agree a set of HSTs.  The Partnership took the adjusted 
housing estimates as a starting point and then, by applying the professional judgement of 
the officials involved, arrived at a set of HSTs for both social and private sector housing 
for each local authority. 
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24.   The authority explains that, in addition to factors I refer to more generally in 
paragraph 22 above, the template reproduced in Figure 4 (page 11) of ASD25 illustrates 
the factors that were considered in deriving the HSTs for each local authority.  As I 
understand it, this was done on a local authority-wide basis for social sector housing.  For 
private sector housing, it was done on the basis of the housing sub-market areas, and in 
fact at the level of each component of these which fell within a different local authority 
area.  So that, for example, where a housing sub-market area straddled three local 
authority areas, then the factors were considered for each of these three parts of the sub-
market area.  At paragraph 9.1 of ASD25, it is stated that the template ‘allowed the 
recording of whether a factor was likely to increase, decrease or have a neutral impact, 
and the reasons for this’.  However the authority, in responding to FIR01, did not provide 
the completed templates, nor was it able to give detailed evidence as to how, for each 
council area, the final figures were derived from the mix of factors, positive and negative.  
In any event, what emerged from the meetings of the Partnership was a professional and 
policy judgement on what was considered to be a set of reasonable and deliverable 
housing supply targets for each tenure for each local authority. 
 
25.   Homes for Scotland is very critical of what it says is a lack of transparency in this 
process by which the HSTs emerged, and about the lack of evidence made available in 
support of the conclusions reached.  I have sympathy for that viewpoint.  I think it is likely 
that I would have found it helpful, in examining these issues, to have seen more of the 
evidence which the Partnership took into account when it met to derive the HSTs.  What I 
have before me does not, in my view, amount to the ‘compelling evidence’ which SPP 
says should underpin the HSTs.  On the other hand, there is perhaps a danger in seeking 
spuriously precise, numerical justifications for decisions which inevitably rely on a degree 
of professional judgment.  In the absence of more detailed evidence, I turn to the HSTs 
themselves and to what else SPP says about them (which I set out in paragraph 12 
above). 
 
26.   The adjustments made take the private sector component of the overall HST to 2029 
to 69,700 homes.  This is an increase of about 33% on the initial private sector housing 
estimate and of about 26% on the adjusted estimate.  The all-tenure HST of 100,990 
would be an increase of about 10% on the initial all-tenure housing estimate, and an 
increase of about 6% on the (corrected) adjusted all-tenure estimate. 
 
27.   The authority points to these kinds of uplifts from the initial housing estimates as 
demonstrating that there is sufficient built-in flexibility such that the likely (and indeed 
desired) levels of economic growth in the city-region can be accommodated.  The first 
adjustments made to the initial housing estimates are to take account of expected stock 
changes and of a policy choice not to plan on the basis of a projected reduction in 
households in Inverclyde.  Much of Inverclyde is a discrete housing sub-market area 
where no mobile demand is assumed.  And the authority confirmed at the hearing that the 
assumed proportion of stock which will be vacant remains unchanged.  Therefore I do not 
consider that the difference between the initial and adjusted housing estimates can be 
relied upon in providing flexibility.  It follows that the valid comparison here is, in my view, 
that between the (corrected) adjusted housing estimate and the HST. 
 
28.   Despite my misgivings about the quality of evidence put before me, it is apparent 
that the authority has taken into account the factors which SPP says it ought to.  For 
private sector homes, the increase of 26% from the overall adjusted housing estimate is a 
significant one.  As required by SPP, this reflects the HNDA estimate – in fact it 
significantly exceeds it.  Breaking this down, the private sector HST for each local 
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authority area to 2029 is higher than the adjusted housing estimate, except for East 
Dunbartonshire where the figures are identical. 
 
29.   At the hearing, Homes for Scotland took the view that, for each housing sub-market 
area which straddles local authority boundaries, the plan (or failing that some other 
agreed document) should set out the proportion of the private sector housing which is 
assigned to each local authority.  This, it is stated, would provide greater certainty about 
the share each local authority needs to deliver.  It would also allow, within each sub-
market area, an approach whereby the relatively stronger market areas (and/or those 
areas with less delivery constraints) could take a greater proportion of the new housing.  
 
30.   However this would not seem to be an explicit requirement of SPP – the SDP needs 
to plan for sufficient HSTs within each sub-market area and each local authority area, not 
at a more fine-grained geography.  Policy 8 would clearly require (in particular if modified 
in accordance with my recommendations below) sufficient land to be identified at both 
housing sub-market area and local authority geographies, providing a degree of 
safeguard against shortages arising.  And the authority acknowledged in the hearing that 
a shortfall in the supply in a housing sub-market area could potentially be addressed by 
development anywhere within it, even if within a different local authority area.  Similarly, a 
shortfall in the supply in a local authority area could be addressed anywhere within that 
local authority, even if in a different housing sub-market area.  Finally, I note that the 
approach in the proposed plan essentially follows that of the current SDP, and that I have 
not been made aware of any specific problems arising from such an approach in recent 
years. 
 
HSTs – Economic Factors and Evidence 
 
31.   I acknowledge the inherent uncertainties in the use of projections, in particular in 
respect of how future policy decisions and economic conditions can influence housing 
need and demand.  Representations refer to various economic factors and forecasts, 
some pre-dating and some post-dating the HNDA and the Main Issues Report.  I take 
these into account.  In doing so, I am conscious that these are themselves subject to 
uncertainty and are, to a degree, a product of their time in the same way that the HNDA is 
a product of its. 
 
32.   The authority says that the work undertaken to support the HNDA and Main Issues 
Report indicated little sign of significant economic improvement in the short to medium 
term.  But there is clearly a range of views about what level the HSTs should be set at, 
based on differing views about the most likely economic future.  Whilst I acknowledge the 
uncertainty inherent in the NRS projections, I don’t find any of the alternative scenarios 
put forward to be clearly more likely than the planning authority’s approach based on the 
projections and then adjusted for the various factors which were taken into account. 
 
33.   The Oxford Economics baseline forecast was that the city-region would not regain 
pre-recession levels of employment until after the end (2038) of its forecast horizon.  
More recently, ‘Developing an Effective Deliverable Housing Strategy’ (RSD10) by Turley 
Economics refers to positive signs reported in the Scottish Government’s ‘State of the 
Economy’ report in August 2015, to the Ernst and Young ITEM Club report 2015, to 
forecasts by Experian Business Strategies, to OBR house price forecasts and to other 
evidence.  The more recent 2014-based NRS projections in fact project lower population 
growth than the 2012-based projections used for the HNDA.  Other representations point 
to other economic indicators.  But it is almost inevitable, given the process of preparing a 
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HNDA, a Main Issues Report and a proposed plan, that by the time of the examination 
there will be more recent economic and demographic data and forecasts available. 
 
34.   Although the Oxford Economics analysis forecast a greater increase in population in 
the city-region than the NRS projections, there was little difference in terms of household 
numbers.  I also note that these forecasts were to 2035 (rather than to 2029 which is the 
period being covered by the housing targets in the plan) and the comparison made is with 
the 2010-based NRS projections not the 2012-based projections which underpin the 
HNDA. 
 
35.   Homes for Scotland provided, prior to the hearing, Glasgow City Council’s new 
economic development strategy.  Afterwards, it provided the new Glasgow City Region 
Economic Action Plan.  Homes for Scotland’s view is that the plan does not sufficiently 
support the economic and other aspirations in these documents.  The latter document  
is, in geographic coverage at least, the most directly comparable with the proposed plan.  
It says the city region will enable the construction of over 110,000 new homes by 2035.  
The proposed plan has an overall HST (to 2029) of 100,990 and, if modified in 
accordance with my recommendations, a HLR of 116,150.  Homes for Scotland also 
compares the ambition in the Action Plan of increasing the working population by  
over 50,000 with the NRS principal projection (on which the proposed plan is based) of  
a 4,100 increase in the working age population to 2029.  However, the number of people 
working is not the same thing as the number of people of working age.  It seems to me 
that the employment targets in the Action Plan relate most directly to the creation of jobs, 
not to increasing the amount of people of working-age.  And the principal projection is a 
scenario on which the plan is based, not a target in its own right.  I don’t consider that 
these new documents illustrate a fundamental problem with the level of ambition in the 
proposed plan.  And I return to the fact that the HNDA is certified as ‘robust and credible’, 
and that SPP clearly states that development plans should plan for housing on the basis 
of the HNDA. 
 
36.   The Turley Economics report says that what the NRS classifies as ‘unattributable 
population change’ is most likely to be as a result of higher levels of net in-migration to 
the city-region.  The implication is that the projections underplay the importance of in-
migration.  Whilst I take these concerns into account, I have already found that the 
authority was entitled to proceed on the basis of the NRS projections.  It is not within the 
scope of this examination to undertake a technical analysis of how these projections are 
derived. 
 
37.  I also note and take account of the evidence from Homes for Scotland about the 
economic benefits of the house-building sector, for example as set out in the Nathaniel 
Lichfield and Partners (now ‘Lichfields’) Report ‘The Economic and Social Benefits of 
Home Building in Scotland’ (RSD09).  Such benefits can be direct - as a result of spend 
on construction and related activity, and indirect - both through the provision of the homes 
to support economic growth in an area and through the expenditure of the new 
households. 
 
The high migration scenario 
 
38.   I have considered the proposition that the high-migration scenario should have been 
used to derive the HSTs.  Homes for Scotland and others sought to calculate, for each of 
the local authorities, a set of HSTs based on the high migration scenario, assuming the 
same proportionate adjustments as the authority made in deriving the HSTs from the 
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estimates based on the principal projection.  Homes for Scotland explained at the hearing 
that, in its case at least, this had been done just to show how such a new set of HSTs 
might be derived, not to advocate the specific HSTs which resulted from the calculations.  
In such a scenario (and, alternatively, if planning simply on the basis of replicating the 
average levels of past completion rates) Homes for Scotland’s view is that annual 
completion rates of around 5,000 private sector homes per year (in total around 85,000  
to 2029) would be a more appropriate target. 
 
39.   Homes for Scotland acknowledges that, in reality, a different set of estimates would 
mean a different set of adjustments.  The planning authority agreed, stating at the hearing 
that it would need to bring the Housing Market Partnership together if it was to consider 
what adjustments would need to be made to estimates based on the high-migration 
scenario.  It strikes me that the adjustments the planning authority made were to the 
estimates they had, and based on factors including some (like environmental factors, 
capacity of the construction industry, recent delivery levels) which would be to a large 
degree unaffected by a higher estimate.  It cannot be assumed that there would be the 
same (either numerically or proportionately) adjustments made to a different, and higher, 
set of estimates. 
 
40.   I also note the concerns which have been expressed about the relatively small 
increase in the working-age population under the principal projection as opposed to the 
high-migration projection.  But these differences reflect the assumptions underlying the 
different projections.  Planning for a number of houses based on the high-migration 
scenario would not (insofar as it projects a proportionately higher growth in the working-
age population) bring that scenario about.  Finally, in any event, I note above that SPP 
states that, where the Scottish Government is satisfied that the HNDA is ‘robust and 
credible’, the approach used will not normally be considered further at examination. 
 
41.   Taking the above into account, and also noting that the high-migration scenario is 
simply a scenario rather than an outcome which the evidence points to as being likely to 
occur, I am not persuaded of the case for recalculating the HSTs on the basis of the high-
migration scenario. 
 
42.   I see no need, as Homes for Scotland argues, to add an additional allowance (of up 
to 25%) to the private sector HSTs to allow for the need to accommodate social sector 
housing on private sector-led sites.  Such a requirement for social sector housing, even 
when it is for the maximum level of 25% allowed for in SPP, is unlikely to apply to every 
private sector housing site.  More importantly, the plan will set out clear private sector 
HSTs across the city-region.  It will be for the LDPs to ensure sufficient land is allocated, 
taking account of the need for social sector housing on private sector-led sites (and 
making any necessary allowance for intermediate tenures) such that these can be met.  I 
am also mindful of my recommendation at paragraph 21 above, in response to 
representations from the housing development sector, which would lay greater stress on 
the importance of the all-tenure HSTs. 
 
HSTs – overall conclusion 
 
43.   The  proposed plan is predicated on lower levels of household growth (if not 
population growth) than was the case for the current SDP.  But this is on the basis of the 
evidence I have addressed above.  I do not characterise this as planning for decline.  As 
the authority points out, the plan is based on adjusted housing estimates which show a 
projected growth of 5,600 new households per year, and it has an overall housing supply 
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target of over 100,000 new homes in the period to 2029. 
 
44.   On the basis of a HNDA which is robust and credible, I am satisfied that the HSTs 
arrived at are reasonable and appropriate.  The authority has generally followed the 
approach advocated in SPP and the HNDA guidance and I see no compelling reason to 
depart from it. 
  
45.   I remain conscious though, of the lack of detailed evidence about how the HSTs 
were derived from the adjusted housing estimates, and of the potential that economic 
growth and the need and demand for new housing could still turn out to be higher than is 
being planned for. 
 
The Housing Land Requirements 
 
46.   There are two main points of contention in respect of the ‘generosity allowance’ to 
be applied to the HST.  These relate to the percentage level of allowance which should 
be chosen, and whether this should apply to the entire HST or to just the private sector 
component. 
 
47.   SPP says that the overall housing target should be increased by a margin of 10-20% 
to establish the housing land requirement, in order to ensure a generous supply of land 
for housing is provided.  The exact extent of the margin will depend on local 
circumstances, but a robust explanation for it should be provided. 
 
48.   Firstly, in respect of whether it should extend to the social as well as private sector, 
the planning authority says that it should not.  This is because the social sector 
component has already been adjusted to take account of likely levels of delivery, and 
because the land supply for the social sector is heavily influenced by factors like the 
availability of resources and a high level of windfall sites which enter the land supply 
reasonably close to the point of delivery. 
 
49.   I find above that the all-tenure HST is an important consideration.  LDPs will require 
to identify enough land to meet these HSTs, including the social sector component.  
Whilst there may not be the same degree of attrition or delay of programmed social sector 
housing as private sector housing, there may still be some.  And on the basis that LDPs 
are likely (for parts of the city-region at least) to require a proportion of homes on private-
sector promoted sites to be for social sector housing, attrition or delay in the delivery of 
private sector sites is likely to have an effect on the delivery of the social sector 
component.  Finally, it seems to me that paragraph 116 of SPP clearly expects a margin 
of at least 10% to be applied to the ‘overall housing supply target’ (my underline). 
 
50.   Accordingly, I conclude that an allowance for generosity should apply to the whole of 
the HST, not just the private sector component.  Paragraphs 6.60, 6.61, 6.69 and 6.71 
need to be adjusted accordingly, as do Schedules 6 and 8. 
 
51.   In respect of the level of the allowance to be made, the planning authority  
proposes 10%, the lowest level allowed for in SPP.  I see nothing in the proposed plan 
which amounts to a robust explanation for this figure.  The plan does refer at paragraph 
6.60 to the scale of the existing land supply, but I do not see this as highly relevant to the 
consideration of what level of supply would be required to meet the HST. 
 
52.   I am conscious of my findings in relation to the lack of evidence base for the 
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adjustments made to derive the HSTs, the concerns expressed by the housing 
development sector about the effectiveness (and likely future effectiveness) of much of 
the housing land supply, the additional funding now available for affordable housing, and 
the uncertainty as to whether future housing need and demand will prove to be consistent 
with the NRS projections.  Taking these factors into account, I do not find that I have 
strong evidence in support of an allowance for generosity which is at the bottom end of 
the range allowed for in SPP. 
 
53.   In FIR01, I asked the planning authority to provide alternative versions of the 
housing schedules in the plan showing the implications of applying, to the whole of the 
HST, an allowance for generosity of 10%, 15% and 20%.  For the private sector 
component shown in the alternative versions of Schedule 9, the only shortfalls in the 
established housing supply (based on the 2013 HLA and Urban Capacity Study) which 
would arise would be in North Lanarkshire.  These would be restricted to the Airdrie and 
Coatbridge Housing Sub-Market Area, where in fact there would already be a shortfall on 
the basis of Schedule 9 in the proposed plan. 
 
54.  The balance between the all-tenure established supply and demand across each 
planning authority is not shown in any of the schedules, but this can be calculated from 
looking at Table 9 of Part C of The Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2013 
(ASD08).  When compared with the all-tenure HLRs in Schedule 8 of the proposed plan, 
it can be seen that the established supply exceeds the HLR to 2029 for all the local 
authorities except Glasgow and  Renfrewshire, where there would be small shortfalls.  
Comparing Table 9 with the alternative versions of Schedule 8 provided by the authority 
in response to FIR01 shows these shortfalls getting larger as the generosity factor is 
applied to social sector housing and as it is increased to 15% (when a slight shortfall in 
Inverclyde appears) and then 20%. 
 
55.   In light of the above, it would appear that increasing the level of generosity to derive 
the HLRs would have a relatively modest effect (if the authority’s confidence in the 
deliverability of the current land supply is borne out) on the need to find additional land for 
housing.  It would, however, go some way towards ensuring that there is sufficient land 
available in the event that need and demand proves greater than currently projected 
and/or the established housing land supply proves slow in becoming effective.  Whilst an 
allowance of 20% may not be unreasonable, it strikes me that an allowance of 15% would 
strike an appropriate balance between supporting the delivery of new housing and 
ensuring the wider objectives of the plan’s spatial strategy, in particular regeneration and 
the redevelopment of brownfield land, can be achieved. 
 
56.   This would give a private sector HLR for Cydeplan to 2029 of 80,160.  This would be 
about 45% greater than the adjusted private sector housing estimate (based on the 
principal projection) of 55,410 homes.  It would be about 16% above the (albeit 
unadjusted) private sector estimate of 69,040 from the high migration scenario in the 
HNDA.  It would give an all-tenure HLR of 116,150.  This would be about 22% greater 
than the (corrected) adjusted all-tenure housing estimate (based on the principal 
projection) of 95,140.  It would be about 8% greater than the (unadjusted) all-tenure 
estimate from the high migration scenario of 107,370. 
 
57.   As a result, I recommend that changes are made to paragraphs 6.60, 6.61, 6.69  
and 6.71 and to Schedules 6, 8, 9 and 10.  Alternative versions B of each of these 
schedules, as provided by the authority in response to FIR01, contain the necessary 
adjustments. 
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Policy 8 Housing Land Requirement 
 
58.   In relation to Policy 8, the planning authority confirmed (in response to FIR01) that 
the requirements in the second and third bullet points are intended to apply at both 
housing sub-market area and local authority level.  It also confirmed that the existing ‘for’ 
in the second bullet should be ‘from’, and that ‘shortfalls’ in the fifth bullet point refers to 
any shortfalls in the five-year supply of effective housing land.  I recommend that the 
policy is amended to clarify these points. 
 
59.   I share the concerns which have been expressed that the fifth bullet in the policy is 
not sharp enough.  It would require that, when there is a shortfall in the supply of housing 
land, planning permissions for new housing accord with the vision and spatial strategy of 
the SDP, with LDPs and with other local strategies.  Much of this does not sit comfortably 
with SPP which states (paragraph 125) that where a shortfall in the 5-year effective 
housing land supply emerges, development plan policies for the supply of housing will not 
be considered up to date.  In such circumstances, the presumption in favour of 
development which contributes to sustainable development is to be a significant material 
consideration (paragraph 33).  Decision makers are also to take into account any adverse 
impacts which would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 
assessed against the wider policies in the SPP. 
 
60.   SPP therefore does not encourage a reliance, when there is a shortage of effective 
housing land, on development plan policies (at least not those for the supply of housing 
land) or on ‘other local strategies’ – a reference which I find in any event to be too 
general. 
 
61.   I am not persuaded that reference to Diagram 11 of the plan, as suggested by 
Homes for Scotland, provides an appropriate alternative approach.  Box 1 of Diagram 11, 
for housing proposals, refers back to Policy 8 itself.  And Box 2 provides a list of generic 
considerations for all types of development proposals.  Diagram 11 would not, it seems to 
me, provide any real clarity on the key considerations which ought to apply to housing 
proposals should there be a shortage in the five-year supply of effective housing land.  I 
also note that Diagram 11 is intended to apply only to proposals which are of ‘strategic 
scale’.  I think it would be better to adopt an approach which can be applied to all scales 
of development. 
 
62.   One representation proposes that it should be for the LDPs to set out in more detail 
the circumstances in which additional housing sites can be brought forward.  Whilst that 
would have the merit of allowing for locally responsive solutions, it would not guarantee a 
consistent approach to a problem which it is acknowledged (since Policy 8 aims to 
address it) would be an issue of strategic importance. 
 
63.   The three additional bullet points proposed (by several other representatives of the 
housing development sector) for the end of the policy would be a further alternative 
approach.  This would introduce a test which appears to me to be similar to that adopted 
in the current South East Scotland SDP (SESplan). 
 
64.   Such an approach has, therefore, already been approved by Ministers.  I recognise 
the planning authority’s concerns that further release of greenfield land for housing 
development has the potential to deflect from the successful implementation of the spatial 
strategy of the SDP, a spatial strategy which we support.  However, the planning authority 
has also argued that there is already sufficient land for housing (either effective or which 
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will become so) to deliver that strategy. 
 
65.   If that confidence is borne out, then Policy 8, revised along these lines, would not 
offer much support for further greenfield releases beyond the current established supply.  
But if the supply of housing land falls short, it is reasonable to put in place a policy 
mechanism which aims to help tackle this.  Of the suggested approaches put before me, 
the one based on the SESplan approach seems to best accord with the expectations set 
out in SPP.  In this context, I recommend a modification along the lines suggested.  In 
doing so, I recommend a form of words which would make clear that development (in 
accordance with SPP) should also contribute to sustainable development and that it be 
capable of being implemented so as to help remedy the shortfall identified. 
 
66.   I note the representations seeking further changes to Policy 8.  I am not convinced 
that the additional detail proposed would add significantly to the effect of the policy.  In 
respect of its reference to Schedule 9 of the plan, I think this is best retained since it 
makes clear the requirement to meet the private sector requirement across each housing 
sub-market area.  I do, however, recommend that the first bullet of the policy is reworded 
to clarify which HLRs need to be met and to remove the reference to local housing 
strategies – these should not need to be included in the policy to ensure they are aligned 
with the development plan. 
 
67.   Neither the current or proposed SDP set out social sector (and therefore  
all-tenure) targets or requirements by housing sub-market area, as required by SPP 
(paragraph 115).  However, the planning authority has explained why it considers that 
social sector housing need (and the prospects for meeting it) are best considered at a 
local authority level.  I have no other evidence before me which would allow (or support 
the case for) a translation of this into housing sub-market areas. 
   
68.   There is no pressing need to reference the contents of PAN 2/2010, in particular 
noting that, if and when finalised, the Scottish Government’s draft Planning Delivery 
Advice on Housing and Infrastructure may well have the effect of superseding some of 
the advice in the PAN.  There was a brief discussion at the hearing about how to 
calculate the five-year effective land supply requirement.  I note that the draft Planning 
Delivery Advice says that this should be done with reference to the HST, not the HLR. 
 
Housing Land Supply 
 
69.   The main issues in respect of housing land supply are whether the spatial strategy of 
the plan allows for sufficient housing land to be identified, whether there is currently a 
sufficient supply of effective housing land to deliver the proposed HSTs, and the degree 
to which these matters should be covered in the SDP or in subsequent LDPs. 
 
70.   It is stated in some representations that there is not currently a five-year supply of 
effective housing land, based on the requirements of the current SDP and LDPs.  
Regardless of that point, my main focus must be housing land supply issues in respect of 
the proposed plan before me. 
 
71.   Overall, the spatial strategy of the proposed plan is essentially the same as that of 
the current SDP.  This is addressed in our findings on Issue 5, where we recommend that 
this strategy should be retained.  Insofar as it affects the delivery of housing, the strategy 
focusses much of the proposed new development on the Development Corridor and the 
Community Growth Areas (CGAs). 
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72.   Homes for Scotland points to two reports – ‘Developing an Effective Deliverable 
Housing Strategy’ (RSD10) by Turley Economics, and ‘ Housing: Location as a Barrier to 
Housing Delivery in the Central Belt’ (RSD16) by Lichfields.  Both are based on a similar 
premise, seeking to analyse the relative market strength of the areas in which current 
housing land supply is located.  Much of this is in areas described as weaker, and it is 
stated that delivery of housing in such areas is much less certain than for sites in stronger 
market areas. 
 
73.   The planning authority presents evidence to show that a high proportion of 
completions in recent years has been in these ‘weaker’ market areas.  That may be 
because that was where most of the housing land was allocated.  But it does demonstrate 
that housing development can proceed in these areas.  In fact, the Turley’s report says 
that the same percentage (78%) of the established and of the effective supply is in weak 
or poor market areas.  But the effective supply is that which, generally speaking, is 
programmed to deliver new houses in the next five years.  Therefore the fact that these 
percentages are the same does not seem to offer strong support to an argument that 
sites in these weaker market areas are less likely to proceed from the established supply 
to the effective supply (and then to result in completions) than stronger market areas.  
And there are, of course, other considerations (for example regeneration priorities) which 
will come into play in deciding the location of new housing land. 
 
74.   I note the doubts which have been expressed about the potential speed (or even 
likelihood) of development at some of the CGAs.  But the Land Supply for Housing 
Monitoring Report 2014 (ASD09) (based on the HLA which was largely agreed with 
Homes for Scotland) indicates that programmed completion rates are expected to rise 
across the Development Corridor and, somewhat later, across the CGAs. 
 
75.   Overall, I do not consider that the Turley’s and Lichfields’ reports, or any other 
evidence, make a compelling case that the well-established spatial strategy for the city-
region, which is based on a number of considerations and policy objectives, should be 
altered significantly.  Insofar as the spatial strategy affects the delivery of new homes, the 
modifications I recommend, for example to Policy 8, would underline the importance of 
LDPs providing sufficient housing land to deliver the HSTs and of ensuring that any sites 
allocated for housing are capable of becoming effective and of delivering new homes 
within the required timeframes.  They would also provide a stronger policy mechanism 
should there, despite these requirements, be a shortfall in the supply of effective land. 
 
76.   It is through that LDP process that the potential contribution of the CGAs (and of the 
other sites in the established supply) can be considered in more detail.  If sites are found 
not to be likely to contribute to completions within the relevant timeframe, then they 
cannot be counted as helping to meet the HSTs.  In light of our support for the overall 
spatial strategy of the plan and for the broad approach taken in deriving the HSTs, I do 
not agree that there should be further additions to the private sector HSTs targeted at 
those areas where it has been argued that the market is strongest. 
 
77.   I note the concerns expressed that the existing housing land supply partly comprises  
sites which are not of the type most in demand – for example too many sites for flatted or 
city-centre development rather than for more family-oriented or suburban housing.  
However, in requiring to identify sufficient land which is likely to be developed so as to 
meet the various HSTs applying across the city region, it is through the LDP process 
where the suitability of sites to meet housing needs can be addressed. 
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78.   The authority’s position is that there is currently a sufficient level of established 
housing land to deliver the proposed HSTs.  Based on the position reported in the 
proposed plan, that may be the case, albeit there do appear, as reported above and 
noting my recommended modifications to the generosity allowance, to be small shortfalls 
in the HLRs for some areas.  But the 2013 HLA (which informs the land supply figures 
presented in the plan) is based on data which is now almost 4 years old.  Things have 
moved on – the land supply position could be significantly different, either for better or 
worse.  In response to FIR01, Homes for Scotland says that it is increasingly challenging 
the inclusion of sites in HLAs.  It points to the example of Glasgow, where it disputes the 
inclusion of some of the sites in the 2015 HLA.  Homes for Scotland does not agree that 
there is sufficient land identified to meet all housing need and demand. 
 
79.   In addition to the HLA, a significant proportion of the established supply comes from 
the 2013 Urban Capacity Study (UCS).  SPP allows for the use of a UCS to help assess 
the potential contribution from windfall sites.  But again, the findings of the UCS will be 
several years old by the time the subsequent LDPs come to be adopted. 
 
80.   SPP does not task SDPs with fully establishing the housing land supply position.  It 
will be for the LDPs to ensure that sufficient land is identified to meet the HLRs and the 
HSTs.  The land supply position presented in the proposed plan represents the position at 
a fixed point in time which will be some years past by the time the LDPs come to be 
adopted.  Therefore the proposed plan goes too far in concluding, at paragraph 6.71, that 
the established housing land supply is sufficient to deliver the HSTs, and that no new 
strategic scale housing allocations are required.  I am conscious of the lack of a clear 
definition (noting the responses to question 9 of FIR01) of what is intended by the term 
‘strategic scale’.  I am also mindful of the need, regardless of the overall established 
supply, for sufficient effective supply to deliver the HSTs across the various geographies 
and timeframes set out in the plan.  With all this in mind, I recommend a series of 
revisions to paragraphs 6.66 - 6.71. 
 
81.   I would not go so far as to remove the supply figures from Schedules 9 and 10 of the 
plan or to remove (as some have argued) these schedules completely.  Suitably 
referenced, these still provide useful context.  For example, the spatial distribution of 
anticipated supply informed the redistribution of mobile demand in the adjusted housing 
estimates.  The schedules will also aid consideration (such as for Airdrie and Coatbridge 
in Schedule 8) of where there may be greatest risk (subject to confirmation in subsequent 
LDPs) of the land supply falling short of the requirement.  I note that there are broadly 
equivalent schedules in the current SDP.  There is agreement that the title of schedule 7 
would need to be amended as this does not in fact include a generosity allowance. 
 
82.   Homes for Scotland proposes a new policy entitled Housing Land Supply.  However, 
much of this is based on the advice in PAN 2/2010, and I see no need to repeat that in a 
policy in the SDP.  I am satisfied that, in particular if amended in accordance with my 
recommendations, Policy 8 would be sufficient in setting out what is required of LDPs in 
this regard, and in setting out the response required should there be less than a five-year 
supply of effective housing land.  Similarly, there would be no need for such a policy to 
specify the level of ‘generosity’ which should be included in the HLR. 
 
Delivering New Homes and Joint Action 
 
83.   There is similarity in the broad thrust of representations from Homes for Scotland 
and individual representations from the housing development sector in relation to 
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paragraph 6.28.  I agree that the bullet points here paint a fairly negative picture.  
Although they may represent a reasonable summary of what has happened in recent 
years, the conditions described may not endure for the life of the plan and this passage 
does not, in my view, strike the right tone for a plan which seeks to encourage economic 
growth and the development of new housing to meet need and demand.  I recommend 
that these bullet points are deleted. 
 
84.   I am satisfied that the evidence presented by the planning authority (showing a 
marked decline since 2008 in the effective land supply and in completions, whilst the 
established supply remained at broadly the same level as previously) is sufficient to justify 
the statement at paragraph 6.29 that there can be a disconnect between the overall land 
supply and the rate of completions.  In any event, the plan does not leave it at that.  The 
succeeding paragraphs and both policies 7 and 8 aim to show how, in addition to the 
identification of the HLRs, the plan can support the delivery of new homes. 
 
85.   Representees are right to link the issue highlighted at paragraph 6.29 with the 
requirement that local development plans identify sufficient land which is effective, or 
expected to become so.  However I think there is a danger of creating confusion in 
seeking to address that issue both here and in Policy 8 and its associated text.  In my 
view this matter is best addressed in Policy 8. 
 
86.   I have carefully considered Homes for Scotland’s suggested changes to Policy 7.  
These would, in my view, make the policy clearer and more precise.  However, I think that 
the policy would, as a result, be excessively lengthy.  I am also conscious of the planning 
authority’s explanation that the bullet points at paragraph 6.33 are a list of the kind of 
actions which will be taken to support housing delivery – it is not intended to be 
exhaustive.  On balance, I think it preferable to retain a more succinct statement of policy, 
leaving these detailed examples of action to the supporting text.  The planning authority 
suggests adding direct subsidy to the list at paragraph 6.33, and I agree that this would 
be a further way of supporting housing development. 
  
87.   However I do find that the term ‘take concerted strategic long term actions at the 
highest levels’ in the first paragraph of Policy 7 to be rather vague.  I find that Homes for 
Scotland’s suggested alternative wording here would provide greater clarity, and better 
align the policy with the strategy of the plan.  My recommendations reflect this. 
 
88.   Finally in respect of Policy 7, and as I note above, I am concerned about the 
potential for confusion with the operation of Policy 8, in particular if the latter is amended 
in line with my recommendations.  I therefore recommend that the final sentence of  
Policy 7 should be amended to refer to Policy 8. 
 
Other matters raised in representations 
 
89.   Paragraphs 1.10 to 1.14 provide a high-level summary of economic issues relevant 
to the plan.  Therefore I see no particular need here to refer to SPP.   But I agree that 
there ought to be more explicit reference to the need for land and infrastructure to support 
growth, these being important means by which the plan can support the authority’s 
economic (and indeed population) ambitions.  My recommendations reflect this. 
 
90.   Paragraphs 1.16 to 1.20 provide a high-level summary of some of the demographic 
issues relevant to the plan.  The first four paragraphs simply summarise some of the key 
points from the NRS projections, and there is no need to make a statement of policy at 

88 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

this point.  I have found against the need to examine the HNDA or to plan on the basis of 
the high migration projection. 
 
91.   Strathclyde Partnership for Transport is right to highlight that fact that availability of 
public transport ought to be a key factor in deciding what land to allocate for housing, in 
particular in respect of affordable and specialist housing.  However the focus of policies 8 
and 9 is about delivering the required amount (and, in respect of policy 9, types) of 
housing.  The importance of public transport infrastructure is highlighted elsewhere in the 
plan and to introduce this again here would deflect from the clear purpose of these 
policies. 
 
92.   Paragraph 6.33 lists some of the ways which public sector bodies will support 
development, including through engaging with communities and with community planning 
partners.  In this context, I see no pressing need here for an additional reference to the 
Community Empowerment Act, nor for the paragraph to be more expansive about the 
types of actions which will be taken. 
 
93.   With regard to the suggestion that a diagram similar to Diagram 4 of the current SDP 
is incorporated into the new one, it seems to me that the proposed Diagram 11 has 
already achieved this aim and in a way which is clearer than was the case for Diagram 4.  
My recommended modifications to Policy 8 would also help address the concerns 
underlying this suggestion.  The planning authority confirmed that there are some minor 
errors in the printed version of Diagram 11, which I recommend are corrected. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   At the end of paragraph 1.12, add the following sentence: ‘The provision of sufficient 
land and infrastructure for development will be an important means of supporting growth.’ 
 
2.   In paragraph 6.28, delete the final sentence, including the bullet points which form 
part of it. 
 
3.   In Policy 7, replace the first sentence beginning ‘In order to…’ with: 
 
‘In order to enhance housing delivery and contribute to the creation of high quality places, 
Local Authorities, Community Planning Partners and the housebuilding and development 
industry will work to ensure the delivery of the homes needed to support the Vision and 
Spatial Strategy.’ 
 
4.   In Policy 7, replace the final sentence with:  
 
‘This should focus on the existing housing land supply and public sector estate whilst 
bringing forward new opportunities in accordance with Policy 8.’ 
 
5.   In paragraph 6.33, insert an additional bullet point:  
 

• ‘direct subsidy’. 
 
6.   Delete the first sentence of paragraph 6.58.  After this paragraph, insert a new 
paragraph: 
 
‘The identification of an all-tenure housing supply target recognises the potential role of 
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the private sector in providing a range of affordable housing types, not just through the 
application of quota policies to otherwise wholly private developments.  New housing 
provided in any tenure will contribute to meeting the overall housing supply targets which 
have been identified across Clydeplan.  Assumptions regarding the likely tenure of the 
provider should not impose artificial or unnecessary restrictions on new housing 
provision.’ 
 
7.   Delete paragraphs 6.60 to 6.62.  Replace these with a new paragraph as follows: 
 
‘In order to provide flexibility, support the housebuilding industry and provide for long term 
growth, a generosity level of 15% has been applied to the Housing Supply Target 
(Schedules 6 and 8).’ 
 
8.   After paragraph 6.65, insert a new paragraph: 
 
‘Regardless of the indicative surpluses and shortfalls (based on 2013 housing supply 
data) shown in Schedules 9 and 10, it will be for local development plans to ensure, in 
accordance with Policy 8 and informed by up to date housing land supply data, that 
sufficient housing land is allocated which is effective, or capable of becoming so, such as 
to meet the housing land requirements for each housing sub-market area and each local 
authority as set out in Schedules 8,9 and 10.  In light of the additional funding for the 
Affordable Housing Supply Programme to 2021, LDPs may allocate additional land over-
and above the social sector HLR if evidence indicates that this is appropriate and would 
support the delivery of additional social sector housing.’ 
 
9.   In Policy 8, replace the first bullet point with the following bullet point: 
 
• ‘make provisions in Local Development Plans for the all tenure Housing Land 

Requirement by Local Authority set out in Schedule 8, for the Private Housing Land 
Requirement by Housing Sub-Market Area set out in Schedule 9 and for the Private 
Housing Land Requirement by Local Authority set out in Schedule 10;’ 

 
10.   In Policy 8, in the second bullet point, replace ‘for’ with ‘from.  After ‘requirements’ 
insert ‘,for each housing sub-market area and for each local authority,’. 
 
11.   In Policy 8, in the third bullet point, after ‘times’ insert ‘for each housing sub-market 
area and for each local authority’. 
 
12.   In Policy 8, delete the fifth bullet point. 
 
13.   In Policy 8, add a new paragraph to the end of the policy as follows: 
 
‘Local Authorities should take steps to remedy any shortfalls in the five-year supply of 
effective housing land through the granting of planning permission for housing 
developments, on greenfield or brownfield sites, subject to satisfying each of the following 
criteria: 
 
• The development will help to remedy the shortfall which has been identified; 
• The development will contribute to sustainable development; 
• The development will be in keeping with the character of the settlement and the local 

area; 
• The development will not undermine green belt objectives; and 

90 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

• Any additional infrastructure required as a result of the development is either 
committed or to be funded by the developer.’ 

 
14.   Replace Schedule 6 and its associated footnotes with an alternative schedule and 
footnotes using the material provided at Table 11.1 – Schedule 6B of the authority’s 
response to FIR01. 
 
15.   In the new Schedule 6, replace ‘GCV Total Housing Land Supply’ with ‘GCV 
Housing Land Supply 2013’ 
 
16.   In the title of Schedule 7, delete ‘(including a 10% adjustment to the Private Housing 
Supply Target)’. 
 
17.   Replace Schedule 8 and its associated footnotes with an alternative schedule and 
footnotes using the material provided at Table 11.2 – Schedule 8B of the authority’s 
response to FIR01. 
 
18.   In paragraph 6.66, replace ‘provide’ with provided’. 
 
19.   In the first sentence of paragraph 6.67, replace ‘There is’ with ‘This evidence 
indicated that in 2013 there was’.  In the second sentence, replace ‘The land supply 
comprises’ with ‘This land supply comprised’ and replace ‘has’ with ‘had’. 
 
20.   In paragraph 6.68, delete ‘(11%)’ 
 
21.   Delete paragraph 6.69 and replace it with the following paragraph: 
 
‘The private sector housing land requirement (80,160) exceeds the adjusted housing 
estimates by (55,410) by 45%, whilst the all tenure requirement (116,150) exceeds the 
adjusted estimate (95,140) by 22%.’ 
 
22.   Delete paragraph 7.71. 
 
23.   Replace Schedule 9 and its associated footnotes with an alternative schedule and 
footnotes using the material provided at Table 11.3 – Schedule 9B of the authority’s 
response to FIR01. 
 
24.   In the new Schedule 9, insert ‘2013’ after ‘Private Land Supply’ and insert ‘Indicative’ 
before ‘Surplus/Shortfall’. 
 
25.   Replace Schedule 10 and its associated footnotes with an alternative schedule and 
footnotes using the material provided at Table 11.4 – Schedule 10B of the authority’s 
response to FIR01. 
 
26.   In the new Schedule 10, insert ‘2013’ after ‘Private Land Supply’ and insert 
‘Indicative’ before ‘Surplus/Shortfall’. 
 
27.   Replace Diagram 11 with the correct version provided by the planning authority in 
response to FIR01. 
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Issue 11 Housing Land Requirement  

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful, 
Sustainable Place - Enabling Delivery of New 
Homes 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Enterprise (PP24_05) 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03) (PP43_04) 
Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04) 
Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) (PP49_04) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_12) 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_04) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Setting the Housing Land Requirement (pages 54-59) 
Policy 8 Housing Land Requirement (page 56) 
Policy 9 Affordable and Specialist Provision (page 64) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
A number of representees made specific comments regarding the approach to the setting 
of the Housing Land Requirement; the wording of the Policy 8, Housing Land 
Requirement; the related contextual text; and Schedules 5 to 8.  
 
This issue is closely linked to views on Housing Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario.  
 
Scottish Enterprise (PP24_05) 
 
Scottish Enterprise considers that the Proposed Plan should make provision for a 
generous supply of land for the delivery of new homes to ensure that the housing needs 
of the population are met, to support the economic growth of this prime region in 
Scotland. On this basis, Scottish Enterprise supports the approach of the Proposed Plan 
providing the strategic authority is satisfied that sufficient land will be made available in 
the constituent Local Development Plans to enable the provision of sufficient new homes 
within the timescale of the plan. 
 
Scottish Enterprise seeks no changes to the Proposed Plan providing the strategic 
authority is satisfied that the Proposed Plan will facilitate the provision of a generous 
number, type and tenure of new homes to meet needs during the plan period. 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) 
 
Given their position with respect to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario, Homes for 
Scotland are seeking that the Housing Estimates are founded on either the Oxford 
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Economic “rebalanced scenario” which they consider should have been run through the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment Tool, or as a minimum, that the High Migration 
Scenario is selected rather than the Sustained Growth Scenario.  
 
They also consider that a 25% allowance is added to the private sector to allow for 
potential affordable housing contributions and that a 20% generosity is added to the 
social sector figures as well as the private sector figures. They do not agree that no 
generosity is added to the social sector and say that the plan seems to be deliberately 
constraining social housing development and that the reason given for this, namely 
resources, is not reasonable. 
 
Alternative figures for the private sector Housing Supply Targets based on the High 
Migration Scenario are provided, and they add 25% to recognise the need to provide 
affordable housing on site and a further 20% generosity. 
 
Given their position on these matters, they are seeking consequential changes to  
Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement, and the related Schedules 6 to 8 and contextual 
text. 
 
Within the representation form they refer to their Composite Representation Report 
(RSD11) and the Turley’s Report on Developing an Effective Deliverable Housing 
Strategy, Homes for Scotland – Clydeplan (RSD10), as additional supporting evidence. 
 
The summarised response states: 
 
• The current approach taken by Clydeplan does not identify enough of a Housing Land 

Requirement to meet the economic ambition of the Plan. 
• Proposed Plan Background Paper 1 (RSD12) suggests that more housing should be 

planned for to meet just the economic base scenario and the implication is that more 
still, over and above the high migration scenario, would be required to meet the 
rebalanced economy scenario. 

• The Housing Need and Demand Assessment should have run an economic growth 
based scenario in line with the findings of Proposed Plan Background Paper 1.  

• Proposed Plan Background Paper 1 (RSD12) should be updated to reflect the City 
Deal commitments and the findings run through the Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment to provide a housing projection that is consistent with the growth 
ambitions stated in the plan. 

• By following the principal projection there is a danger that we are simply projecting 
forward a set of circumstances that are that of market failure. This will constrain 
economic growth potential. 

• The High Migration Scenario should be used as a minimum but preferably a 
“rebalanced economy” scenario should be used. 

• The Plan is not in accordance with the Scottish Planning Policy in that it is not 
applying generosity correctly and we would contend that the maximum 20% should 
be added given the recent history of under delivery. 

• Recognition should be given for the need for private sector sites to deliver 25% 
affordable housing on site so there is a need for more sites in areas where the private 
sector can deliver 

• Explanation is needed as to why Schedules 6, 7 and 8 look back to 2012. 
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Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
 
Paragraph 6.60 of the Proposed Plan states that “in order to provide flexibility, support the 
housebuilding industry and provide for long term growth, a generosity level of 10% has 
been applied to the private sector housing supply target”. Whilst the principle of the 
generosity allowance is in line with the requirements of Scottish Planning Policy, the 
Proposed Plan does not include the “robust explanation” required by Paragraph 116 of 
Scottish Planning Policy to set out why the level of generosity has been set at this level. 
Without this robust justification, it is impossible to know if this level of generosity is 
appropriate, and in light of the other changes made to the overall housing supply position 
in the Proposed Plan compared to the adopted Strategic Development Plan, it appears to 
be a decision made to ensure that the housing land requirement is kept to a minimum. 
There appears to be a weakening of the importance of the generous supply of housing 
land by the overall approach of the plan to housing/housing need. 
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) 
(PP45_04), Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) 
 
Given their position with respect to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario, the various 
parties are seeking that the Housing Estimates are founded on the High Migration 
Scenario rather than the Sustained Growth Scenario.  
 
Alternative Figures are presented for the High Migration Scenario by “Adopting the 
assumptions for Stage 2 Adjusted Housing Estimates by Local Authority used by the 
SDPA (Strategic Development Plan Authority) for the Sustained Growth Scenario 
(Background Report 8, Figure 3). They are seeking that the High Migration Scenario is 
adopted as the baseline for setting the Housing Supply Targets or that the alternative 
figures presented are adopted as the Housing Estimates. 
 
The representees are keen to ensure that the Plan adopts an all tenure approach to 
Housing Supply Targets and the Housing Land Requirement and the Reporter’s 
conclusions on the Examination of the approved Strategic Development Plan, (Report to 
Scottish Ministers on the Strategic Development Plan (March 2012)) are highlighted: 
 
“Land should made available either through the development plan or development 
management process to meet the identified all-tenure housing supply target and housing 
land requirement in full, regardless of the tenure of housing provided.” 
 
They do not accept that Clydeplan’s approach to Housing Supply Targets for the social 
sector. They recognise that the social Housing Supply Target deviates from the Sustained 
Growth Scenario estimates and state that, contrary to Scottish Planning Policy no 
reasonable explanation for this deviation is given. Accordingly they consider that the 
Housing Supply Targets for social housing should be adjusted positively to take account 
of the High Migration Scenario. Alternative Housing Supply Targets for both the social 
sector and private sector are provided. 
 
The application of 20% generosity should be applied to the all tenure targets, and 
alternative housing land requirements are derived. They say that this level of generosity 
would provide the best opportunity to maintain a 5 year effective housing land supply at 
all times through the emerging Local Development Plans as well as meeting the Housing 
Supply Target in full. 
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Given their position on these above matters, they are seeking consequential changes to 
Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement, related Schedules 6 to 8 and the contextual text. 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) (PP49_04) 
 
Given their position with respect to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario, Stewart Milne 
Homes are seeking that the Housing Estimates are founded on the High Migration 
Scenario rather than the Sustained Growth Scenario.  
 
They consider that the all-tenure total is the key figure in the Plan, and that this total 
should reflect the High Migration scenario but adjusted to reflect the limitations on 
delivery of social rented housing.  
 
Alternate figures for Housing Supply Targets to reflect the High Migration Scenario are 
provided, and adjusted to reflect the limitations on the delivery of social housing.  
 
They consider that the private element should then have a 20% generosity margin 
applied to derive an alternative Housing Land Requirement which would be increased  
by 15,200 houses. 
 
They present context from the Turley’s report, Developing an Effective Deliverable 
Housing Strategy, Homes for Scotland – Clydeplan, (October 2015) (RSD10), especially 
pages 63-65) regarding a categorisation of “strong” to “weaker” market areas and argue 
that there is a concentration of land in the “weaker” market areas which has failed to 
deliver. They provide their assessment of the years of effective land supply in the 
Clydeplan authorities, and for Clydeplan as a whole, they consider that there is 2.5 years 
effective land supply.  
 
They consider that the Proposed Plan strategy continues to rely on the same spatial 
strategy as the last two plans, and that this strategy has not delivered the development 
needed.  
 
They argue for an additional 15,200 houses, and recommend that taking account of 
comparative market strengths, around 50% of that should be allocated to East 
Dunbartonshire and East Renfrewshire across the two Plan periods, with the balance 
being allocated to Renfrewshire, North and South Lanarkshire.  
 
Elements of Policy 8 are considered too restrictive. They suggest wording changes to 
Policy 8 to deal with flexibility in the event that additional housing land is needed to meet 
any shortfalls; support the presumption in favour of sustainable economic development; 
and seek the reintroduction of a version of Diagram 4 from the approved Plan (May 2012) 
(RSD15) to assess the balance between need and demand, against the plan strategy. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_12) 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport state that the accessibility of sites by sustainable 
transport should be a key driver in allocating land to residential uses, and is of particular 
importance in relation to affordable and specialist provision where car ownership levels 
are likely to be below average. They have stated that the emphasis given to the 
importance of location in relation to the provision of housing in 6.23 is welcome, but is not 
reflected in policies 7-9 and have sought modifications to Policies 8 and 9 in this regard. 
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Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_04) 
 
Given their position with respect to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario, Messrs Hill 
are seeking that the Housing Estimates are founded on the High Migration Scenario 
rather than the Sustained Growth Scenario.  
 
They do not agree with the approach to setting of the Housing Estimate based on the 
Sustained Growth Scenario, which they consider is not sufficiently ambitious and fails to 
provide for the possibility of high levels of economic growth. They would prefer the 
selection of the High Migration Scenario as the basis for the Housing Estimates, and 
consider that the Housing Estimates for the private sector, should be increased by 16,500 
houses which is the difference between the High Migration Scenario and the Sustained 
growth Scenario. 
 
They query the effectiveness of the land supply (refer Issue 12, Housing Land Supply) 
and propose that generosity should be set at 20%, in order to maximise the prospect of 
achieving the Housing Supply Target. 
 
They consider that Policy 8 is agreeable other than bullet point 5 which they consider to 
be vague and subject to interpretation and suggest alternative wording. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Suggested Text deletions marked with strikethrough  
Suggested Text additions underlined 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) 
 
Schedules 6, 7 and 8 should be revised. The High Migration Scenario should be used as 
a minimum but preferably the Oxford Economics’ rebalanced economy scenario should 
be used. This will require revisions to Proposed Plan Background Paper 1 and the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment. 
 
20% generosity should be applied to all tenures to comply with the Scottish Planning 
Policy. 
 
Bullet point 5 of Policy 8 requires review and they have suggested the following 
amendment: 
 

• through the ‘Implementing the Plan and Development Management’ section of the 
Plan (Section 10), take steps to remedy any shortfalls through the granting of 
planning permissions that contribute to sustainable development in line with 
Diagram 11, the Assessment of Development Proposals (page 98) and accord with 
the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy, Local Development Plans and other 
local strategies. 

 
Recognition should be given for the need for private sector sites to deliver 25% affordable 
housing on site so there is a need for more sites in areas where the private sector can 
deliver. 
 
The title of Schedule 7 needs to be revised as this schedule “excludes” the generosity 
allowance. 
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Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
 
As a minimum, the level of generosity to be added to the Housing Land Requirement 
should be increased to 20%.  
 
Robust justification should be provided for the level of generosity added to the housing 
supply target at Paragraph 6.60 or for any other level of generosity provided for as a 
result of these representations.  
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) 
(PP45_04), Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) 
 
Given their position on these above matters, they are seeking consequential changes to 
Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement, the related Schedules 6 to 8, contextual text and 
Background Report 8, to reflect the High Migration Scenario. 
 
Alternative wording for a revised Policy 8 is provided, along with alternative wording for 
paragraphs 6.50-6.65 and alternative figures for Schedules 6 to 8: 
 
• Schedule 6 Housing Supply Targets and Housing Land Requirement (GCV Area) 
• Schedule 7 All Tenure Housing Supply Targets by Local Authority (Including a 10% 

adjustment to the Private Housing Supply Target) 
• Schedule 8 All Tenure Housing Land Requirements by Local Authority (Including a 

10% adjustment to the Private Housing Supply Target)  
 
“Policy 8 Housing Land Requirement  
 
In order to provide a generous supply of land for housing to deliver the Housing Supply 
Targets (Schedule 7) in support of the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy, Local 
Authorities should:  
 
• assess the established housing land supply to identify whether further allocations are 

required through consultation and agreement with the housebuilding sector in accord 
with PAN 2/2010 Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits;  

• allocate a range of sites which are effective or expected to become effective in the 
plan period up to year 10 from the expected year of adoption to meet the Housing 
Land Requirement as set out in Schedule 8 All Tenure Housing Land Requirements 
by Local Authority;  

• provide for a minimum of 5 years effective land supply at all times;  
• undertake annual monitoring of completions and land supply through Housing Land 

Audits through consultation and agreement with the housebuilding sector in accord 
with PAN 2/2010 Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits; and  

• take immediate steps to remedy any shortfall in the 5 year effective housing land 
supply through the granting of planning permissions that contribute to sustainable 
development in accord with Diagram 11 Assessment of Development Proposals.  

 
Housing proposals on brownfield or greenfield sites will be considered favourably and 
granted planning permission to maintain a 5 years effective housing land supply where it 
can be demonstrated that:  
 
• The development will be in keeping with the character of the settlement and local 

area;  

97 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

• The development will not undermine green belt objectives; and  
• Any additional infrastructure required as a result of the development is either 

committed or to be funded by the developer.” 
 
Associated changes to the contextual text in paragraphs 6.50-6.65 are also suggested as 
follows.  
 
6.50 Taking this evidence into account, along with the feedback through the Main Issues 
Report consultation process, the Sustained Growth scenario High Migration Scenario is 
considered to be a reasonable basis on which to base the future planning for the strategic 
housing land requirements for the city region and will enable Clydeplan to plan for a more 
positive and ambitious outlook than the evidence suggests may occur sustainable 
economic growth.  
 
6.51 The Sustained Growth scenario High Migration Scenario is therefore used to set the 
Housing Supply Targets and Housing Land Requirement which have ultimately been set 
at levels above the High Migration scenario enabling Clydeplan to plan for ambitious yet 
realistic levels of growth. The High Migration Scenario supports the Agenda for Sustained 
Growth (2011) and seeks to continue the development strategy as set out in the previous 
Strategic Development Plan.  
 
6.53 These adjustments have resulted in the private sector estimates increasing overall 
for the 2012–2029 period by nearly 3,000 units (Schedule 6) due largely to stock 
changes, and the estimates for Glasgow City reducing with commensurate increases in 
other Local Authority areas due to adjustments for mobile demand. The Housing Need 
and Demand Assessment and its accompanying Technical Report TR07, Strategic 
Housing Estimates, Background Report 8 contains full details of the approach.  
 
6.58 There has been a downward adjustment of the social sector targets to reflect the 
likely availability of resources as well as past completion rates and a broadly 
compensatory upward adjustment of the private sector targets The identification of an all-
tenure housing supply target recognises the potential role of the private sector in 
providing a range of affordable housing types, not just through the application of quota 
policies to otherwise wholly private developments. New housing provided in any tenure 
will contribute to meeting the overall housing supply targets which has been identified 
across Clydeplan. Assumptions regarding the likely tenure of the provider should not 
impose artificial or unnecessary restrictions on new housing provision. The resultant 
Housing Supply Targets are considered to be realistic and deliverable.  
 
6.59 In compliance with Scottish Planning Policy, generosity is to be added to Housing 
Supply Targets to establish the Housing Land Requirement. In the setting of realistic and 
deliverable targets, the social sector targets have been generally reduced on the basis of 
resource availability assumptions with the balance being generally reallocated to the 
private sector.  
 
6.60 In the private sector there is a land supply Housing Supply Target of nearly around 
100,000 117,000 (sic) units to 2029 across the city region set against a Housing Supply 
Target of approximately 70,000 units. Despite this surfeit of land supply, In order to 
provide flexibility, support the housebuilding industry and provide for long term growth, a 
generosity level of 10% 20% has been applied to the private sector Housing Supply 
Target. The private sector Housing Land Requirement is therefore increased by 6,970 
units to a total of 76,670 140,370 units.  
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6.61 In terms of the social sector no generosity has been added and therefore the social 
sector Housing Land Requirement is the same as the Housing Supply Target.  
 
6.62 It is anticipated that, taking account of the need to set Housing Land Requirements 
which incorporate generosity, there is more than sufficient capacity within the identified 
all-tenure land supply to meet total housing need and demand across the city region.  
 
6.63 Schedule 6 illustrates the impact that the adjustments have made to the initial 
Housing Estimates to take account of the anticipated tenure balance and generosity. 
These adjustments have the effect of setting private sector and all-tenure Housing Land 
Requirements which not only exceed the Housing Estimates for the Sustained Growth 
Scenario chosen for the Plan, but also those for the more optimistic High Migration 
scenario.  
 
6.65 The Housing Land Requirement can be met from a number of sources, most notably 
from sites in the established land supply which are considered effective or expected to 
become effective in the plan period, sites with planning permission, proposed new land 
allocations in Local Development Plans, potential new sites identified in the Urban 
Capacity Study (Background Report 9) and the land supply will be supplemented from the 
granting of new planning permissions and other additional windfall sites. In preparing 
Local Development Plans, each planning authority should be confident that land can be 
brought forward for development within the plan period and that the range of sites 
allocated will enable the housing supply target to be met, providing for a minimum of 5 
years effective housing land supply at all times. The private sector all tenure Housing 
Land Requirement should be met at both Local Authority and Housing Sub-Market Area 
to provide for local and mobile housing demand as set out in Schedule 9. 
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) (PP49_04) 
 
Stewart Milne Homes suggested changes relate to Schedule 6, 7 and 8 and Policy 8, 
although other consequential alternations to the text and other relevant schedules would 
be required. 
 
They consider that the Housing Supply Target of the Plan should be adjusted to reflect 
the High Migration Scenario to 108,000, split 32,000 social-rented and 76,000 private. 
The private target should then have 20% added as a generosity margin, i.e. an  
additional 15,200 houses to the Housing Land Requirement. 
 
Of this 15,200 increase to the Housing Land Requirement, around 50% of that should be 
allocated to East Dunbartonshire and East Renfrewshire across the two Plan periods, 
with the balance being allocated to Renfrewshire, North and South Lanarkshire. 
 
The title of Schedule 7 requires to be revised as it is incorrect. This schedule “excludes” 
the generosity allowance. 
 
They are seeking that Policy 8 is modified to remove the reference to Schedule 9, and to 
deal with flexibility in the event that additional housing land is needed to meet any 
shortfalls. 
 
• In Policy 8, bullet point 1, stop text after “Land Requirements by Local Authority”. 
• In Policy 8 bullet point 5 the words “and accord with” are replaced by “taking account 

of”. 
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They support the reintroduction of a version of Diagram 4 from the Strategic Development 
Plan 2012 to assess the balance between need and demand, against the plan strategy. 
 
It is recommended that the final sentence of paragraph 6.65 is deleted and replaced with:  
“While Schedules 7 and 8 show a notional split between social-rented and private 
housing, Scottish Planning Policy requires that the all-tenure requirement be delivered by 
Local Development Plans. This Plan recognises the scope for flexibility between tenures 
and providers within the all-tenure requirement.”  
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_12) 
 
Policies 8 and 9 should make reference to the accessibility of sites by sustainable 
transport being a key consideration in allocating land to residential uses. 
 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_04) 
 
They recommend that the Housing Estimates are based on the High Migration Scenario 
and that generosity is set at 20% in order to maximise the prospect of achieving the 
Housing Supply Target.  
 
The final bullet point of Policy 8 Housing Land Requirement should be should be rewritten 
as follows: 
 
• Contributing to sustainable development, in accordance with the principles of 

sustainable development identified in Scottish Planning Policy. Local Development 
Plans should also identify the circumstances in which additional housing sites can be 
brought forward in the context of a shortfall in the 5‐year housing land supply. 

 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Selection of Scenario 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02), Gladman Scotland (PP40), CALA (Homes) West 
(PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04), Stewart Milne Homes (PP49), Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill 
(PP53_01) (PP53_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the suggested modifications in respect of the adoption of 
higher migration scenarios; re-running of the Housing Need and Demand Assessment; 
and amending Proposed Plan Policy 8 and the associated text, Schedules and 
Background Reports as it considers that it has justified its adoption of the Sustained 
Growth Scenario as documented within the Proposed Plan at Paragraphs 6.47-6.51 and 
within its response to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario.  
 
Representees have suggested alternative Housing Supply Targets and Housing Land 
Requirements ranging from an additional 15,200 to 32,400 units.  
 
If such a significant level of additional Housing Land Requirement were to be accepted, 
this may require a revisit of the Plan strategy and a return to the Main Issues Report 
consultation stage. Although alternative site locations are before the Reporter, Issue 14, 
Site Specific Proposals, this would not provide a sufficiently comprehensive basis for 
reconsidering the land strategy of the Plan. 
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Housing Supply Targets and Housing Land Requirement 
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that the Turley’s methodology* provides an appropriate basis 
for apportioning the Housing Supply Targets or Housing Land Requirement for a number 
of reasons set out and expanded on, in the following. In summary, Clydeplan considers 
that: 
 
• the appropriate method for assessing housing need and demand is through 

preparation of a Housing Need And Demand Assessment; 
• the Turleys method takes no account of social housing need or market segmentation; 
• Clydeplan analysis of housing delivery, reveals that over 70% of completions take 

place in the areas classified by Turleys as “weaker” and “poor” market areas and this 
is programmed to continue in the future; 

• the setting of the Housing Supply Targets involves policy judgments and was 
undertaken collectively and agreed by the eight authorities of Clydeplan and the 
Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Housing Market Partnership. 

 
* Stewart Milne Homes consider that the Housing Supply Target of the Plan should be 
adjusted to reflect the High Migration Scenario to 108,000, split 32,000 social-rented  
and 76,000 private. The private target should then have 20% added as a generosity 
margin, i.e. an additional 15,200 houses to the Housing Land Requirement, and that 
around 50% of that should be allocated to East Dunbartonshire and East Renfrewshire 
across the two Plan periods, with the balance being allocated to Renfrewshire, North and 
South Lanarkshire. By way of evidence they refer to the Turleys Report and a 
categorisation of market strengths into areas of “strong”, “moderate”, “weaker” and “poor” 
market strength described at pages 63-65 (ASD23). 
 
As required by Scottish Planning Policy, housing need and demand, including 
adjustments to take account of social housing need and private sector market demand, 
was assessed fully through the preparation of the Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment undertaken by the eight authorities of the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley 
Housing Market Partnership. This approach provides an evidence based approach to the 
assessment of housing need and demand and was assessed as “robust and credible”  
on 21st May 2015 (ASD22). 
 
The methodology outlined in the Turley’s report, focuses only on the private sector, and 
takes no account of social housing need. The report presents a categorisation of relative 
market strengths “strong”, “moderate”, “weaker” and “poor” market strength within the 
Clydeplan area (ASD23). This categorisation takes no account of market segmentation 
and the reality of the way in which home mover’s exercise choice based on a compromise 
between size, type, location and price. The categorisation is premised on an implied 
concept that home buyers will choose to locate in the areas of stronger and moderate 
market strength such as East Dunbartonshire and East Renfrewshire.  
 
In reality and from Clydeplan’s analysis of completions in 2013 (Proposed Plan, 
Background Report 07, page 14, (ASD08) only 14% of private sector completions were in 
East Renfrewshire and East Dunbartonshire. Further analysis of the 2014 Housing Land 
Audit reveals that, using the Turley’s categorisation, over 70% of completions took place 
in 2013 and 2014 in the “weaker” and “poor” market areas and that this is programmed to 
continue in the future (ASD24). Therefore when looking at the Turley’s categorisation of 
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areas from the perspective of completions and delivery, the “weaker” and “poor” areas 
are the stronger areas in relation to delivery. Delivery is programmed to continue to take 
place in the Proposed Plan Development Corridor (paragraph 5.6 of Proposed Plan) and 
to improve in the Community Growth Areas over time.  
 
The process of setting the Housing Supply Targets, as required by the Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment Manager’s Guide, was by agreement of the local authorities taking 
into account their own local policy agendas and then considering the combined impact of 
those, at the level of the Strategic Development Plan Authority. It was at this stage that 
policy adjustments to the Housing Estimates were applied. 
 
The process is described in Background Report 08 Section 8, pages 10-16 (ASD25) and 
takes account of a range of judgement based factors including: 
 
1.  environmental factors 
2.  social factors 
3.  economic factors which may impact on demand and supply 
4.  capacity within the construction sector 
5.  the potential inter-dependency between delivery of market and affordable housing at 
the local level 
6.  availability of resources 
7.  likely pace and scale of delivery based on completion rates 
8.  recent development levels 
 
The most significant adjustments were made as a result of Factors 2, 3 and 6 above. In 
many authorities positive adjustments were made for a number of reasons: 
 
• to adjust for repopulation and growth agendas (higher than estimates using the 

Housing Need and Demand Assessment Tool and National Records of Scotland 
household projections);  

• to reflect improving completion rates and views around improving economic 
performance;  

• to take account of City Deal; and, 
• to reflect the availability of resources. 
 
In summary and conclusion, in accordance with national policy and guidance the 
Clydeplan authorities have undertaken a full Housing Need And Demand Assessment, 
and taken a considered, collective and agreed view of Housing Supply Targets and the 
Housing Land Requirement. The Turleys methodology for apportioning housing supply 
targets on the basis of a view of relative market strengths, does not provide an 
appropriate method for addressing these matters. For these principal reasons, Clydeplan 
does not accept the alternative Turleys method to setting the Housing Supply Targets and 
Land Requirements, proposed by Stewart Milne Homes. 
 
Application of Generosity 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02), Gladman Scotland (PP40), CALA (Homes) West 
(PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04), Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02), Mr W 
Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that generosity should be applied at the maximum level  
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of 20% to all tenures, or that the Plan may be deliberately constraining growth for a 
number of reasons set out and expanded on, in the following. In summary, Clydeplan 
considers that: 
 
• considerable generosity (26% all tenure) has already been built into the process in 

translating the National Records of Scotland projections to Housing Supply Targets; 
• the Clydeplan authorities did not consider it realistic to increase the Housing Land 

Requirement for the social tenure which is influenced directly by the availability of 
public sector resources; 

• in the circumstances where there is considered to be an adequate land supply 
overall, the Clydeplan authorities agreed to continue the policy focus on delivery and 
regeneration. 

 
As documented in the Proposed Plan (page 8), the National Records of Scotland project 
household change of 80,200 from 2012-29. The Housing Need and Demand Assessment 
Tool default for Existing Need is just over 4,000 (Proposed Plan Background Report 08, 
paragraph 6.5, page 6) (ASD25), however when applying the Housing Market 
Partnership’s view of existing need of 11,700, (all of which goes to the social sector), this 
resulted in total Housing Estimates of 91,860 split 43% social and 57% private.  
 
Housing Estimates were adjusted for the private sector when all projected demand was 
compared to all projected stock and adjustments were made to account for stock 
changes. This increased the private sector by 2,870 and total Housing Estimates  
to 94,730. The Housing Estimates were then adjusted geographically within the Housing 
Market Area to reflect mobile demand. 
 
Housing Supply Targets were then set and as documented in Proposed Plan Background 
Report 8 Beyond the Housing Need and Demand Assessment, one of the most influential 
considerations was Factor 6, the impact of the availability of resources (see Section 9 and 
page 13) (ASD25). This resulted in reductions to the social sector based on past 
completion rates and the view of the likely availability of funding at that time. The balance 
was generally added to the private sector again to reflect past completions but also to 
reflect growth ambitions including in relation to City Deal. 
 
For the 2012-29 period, the combined result of these adjustments summarised in 
Schedule 6 of the Proposed Plan, was an increase of 9,130 units in the all tenure 
Housing Supply Target from 91,860 to 100,990.  
 
Having made all of the above adjustments, the all tenure Housing Supply Targets 
(100,990) are 20,790 units higher than the National Records of Scotland projections 
(80,200) demonstrating that significant generosity of 26% is already built into the process 
before applying the recommended 10-20% generosity for the Housing Land Requirement 
stage.  
 
For the private sector only, the generosity is even larger. From Schedules 5 and 6 in the 
Proposed Plan, it can be seen that the social/private split of the tenures has changed 
from 43%/57% (Housing Estimates) to 30%/70% (Housing Supply Targets) and the 
private sector has increased by 17,160 units or 33% from 52,540 to 69,700. 
 
Given that the social sector Target has already been substantially reduced from the 
Housing Estimate as a result of the eight local authorities’ views on resource planning 
assumptions, there was a consensus amongst the Clydeplan authorities that no new 
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generosity should be added to that Target. Delivery of the social sector is closely linked to 
availability of public sector resources and to increase the Housing Supply targets by a 
margin of generosity was considered artificial and would not reflect the intention that the 
Targets are to be reasonable and deliverable (Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 115) 
(ASD01). This results in a Housing Land Requirement, which is the same as the Housing 
Supply Target for the social sector tenure.  
 
Scottish Planning Policy is not fully clear on which tenures generosity is to be applied to. 
Whilst Paragraph 116 (ASD01) is not specific on tenure, the previous paragraph 115 
refers to the “target” being reasonable and reflecting housing demand in the “market 
sector”. From this it could be taken that generosity is to be applied only to the “market 
sector”. Irrespective of the interpretation of Scottish Planning Policy, Clydeplan has 
provided a reasoned justification within the Proposed Plan for its approach to generosity 
being applied only to the private sector and not to the social sector, and it is noted that 
this approach is not contested by the Scottish Government (PP57) who made no 
comment on this issue. 
 
Given the National Records of Scotland projection of 80,200 homes, the increase in the 
Housing Supply Targets to 107,960, and the overall availability of land of 117,600 units  
at 2013, generosity has been set at 10% and only applied to the private sector. This 
reflects the policy decision agreed by all eight planning authorities that: 
 
• generosity and ambition have been applied throughout the process and particularly to 

the private sector (with increases from the starting position of National Records of 
Scotland projections, through to Housing Estimates, Adjusted Housing Estimates and 
the Housing Supply Targets);  

• the setting of Housing Supply Targets should be realistic and deliverable; 
• an excess of land for all tenures is already available (117,600 units at 2013,) which 

exceeds the Housing Supply Target (100,990 units) by 16,610 or 16%; and that, 
• the policy focus of the Plan on delivery and regeneration should be strengthened. 
 
To add additional land at this time when delivery remains low compared to pre-2008 
levels, while there is an excess of land available, could detract from the delivery and 
regeneration focus and ambition of the Plan. In the Clydeplan area, in the circumstances 
in which the land supply is considered to be of a substantial scale, land is not considered 
an impediment to delivery. This view is based on analysis of long term delivery trends 
(Proposed Plan Background Report 07 (ASD08) and Land Supply for Housing Monitoring 
Report 2014 (ASD09) which confirm two important points: 
 
• whilst the private sector established land supply has increased significantly in recent 

years and is now around its highest level for twenty years, delivery has remained low 
leading to the conclusion that delivery is strongly influenced by other factors including 
economic and fiscal conditions; and, 

• there have been periods where more units were built than programmed indicating that 
completions can surpass programming in times of high or increasing demand. 

 
(Refer pages 17-18 of Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2014, (ASD09). 
 
In summary and conclusion, Clydeplan does not therefore accept that the Plan is 
deliberately constraining growth or that generosity should be set at 20%. It considers that 
a 10% generosity added only to the private sector, has been fully reasoned and justified 
and is an acceptable premise on which to predicate the policy focus of the Plan on 
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delivery and regeneration. Going forward, post Ministerial approval of the Plan, Clydeplan 
will be seeking to deliver its policy focus through productive collaborative working with key 
stakeholders including the development industry, Scottish Government, local authorities 
and City Deal around an evolving Action Programme. 
 
Additional 25% to the Private Sector for Affordable Housing 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that an additional 25% should be added to the private sector 
to allow for affordable housing for a number of reasons set out and expanded on, in the 
following. In summary, Clydeplan considers that: 
 
• the proposed approach does not comply with Scottish Planning Policy and  

PAN 2/2010; and  
• the numbers of affordable homes delivered through quota policies are therefore a 

very small percentage of delivery overall and to add 25% on top of the private sector 
land allocation, would be significantly over estimating the likely contribution from 
quota polices. 

 
In accordance with Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 128 (ASD01) the authorities in the 
city region apply the policy by requiring 25% contribution from within, not in addition to, 
private sector sites. Paragraph 14 of Planning Advice Note 2/2010 states that “each site 
should contribute 25% of the total number of housing units as affordable” (ASD26). 
 
Five local authorities have an affordable housing contributions policy and in the case of 
North Lanarkshire it applies only to Cumbernauld. Unfortunately precise data is not 
available across the Clydeplan authorities on what has been delivered through the quota 
policies due to the different types of products (such as discounted market sector housing) 
and way that the data is collected. However, what can be concluded is that quota policies 
have contributed to average delivery of 1,600 social sector units per annum in recent 
times referred in the Land Supply Monitoring Report 2014 at page 10 (ASD09). 
Additionally, affordable housing contributions can be taken in the form of commuted sums 
contributions which do not necessarily have a land implication. Commuted sums can also 
be used for delivery through other mechanisms such as direct stock purchase potentially 
for tenure change. The numbers of affordable homes delivered through quota policies are 
therefore a very small percentage of delivery overall and to add 25% on top of the private 
sector land allocation, would be significantly over estimating the likely contribution from 
quota polices, or need and demand for these products. 
 
Policy 8 Wording and Paragraph 6.65 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02), CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace 
Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04), Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) 
(PP46_04), Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_03) (PP49_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the alternative wordings proposed for Policy 8, Housing Land 
Requirement and paragraph 6.65 for a number of reasons set out and expanded on, in 
the following. Clydeplan would however suggest, if the Reporter is so minded, a minor 
correction at bullet 2 which should read “up to year 10 from” rather than “for” as written. 
 
The main substantive proposed change identified within the alternative wording 
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suggestions is that reference to Schedule 9, Private Housing Land Requirement by 
Housing Sub-Market Area in Policy 8 bullet 1, should be omitted. This is also relevant to 
the suggested amendment to the wording of the final sentence of paragraph 6.65 
substituting the words “private sector” for “all tenure”. Stewart Milne Homes (PP49) are 
also seeking a modification to emphasise the “all tenure” issue and have provided a 
specific alternative wording for the final sentence of Paragraph 6.65.  
 
Clydeplan does not accept that the wording in Paragraph 6.65 and bullet point 1 of  
Policy 8 of the Proposed Plan, should be modified to remove reference to meeting private 
sector demand at housing sub market area for the following reason. As described in the 
Proposed Plan at paragraphs 6.43 – 6.45 on Tenure, Clydeplan supports the view that 
there is a distinction in how the geography of need and demand for the social and private 
tenures arises and is met. Clydeplan maintains that for the social sector the appropriate 
geography for assessing and meeting need is the local authority and for the private sector 
it is the housing market area.  
 
Clydeplan does not accept that the wording of bullet point 5 in relation to the development 
management section of Policy 8 requires modification (Homes for Scotland (PP35_02)). 
Clydeplan has taken a consistent view to the wording of policies in respect of 
Development Management considerations and the referencing of the ‘Implementing the 
Plan and Development Management’ section of the Plan (Section 10) throughout the Plan 
and change is considered unnecessary and would lead to inconsistency. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that the wording of bullet point 5 in relation to the development 
management section of Policy 8 requires modification (Stewart Milne Home (PP49)). 
Clydeplan considers that the wording used closely reflects Section 25 of the Town and 
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 which states that “Where, in making any 
determination under the planning Acts, regard is to be had to the development plan, the 
determination shall be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise” (ASD40). Additionally, Clydeplan has taken a consistent view to the 
wording of policies in respect of Development Management considerations and the 
referencing of the ‘Implementing the Plan and Development Management’ section of the 
Plan (Section 10) and change is considered unnecessary and would lead to 
inconsistency. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the proposed alternative policy wording for Policy 8 (CALA 
Homes (West) (PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) (PP45_04), 
Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) for the following reasons: 
• Clydeplan considers that the additional references proposed relating to the role of 

Housing Land Audits at proposed bullet points 1, 4 and in the proposed new 
penultimate sentence of paragraph 6.65, are unnecessary and do not add to the 
existing Proposed Plan bullet 4 which covers this issue adequately.  

• In relation to proposed modified bullets 1 and 5, Clydeplan does not consider that  
• the proposed wording add value to the existing wording of the Proposed Plan at 

bullets 1, 2, 3 and 5 which are intended to ensure that local planning authorities make 
appropriate land provisions for the Housing Land Requirement and take steps to 
remedy any shortfalls through the granting of planning permissions.  

• The proposed second section to the policy commencing “Housing proposals on 
brownfield or greenfield”, is not considered to add value additional to the final bullet 
point 5 of Policy 8 which refers to the assessment of development proposals against 
Section 10 and Diagram 11 of the Plan and the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development.  
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Clydeplan does not accept that there is a need for introduction of a version of Diagram 4 
from the Strategic Development Plan 2012 to assess the balance between need and 
demand, against the plan strategy (Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_03) (PP49_04)). 
Clydeplan considers that Policy 8, which aims to ensure that Housing Land Targets and 
Requirements are provided for within Local Development Plans and shortfalls in the land 
supply remedied, and Section 10, Implementing the Plan and Development Management, 
together provide an appropriate development management framework for assessing 
development proposals. 
 
Policy Wording in relation to Sustainable Travel 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_12) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept that Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement, or Policies 7 or 9 
also referenced in the representation, require to be amended to include reference to the 
accessibility of sites by sustainable transport as a key consideration in allocating land to 
residential uses, for a number of reasons set out below: 
• the concept of sustainable travel and a resilient and sustainable compact city model 

reducing the need for travel, is embedded throughout the Plan Strategy. It is 
specifically referenced under the Vision on Page 10 in relation to the “Delivery and 
Outcomes Focus for Planning and Placemaking” and “Low Carbon Infrastructure” and 
each of Policies 7, 8 and 9 refer to support for achievement of the Plan’s vision. 

• Policy 8 which is most relevant to locational considerations and sustainable travel 
considerations, addresses these matters adequately. The policy makes reference in 
bullet point 5 to sustainable development, and the development management 
considerations outlined in Section 10 of the Plan. These Development Management 
considerations include Polices 17 and 18 on sustainable transport and active travel. 

 
Other Proposed Text Changes 
 
CALA (Homes) West (PP43_03) (PP43_04), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_03) 
(PP45_04), Hallam Land Management (PP46_03) (PP46_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification in respect of paragraphs 6.50-6.51, 6.53, 
6.60-6.63 to reflect higher migration scenarios, as it considers this relates to Clydeplan’s 
choice of the Sustained Growth Scenario and its approach to applying generosity which 
are addressed above and more specifically in its response to Issue 10. 
 
In respect of paragraph 6.58 Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers it 
has set out its approach to the Housing Land Requirement in Schedule 8 All Tenure 
Housing Land Requirement and Policy 8 as required by Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Title of Schedule 7 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02), Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_02) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification because the title of Schedule 7 is incorrect. If the 
Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following text is deleted 
(strikethrough) from Schedule 7 (page 58): 
 
• “Schedule 7 All Tenure Housing Supply Targets by Local Authority” (Including a 10% 

adjustment to the Private Housing Supply Target) 
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Other 
 
Scottish Enterprise (PP24_05), Homes for Scotland (PP35_02), Stewart Milne Homes 
(PP49_02) 
 
The comments made by Scottish Enterprise (PP24_05) are noted, and Clydeplan is 
satisfied that its strategy will assist in facilitating the provision of a generous number, type 
and tenure of new homes to meet need through its policy focus on delivery combined with 
an already sufficient supply of land available for housing development. Refer also to 
Issues 12 Housing Land Supply and 13 Joint Action Towards Delivery.  
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_02) have raised an additional issue around years of land 
supply delivered by Clydeplan and the Local Development Plans. The figures they have 
provided are not specifically sourced and do not compare with the local authorities’ views 
of their land supplies. Also the figures provided relate to the land supplies in the current 
Strategic and Local Development Plans compared with the previous assessment of need 
and demand, rather than this Proposed Plan which will set the context for subsequent 
Local Development Plans. The issue raised relates to their view of the failure of 
successive Strategic Development Plan strategies. No specific modification is sought.  
 
Clydeplan does not accept their position on these matters. Clydeplan consider that the 
approach of the Proposed Plan is justified, within the Plan itself and within Issue 10, 
Selection of Growth Scenario, Issue 12 Housing Land Supply and Issue13 Joint Action 
Towards Delivery. Going forward, it will be the role of the Local Development Plans to 
provide and maintain a five year effective land supply and Policy 8 Housing land 
Requirement, provides a specific context in this regard. 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) have stated that an explanation is required as to why 
Schedules 6, 7 and 8 look back to 2012. This matter is covered in the text of the 
Proposed Plan at Paragraph 6.40, in Background Report 08 Beyond the Housing Need 
and Demand Assessment at paragraph 3.1 (ASD25), and in the Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment at section 2.4 (ASD10). For these reasons therefore, Clydeplan 
does not accept that additional explanation is necessary. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Please refer to the reporter’s conclusions under Issue 10.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Please refer to the reporter’s recommendations under Issue 10. 
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Issue 12 Housing Land Supply 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful 
Sustainable Place - Enabling Delivery of New 
Homes 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) (PP35_03) 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02) 
Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02) 
Hallam Land Management (PP46_02) 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_03) 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Housing Land Supply (pages 60-62) 
Schedules 9 and 10 (pages 61-62) 
 
This Issue is closely linked to both Issue 10 Selection of Growth Scenario and Issue 11 
Housing Land Requirement. 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) (PP35_03) 
 
Given Homes for Scotland’s views on the selection of a higher growth scenario  
(Issue 10), derivation of alternative Housing Supply Targets, addition of 25% for 
Affordable Housing and addition of 20% generosity to derive a higher Housing Land 
Requirement (Issue 11), they conclude that the land supply would be insufficient for the 
private sector. 
 
Within the representation form they refer to their Composite Representation Report 
(RSD11), the Turley’s Report on Developing an Effective Deliverable Housing Strategy, 
Homes for Scotland – Clydeplan (RSD10), and targeted research on the location of 
housing in the central belt (RSD16), as additional supporting evidence. 
 
Homes for Scotland state that the Plan needs to call for a comprehensive review of all the 
land currently identified by the Local Authorities and Schedules 9 and 10 should remove 
the supply and shortfall/surplus columns. In support of this, paragraphs 6.66 to 6.71 need 
to be rewritten to reflect the fact that they are a point in time and that circumstance will 
inevitably change. Reference should be made to the need for Local Development Plans 
to verify the position at their time of writing. 
 
Paragraph 6.71 should not conclude that “no strategic scale additions to the supply are 
required”, as this pre-empts any work done by the individual Local Authorities in making 
their Plans in the future and would not be the case if the scenario changes asked for in 
their Representation are agreed. 
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The disconnect between the amount of land identified by Local Authorities for housing 
development and the rate of private sector completions is recognised at para 6.29. 
However no explanation or solution is offered nor is this issue discussed under Housing 
Land Supply in paragraphs 6.66-6.71. 
 
A more robust assessment of the land identified is needed and a proper view taken of the 
likelihood of it coming forward for social and/or private housing development within a 5-7 
year period bearing in mind the time it takes to gain planning consent, ground conditions 
issues, how long the land has been identified with no development coming forward, 
delivery rates etc. Also consideration needs to be given to the types of homes that can be 
built and sold/rented in different housing market areas and how this meets the needs 
identified. There is no point in allocating land for city centre flats if it is mid-market family 
homes that are required. 
 
The Plan should recognise the importance of demonstrating the viability and deliverability 
of the land identified by the Local Authorities for housing and require the robust testing  
of this land in order to resolve this clearly identified issue. This is in line with the 
paragraph 123 of Scottish Planning Policy (RSD01) and paragraph 55 of Planning Advice 
Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits (RSD17).  
 
A new policy wording is suggested on Housing Land Supply that sets criteria for testing 
sites for viability and deliverability and for the length of time a site can have an allocation 
and not be developed before it is considered non-effective. 
 
Cala West (PP43_02), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land Management 
(PP46_02) 
 
The representees have asserted that Clydeplan Proposed Strategic Development Plan 
does not comply with Scottish Planning Policy. Accordingly replacement text is required in 
the Housing Land Supply section to guide emerging Local Development Plans (Local 
Development Plans) to reflect the policy requirements set out in paragraphs 117 to 119 of 
Scottish Planning Policy (RSD01).  
 
Given the representees position with respect to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario, 
they consider that the Housing Land Supply section of the Proposed Plan requires 
modification to reflect the High Migration Scenario representing sustainable economic 
growth in accord with the policy requirements of Scottish Planning Policy, paragraphs 117 
to 119 (RSD01). 
 
The Clydeplan Proposed Plan concludes that “There is sufficient existing private land 
supply with generosity overall, albeit with a potential local shortfall in the Airdrie and 
Coatbridge housing sub-market area” (paragraph 6.69). This is an assumption and 
prejudices the outcome for emerging Local Development Plans. Scottish Planning Policy 
requires Local Development Plans to “provide for a minimum of 5 years effective land 
supply at all times… and …in allocating sites, planning authorities should be confident 
that land can be brought forward for development within the plan period and that the 
range of sites allocated will enable the housing supply target to be met” (paragraph 119) 
(RSD01). 
 
Making assumptions regarding the effectiveness of the established housing land supply is 
not a role for the Strategic Development Plan (Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 118) 
(RSD01). 
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Accordingly all reference to the quantum of future housing land supply required to be 
allocated through Local Development Plans is required to be amended in the Proposed 
Plan. The Strategic Development Plan needs to identify the scale which is the Housing 
Supply Target and Housing Land Requirement. 
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) 
 
Stewart Milne Homes state that Background Report 7, Land Supply for Housing 
Monitoring Report 2013 (RSD18) shows that, while some of the Flagship Initiatives are 
beginning to deliver development – the River Corridor and Clyde Gateway in particular – 
other parts of the strategy are not delivering, notably Ravenscraig and the Community 
Growth Areas. They consider that this raises serious questions about why the same 
strategy which has not fully delivered twice should deliver now. 
 
The Proposed Plan contains too much detail on housing land supply. The purpose of a 
Strategic Development Plan is to set out Housing Land Requirements, which must be 
delivered by Local Development Plans. 
 
They assert that most of the authorities have failed to maintain a 5 year effective land 
supply and provide an assessment of their view on this matter. They consider that the 
Clydeplan area overall has a 2.5 year effective land supply.  
 
They consider that most of the established supply is not effective and has never been 
tested for effectiveness or deliverability with the housing industry. Much of the future 
supply is assumed to come forward from the Urban Capacity Study. From Background 
Report 9 (RSD19) which summarises the Urban Capacity Study findings, the 
representees state that 32% of the established supply is not included in any audit  
and 64,000 units of supply programmed between 2020 and 2029, have not been subject 
to detailed testing or assessment.  
 
Stewart Milne Homes’ view is that Schedules 9 and 10 are not necessary in a Strategic 
Plan and that the plan should confine itself to setting out the Housing Land Requirements 
which should be delivered by the subsequent Local Development Plan. References to 
Schedules 9 and 10 should be removed from the text where they occur.  
 
It is also important that the Plan’s primary focus is on delivering the all-tenure requirement 
and reference is made to the modifications to the previous plan in support of this point. 
 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_03) 
 
Messrs Hill consider that a significant proportion of the housing land supply is not 
effective for the delivery of housing in the short term and is unlikely to be capable of 
becoming effective in the long term.  
 
They consider that the approach to the existing housing land supply is wholly unrealistic 
and in need of substantial review. The difficulty with the approach taken by Clydeplan is 
that it is relying on sites to deliver housing which are either effective or likely to become 
effective. They cite one example of this being the South Wishaw Community Growth Area 
(CGA), where it is now widely accepted that it is largely undeliverable, either in the short 
or long term. 
 
Paragraph 6.69, implies that Clydeplan is directing Local Development Plans to allocate 
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no further housing land until 2029, other than 290 houses in Airdrie & Coatbridge. 
 
Their view is that it would be misguided and wrong for Clydeplan to precisely define the 
housing land supply at this stage in the planning process. Scottish Planning Policy 
requires Strategic Development Plans to identify the Housing Land Requirement, but 
does not require or imply that the Strategic Development Plan should identify the Housing 
Land Supply and thereby reach a conclusion on the amount of land to be allocated. 
Indeed, it is premature and unnecessary to do so. 
 
In their view, therefore, not only are the estimates of housing supply in Clydeplan 
unrealistic but they should not be included in any circumstances. 
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
British Land plc is concerned that the release of previously identified greenfield sites, 
including the Community Growth Areas yet to materialise are being relied upon to provide 
the ambitious yet realistic levels of growth in a period that will stretch to 2036. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Suggested Text deletions marked with strikethrough  
Suggested Text additions underlined 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) (PP35_03) 
 
Paragraphs 6.66 to 6.71 require to be rewritten to reflect the fact that they are a point in 
time and that circumstance will inevitably change. Reference should be made to the need 
for Local Development Plans to verify the position at their time of writing. In these 
paragraphs reference should be made to the fact that in spite of this apparent generous 
supply in some areas there is an overall undersupply if the amendments called for in our 
Representation on ‘Planning for Enough Homes’ (PP35_02) are made, that delivery is 
falling short and that the Local Authorities in making their plans should verify the viability 
and deliverability of the land currently identified. Reference should be made to the need 
for the Local Authorities to determine what type of housing their land supply is suited to 
and make sure that the right range and type of sites is included in their supply. Reference 
should also be made to the influence of market factors on these sites and recognise that 
there are a large proportion of these sites in weaker housing market areas that will 
therefore not be delivered without some sort of subsidy. This section should also make 
mention of legacy sites and the proportion of these identified sites that were identified in 
the last plan and explain why it is legitimate that these should be carried forward or why 
they should be discounted. 
 
Paragraph 6.71 should not conclude that “no strategic scale additions to the supply are 
required.” As this pre-empts any work done by the individual Local Authorities in making 
their Plans in the future and that there is likely to be a shortfall in housing land if the 
amendments are made that we call for in our representation on Planning for Enough 
Homes. 
 
Schedules 9 and 10 should remove the supply and shortfall/surplus columns.  
 
They suggest that a new policy could usefully be added here that sets criteria for testing 
sites for viability and deliverability and for the length of time a site can have an allocation 
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and not be developed before it is considered non-effective. This should be based on the 
advice contained in Planning Advice Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land 
Audits and include socio-economic/cost and values tests.  
 
New Policy - Housing Land Supply 
 
1) Local Authorities must identify and maintain a generous housing land supply. A 
generosity of 20% will be applied unless it can be demonstrated that there is no 
significant past under delivery. 
 
2) In preparing their Local Development Plan and in undertaking annual housing audits 
each Local Planning Authority will assess all land currently allocated for housing and 
potential new allocations against the following criteria. 

a) Can the whole or a portion of a site be developed for housing (i.e. residential units 
can be completed and available for occupation) within 5 years 
b) Is the site free of constraints on the following basis: 

i) ownership: is the site in the ownership or control of a party which can be 
expected to develop it or to release it for development. Where a site is in the 
ownership of a local authority or other public body, it should be included only 
where it is part of a programme of land disposal;  
ii) physical: is the site, or relevant part of it, free from constraints including 
designations, slope, aspect, flood risk, ground stability, access or contamination or 
can these be mitigated in a timely and affordable manner; 
iii) deficit funding: is any public funding required to make residential development 
economically viable or deliverable committed by the public bodies concerned; 
iv) marketability: is the site in an area where there is a strong enough housing 
market to support its development, can the cost of development be reconciled with 
local values, is there good prospect that housing for sale or rent will be taken up in 
this area; 
v) infrastructure: is the site either free of infrastructure constraints, or can any 
required infrastructure be realistically provided by the developer or another party to 
allow development to happen and what are the timescale for this. 

c) Does the allocation of a site meet the identified housing need and can it deliver the 
right types of housing in the areas where there is established need/demand. 
d) If the site is already allocated and hasn’t delivered it must be discounted unless it 
can satisfy criteria (a, b & c) above. 

 
3) If it can be demonstrated that an effective 5 year housing land supply is not in place 
and/or housing delivery rates fall below the levels required to meet housing needs within 
the Local Development Plan period the presumption in favour of development that 
contributes to sustainable development will apply and unallocated housing sites, subject 
to the restrictions placed on this in the Scottish Planning Policy, will be considered 
favourably for housing development.  
 
Cala West (PP43_02), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land Management 
(PP46_02) 
 
Various modifications to paragraphs 6.66-6.71 are suggested as follows: 
 
6.66 For the purposes of strategic planning, it is essential to consider the longer term 
supply of land available to meet housing need and demand for the planning periods from 
the base year of 2012, to 2024 and 2029. The Local Authority Housing Land Audits 
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(Background Report 7) estimate the programming of housing sites for a seven year 
period and together with an Urban Capacity Study undertaken in 2013 these two sources 
provide an estimate of the potential future housing land supply in the city region to 2037. 
In preparing Local Development Plans, each planning authority should be confident that 
land can be brought forward for development within the plan period and that the range of 
sites allocated will enable the housing supply target to be met, providing for a minimum  
of 5 years effective housing land supply at all times.  
 
6.67 There is a an substantial established supply of land for housing in the Clydeplan 
area, with just under 118,000 all tenure units (social and private) programmed in  
the 2013–29 period and more than 34,000 additional units identified into the longer term 
to 2037. The land supply comprises committed sites where a start has been made (350 
sites, 14,350 units), uncommitted sites with planning permission (520 sites, 35,000 units), 
sites in Local Development Plans (240 sites, 13,900 units) and other proposed housing 
sites (665 sites, 54,500 units).  
 
6.69 Looking at the private sector land supply, there are almost 100,000 units to 2029 
which will enable delivery of over 5,800 units per annum. The private sector land 
requirement (76,670) exceeds the original Housing Estimates (52,540) by 46%, whilst the 
all tenure requirement exceeds the Housing Estimates by 17%. The private sector land 
requirements should be met at housing sub-market area to provide for local and mobile 
housing demand and Schedules 9 and 10 set out the land requirement compared with the 
land supply at both Housing Sub-Market Area and Local Authority geography. There is 
sufficient existing private land supply with generosity overall, albeit with a potential local 
shortfall in the Airdrie and Coatbridge housing sub-market area. This shortfall will be a 
matter for North Lanarkshire Council to consider in the context of its Local Development 
Plan. The effectiveness of the housing land supply will be tested prior to preparation of 
each Local Development Plan Proposed Plan to identify the scale of further housing 
allocations to be made.  
 
6.71 This under recording of the social sector in the programmed medium to longer term 
supply, when compared with the housing land requirement, leads to a theoretical shortfall 
of 13,420 units i.e. Schedule 6, 2012–29 Housing Land Supply minus Housing Land 
Requirement (17,870–31,290). However, there is a surplus in the private sector of 23,060 
units (99,730–76,670) and in the overall land supply of 9,640 (117,600–107,960). When 
considered alongside the contribution of windfall sites that come forward, particularly to 
meet social housing need, it is concluded that no strategic scale additions to the supply 
are required.  
 
• Delete Schedule 9 Private Housing Land Requirement by Housing Sub-Market Area.  
• Delete Schedule 10 Private Housing Land Requirement by Local Authority. 
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) 
 
As they consider that the Strategic Development Plan should confine itself to setting out 
the housing land requirements which should be delivered by the subsequent Local 
Development Plans, Schedules 9 and 10 should be deleted and all related references 
should be removed from the text where they occur.  
 
Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_03) 
 
They consider that if estimates of housing supply are to be included in Clydeplan, they 
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should be scaled down to reflect the fact that there is much uncertainty regarding 
delivery. Also, it should be made very clear that the housing numbers identified are just 
estimates, which will be reassessed through the Local Development Plan process to 
establish the need or otherwise for new housing land to be allocated.  
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) - No specific modification is sought. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Overview 
 
Clydeplan has undertaken significant analysis of land supply, delivery and related trends 
over the long term within the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley city region. In the 
circumstances in which there is a substantial supply of land for housing, almost twice as 
much as in 1997, with delivery at half of long term average rates, this calls into question 
the strength of the correlation between increasing supply and improvements in delivery. 
Many other wider economic, societal and demographic trends influence delivery, with the 
land availability being only one consideration. Throughout its approach Clydeplan has 
sought to reflect these realities including that in the circumstances described in the 
Clydeplan area, the relationship between land supply and delivery can be weak 
(Monitoring Statement January 2015, pages 43-51 (ASD07), Background Report 7 Land 
Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2013 (ASD08), and Land Supply for Housing 
Monitoring Report 2014 (ASD09)). 
 
Given these considerations, combined with the evidence on the scale and quality of the 
land supply and a Spatial Development Strategy which focuses on urban regeneration, 
Clydeplan has sought to focus the policy agenda primarily but not exclusively, on 
delivering the existing land supply, hence the policy focus on Leadership and Delivery 
(Section 4 of the Plan), and Policy 7 Joint Action Towards the Delivery of New Homes. 
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03) and Messrs Hill (PP53_01) 
(PP53_03) have queried the amount of detail provided on land supply in the Plan, 
however for the reasons detailed in the foregoing, it was considered important to describe 
fully, the land supply context on which this Proposed Plan is predicated. 
 
Clydeplan’s detailed responses to the issues raised relevant to Housing Land Supply are 
provided in the following. 
 
Selection of Scenario 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02, PP35_03), CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace 
Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land Management (PP46_02), Stewart Milne 
Homes (PP49_01) (PP49_02) (PP49_03), Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modifications to the section of the Plan on Housing Land 
Supply and other sections of the Plan; re-running of the Housing Need and Demand 
Assessment; and amending Proposed Plan Policy 8 and the associated text, schedules 
and Background Reports. As documented in the Proposed Plan at Paragraphs 6.47-6.51 
and within its response to Issue 10, Selection of Growth Scenario and Issue 11, Housing 
Land Requirement, Clydeplan fully supports and has justified its adoption of the 
Sustained Growth Scenario and does not accept that a higher migration scenario should 
have been adopted. 
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Compliance with Scottish Government Planning Policy 
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the Plan complies with 
paragraphs 117-119 of Scottish Planning Policy (ASD01) for the reasons set out in the 
following.  
 
The representees assert that the Plan is contrary to paragraphs 117-119 of Scottish 
Planning Policy but are not explicit in what regard this assertion is made. However, 
specific modifications have been proposed by the representees as detailed under the 
headings in the following sections of this response where those matters are responded to 
in detail. 
 
Clydeplan would assert that both the Main Issues Report and Proposed Plan closely 
reflect the policy principles, detail, and style of, Scottish Planning Policy and National 
Planning Framework 3. Clydeplan has received detailed written feedback from the 
Scottish Government on the Main Issues Report and the Draft and Final Proposed Plans. 
Given the lack of comment from the Scottish Government on this matter in its response to 
the Proposed Plan (ASD27), Clydeplan considers that the Proposed Plan is compliant 
with Scottish Planning Policy and National Planning Framework 3. Additionally, in relation 
to the Housing Need and Demand Assessment, the Scottish Government CHMA 
conferred “robust and credible” status on 21st May 2015 (ASD22). Clydeplan does not 
therefore accept that the Proposed Plan is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy. 
 
Paragraphs 6.66-6.71 General -  
Quality of the Land Supply, Rigour of the Audit Process and Point in Time 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) (PP35_03), CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace 
Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land Management (PP46_02), Stewart Milne 
Homes (PP49_02) (PP49_03), Mr W Hill & Mr R Hill (PP53_01) (PP53_03), British Land 
Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modifications relating to the assessment and quality of the 
land supply and the view that the land supply should be described as a point in time 
without prejudicing the future role of Local Development Plans, for a number of reasons 
set out and expanded on, in the following. In summary, Clydeplan considers that: 
• The audit process is undertaken annually to agreed and rigorous standards; 
• The audit produces a rationale and consistent view of land available for housing the 

majority of which is agreed with Homes for Scotland; 
• Through annual monitoring, Clydeplan has developed a detailed understanding of the 

quality and scale of the land supply, and this information has been utilised 
appropriately to inform the plan; 

• Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement is an appropriate policy response and will 
ensure that Local Authorities respond to address any land supply shortfalls that may 
emerge in future.  

 
As detailed in Scottish Planning Policy and Planning Advice Note 2/2010 an annual 
housing land audit is recommended as a tool to critically review and monitor the 
availability of effective housing land and progress of sites and this is reflected in bullet 
point 4 of Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement. 

116 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Clydeplan is satisfied with the accuracy of the assessment of the effectiveness of the 
housing land supply undertaken annually by the Local Authorities which is agreed (or 
disputed) with Homes for Scotland. The process is undertaken under consistent 
Clydeplan guidance (ASD28) which has been shared with Homes for Scotland. Every 
year sites are added, completed, de-allocated/removed from the audit, split to reflect 
phasing and programming, capacities amended, and other similar updates to reflect 
planning applications, Local Development Plans and the views of Homes for Scotland. 
Effectiveness of the supply is considered and agreed, or not, between the Local 
Authorities and Homes for Scotland. The dispute rate in the Clydeplan area  
averages 2.6% of the effective supply and the vast majority of the land supply is agreed 
as undisputed (Background Report 7, Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2013, 
pages 13-14 (ASD08) and Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2014, pages 19-20 
(ASD09)). 
 
Clydeplan has undertaken detailed analysis of the land supply documented in its annual 
housing land monitoring reports, and the Local Authorities and Clydeplan, working with 
Homes for Scotland, have scrutinised and challenged the quality of the supply. The land 
supply contains a range and choice of sites, locations and opportunities for different 
house types. Analysis in the 2013 Monitoring Report indicates that the projects within the 
Spatial Development Corridor (pages 26-28 of the Proposed Plan) are delivering 
development. Detailed analysis has been undertaken of the Community Growth Areas 
within the Annex to the Monitoring Statement (ASD07), which reveals that, whilst levels of 
delivery are currently low, that in the majority of cases the expectation from planning 
authorities and the industry, is that development will improve through time Those 
Community Growth Areas that are not expected to deliver housing either in the short term 
or at all, are either not included in the audit as in the case of Easterhouse; are 
programmed in the longer term post seven year period; or are subject to review by the 
local authority as in the case of Wishaw. The seven year programming of all of these 
locations is agreed with Homes for Scotland annually. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to paragraphs 6.66-6.71 as it considers that it 
is important that the Plan has a base date to determine both demand and supply. 
Clydeplan considers that the Plan requires to be predicated upon a position at a base 
year. For this Plan the projections are from base year 2012, (based on the 2012 based 
National Records of Scotland Projections) updated to reflect the most up to date land 
supply position at 2013. Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement is the policy response that 
is to ensure that Local Authorities, through Local Development Plans and Development 
Management, meet the Housing Land Requirement through Local Development Plans, 
monitor the land supply position and respond to address any shortfalls that may emerge 
in future.  
 
Paragraphs 6.66 to 6.71 - Other 
Paragraph 6.66 
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to paragraph 6.66 as it considers that this is 
appropriately reflected in the Plan and therefore not necessary. Clydeplan considers that 
given the assessment of the land supply through the annual audit process which is 
agreed with Homes for Scotland, combined with the Policy requirement of Policy 8 of the 
Proposed Plan which requires that Local Development Plans allocate sites to meet the 
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Housing Land Requirement; provide a minimum 5 year land supply; monitor the land 
supply through the annual audit; and take steps to remedy any shortfalls; that the 
suggested addition of text to paragraph 6.66 is not necessary. 
 
Paragraphs 6.67 
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to delete the word “substantial” in relation to 
the established supply as Clydeplan considers that it is highly relevant to emphasise the 
current scale of the land supply and therefore to derive the appropriate policy responses. 
 
The diagram on Page 17 of the Land Supply for Housing Monitoring Report 2014, 
“Established and Effective Private Sector Land Supply 1996-2014 (ASD09), reveals that 
the housing land supply is currently almost double what it was in 1996, whilst currently 
delivering only half the amount of completions. Understanding these trends will lead to 
the appropriate policy responses which will not always be about supplementing the 
housing land supply. Hence the need to emphasise the scale of the land supply and the 
policy focus on leadership, delivery and regeneration.  
 
Paragraphs 6.69 
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to delete and amend the text of  
paragraph 6.69 as Clydeplan considers that: 
 
• it is highly relevant to emphasise the current scale of the land supply and therefore to 

derive the appropriate policy responses; and 
• the additional text proposed relating to the land supply and its testing at Local 

Development Plans adds no value to the requirements of Policy 8 and is 
unnecessary. 

 
The introductory text at this paragraph describing the scale of the private sector land 
supply, is considered highly relevant in communicating the issues to a range of the Plan’s 
readers. The points are made here to emphasise conclusions in the Proposed Plan and 
elsewhere, that land is not always a major impediment to delivery within the city region 
and that wider economic and fiscal conditions are having significant impacts, a 
consequence of which is the policy focus of the Plan on leadership and delivery. 
See also topic ‘Schedules 9 and 10’ below. 
 
Schedules 9 and 10 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03), CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace Land 
Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land Management (PP46_02), Stewart Milne Homes 
(PP49_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification that Schedules 9 and 10 should be deleted or 
amended (including reference to them at paragraph 6.69), or that the columns relating to 
the land supply and surplus/shortfalls should be removed, for a number of reasons. 
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Clydeplan considers that inclusion of Schedules 9 and 10 are required by Scottish 
Planning Policy, that the columns on the “housing land supply” and “surplus/shortfall” add 
transparency and clarity, and that Policy 8 allows for the future responses of Local 
Authorities. 
 
By way of further explanation, the inclusion of the columns relating to the housing land 
supply at 2013 and the surplus/shortfall are intended to provide clarity and transparency 
on the land supply position by housing market area and local authority, at the point in time 
when the Strategic Development Plan is prepared. This reveals for example, that there is 
a shortfall within the Airdrie and Coatbridge Housing Market Sub-area in both periods of 
the projection which seems important for the Strategic Development Plan to highlight. 
 
Beyond this point in time, Policy 8 is to ensure that the Local Authorities continue to 
monitor the land supply, maintain a five year effective supply and take appropriate action 
through Local Development Plan and Development Management, to remedy any 
shortfalls. This Policy therefore enables Local Authorities to respond and take action in 
the future at any time, to remedy any shortfalls in the land supply.  
 
Paragraphs 6.71 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) (PP35_03), CALA Homes (West) (PP43_02), Wallace 
Land Investments (PP45_02), Hallam Land Management (PP46_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification that this paragraph is deleted and/or that the 
final conclusion of the paragraph is deleted for a number of reasons set out and 
expanded on, in the following. In summary, Clydeplan considers that: 
 
• The paragraph adds clarity, reality and describes the complex and differing ways in 

which delivery responds between the tenures and relative to land supply; 
• The conclusion that there is a sufficiency in the all-tenure supply overall and is 

considered important in relation to Clydeplan’s response and the response of the 
Local Development Plans; and 

• It is considered appropriate for the Plan to clearly state that at this time no strategic 
scale additions to the supply are required. 

 
Further explanation is provided in the following: 
 
The introductory text combined with paragraph 6.70 and the section on Tenure at 
paragraphs 6.43-6.45, is intended to describe Clydeplan’s understanding of how the 
social sector housing need, land supply and delivery operate, which are all influenced in a 
manner that is different to the private sector. This understanding is supported through 
preparation of the Housing Need and Demand Assessment combined with analysis of the 
social sector land supply, funding and delivery.  
 
To discuss land supply issues without describing these differences, would fail to 
acknowledge these realities and the complex and differing ways in which delivery 
responds between the tenures and relative to land supply. Clydeplan has sought to 
describe these differences realistically and coherently, and therefore does not accept the 
proposed modification that this text should be deleted.  
 
Paragraph 6.71 however concludes that despite these differences in the responsiveness 
of the social sector land supply, that there is a sufficiency in the all-tenure supply overall 
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and this conclusion is considered important to state in relation to Clydeplan’s response in 
the Proposed Plan and the response of the Local Development Plans that will follow.  
 
It has specifically been suggested that the final conclusion of paragraph 6.71 “that no 
strategic scale additions to the supply are required” be deleted. Bullet point 5 of Policy 8 
combined with the other references within the Plan to the presumption in favour of 
proposals that contribute to sustainable development at paragraphs 1.8 and 5.5, enable 
development proposals to be assessed positively, and the land supply will be 
supplemented in this manner. Given this, combined with Clydeplan’s position with regard 
to Issue 10, Selection of the Growth Scenario, it is considered appropriate for the Plan, to 
clearly state that at this time no strategic scale additions to the supply are required. 
 
Urban Capacity Study 
 
Stewart Milne Homes (PP49_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the comments around the Urban Capacity Study including that 
most of the established housing land supply has never been tested for effectiveness or 
deliverability with the housing industry. Clydeplan considers that there is substantial 
rigour already built in to the annual housing audit process, including consideration of the 
established land supply, which makes up the largest element of the Urban Capacity 
Study. 
 
They also states that 32% of the established housing land supply is not included in any 
housing land audit and that 64,000 units of supply programmed between 2020 and 2029, 
have not been subject to detailed testing or assessment. 
 
By way of clarification, the Urban Capacity Study is used to consider potential additional 
contributions to the housing land supply from sites not already programmed in the 
housing land audit which programmes sites over a seven year period. A large element of 
the Urban Capacity Study is simply the sites already in the Housing Land Audit 
programmed in the post seven year period for longer term strategic planning purposes. 
Those sites are considered by Homes for Scotland as part of the annual review of the 
land audit and as part of that review process, Homes for Scotland may and do, ask for 
sites that they consider to have no prospect of delivery to be removed from the audit.  
 
101,611 units were identified through the Urban Capacity Study with the vast majority of 
those sites coming from the Housing Land Audit and programmed in the post 2020 
effective period (ASD29).  
 
New sites arising from the Urban Capacity Study, and not already in the Housing Land 
Audit, typically come from the following sources: sites currently in other land uses; 
pending planning applications; sites in emerging Local Development Plans; and public 
sector assets including for example schools and hospitals. Some of these require to be 
regarded as Confidential.  
 
Of the 101,611 units, 11,929 required to be treated as confidential with the majority of the 
remaining 89,682 already included in the Housing Land Audit and already therefore 
shared with the industry through the annual consultation with Homes for Scotland. From 
the table “Capacity Source” (Section 8, Background Report 9, Urban Capacity Study 
(ASD29)), 66% of sites programmed in the Urban Capacity Study come from existing 
housing land audit sites which have already been considered by Homes for Scotland but 
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not programmed in the longer term.  
 
In conclusion, the vast majority (66%) of the land supply programmed in the Urban 
Capacity Study is simply those sites already in the established part of the housing land 
audit considered by Homes for Scotland every year. Analysis of the likelihood of sites in 
the Urban Capacity Study entering the Housing Land Audit and being delivered, 
documented in paragraphs 6 and 7 of the appendix of the Guidance Note for the Study, 
gives greater confidence on the validity of the use of an Urban Capacity Study (ASD29). 
 
Given the foregoing, Clydeplan therefore considers that the Urban Capacity Study is a 
reasonable basis on which to consider the contributions to the longer term land supply, 
the majority of which has already been considered by the industry through the Housing 
Land Audit process.  
 
Suggested New Policy - Housing Land Supply  
 
Homes for Scotland ( PP35_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to introduce a new policy on Housing Land 
Supply as Clydeplan for a number of reasons set out and expanded on, in the following. 
In summary, Clydeplan considers that: 
 
• Clydeplan’s approach to 10% generosity to be applied only to the private sector has 

been justified in the Plan and in response to Issue 11, Housing Land Requirement; 
• It is clearly intended in the Scottish Government Draft Planning Delivery Advice that 

once generosity is applied at the level of the Strategic Development Plan it is not to 
be revisited at the Local Development Plan stage and the proposed modification 
would run counter to this; and 

• The other matters covered in point 2 and 3 in relation to land audits and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development are already addressed within the 
Plan and therefore the modification is considered unnecessary. 

 
The suggested text for a new policy on Housing Land Supply is predicated on an implied 
assumption that the quality of the land supply is not rigorously tested, a view which is not 
accepted by Clydeplan as described earlier in this response under the section, 
“Paragraphs 6.66-6.71 – Quality of the Land Supply, Rigour of the Audit process and 
Point in Time”.  
 
Point 1 of the new policy as proposed by Homes for Scotland (PP35_02) (PP35_03) 
relates to the maintenance of a generous supply of housing land and the application of 
generosity at 20%. The justification for a 10% generosity level to the private sector, has 
been provided under Issue 11, Housing Land Requirement and Clydeplan does not 
therefore accept this suggestion. 
 
Additionally, the Draft Planning Delivery Advice: Housing and Infrastructure (ASD30) 
includes the following paragraphs: 
 
• ‘33. Within strategic development plan areas, consistency and agreement on the 

distribution of the target among the constituent local authorities is essential, as once 
the HST has been set by the strategic development plan, there should be no further 
debate within the local development plan. Effective Implementation by local 
development plans, depends on achieving clarity, rather than flexibility, at the 
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strategic level. 
 
• 36. Generosity is applied at the strategic development plan level, and not revisited at 

the local level.’  
 
It is clearly intended that once generosity is applied at the level of the Strategic 
Development Plan it is not to be revisited at the Local Development Plan stage. 
Clydeplan therefore does not accept the proposed wording at Point 1 of the proposed 
new policy. 
 
Point 2 of the proposed new policy covers those matter that are routinely covered as part 
of the annual housing land audit process required under Policy 8 of the Proposed Plan 
and covered by Scottish Government advice included in Section 2 of Planning Advice 
Note 2/2010 (ASD26) and the emerging Draft Planning Delivery Advice: Housing and 
Infrastructure pages 12-18 (ASD30). Given that there is rigour built into the annual audit 
process as described in the foregoing, the suggested wording is considered unnecessary 
and therefore Clydeplan does not accept the proposed new policy wording. 
 
In relation to Point 3 of the proposed policy wording, bullet point 3 of Policy 8 covers the 
maintenance of a five year effective land supply. Also, the Proposed Plan already 
supports the presumption in favour of sustainable development referenced at paragraphs 
1.8, 5.5, bullet point 5 of Policy 8, and Diagram 11, Box 2. Clydeplan does not therefore 
accept these modifications as they are considered unnecessary. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Please refer to the reporter’s conclusions under Issue 10. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Please refer to the reporter’s recommendations under Issue 10. 
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Issue 13 Joint Action Towards the Delivery of New Homes 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful 
Sustainable Place - Enabling Delivery of New 
Homes 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Police Scotland (PP16) 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03) 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_01) 
Wallace Land Investments (PP45_01) 
Hallam Land Management (PP46_01) 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Enabling Delivery of New Homes (pages 48-49) 
Delivering New Homes and Joint Action (pages 49-51) 
Policy 7 Joint Action Towards the Delivery of New Homes (page 50) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Police Scotland (PP16) 
 
Police Scotland have commented that no reference is made to the Community 
Empowerment Act 2015 in paragraph 6.33, page 50. 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03) 
 
Within the representation form they refer to their Composite Representation Report 
(RSD11) and the Turley’s Report on Developing an Effective Deliverable Housing 
Strategy, Homes for Scotland – Clydeplan (RSD10), as additional supporting evidence. 
 
They consider paragraph 6.28 to be unduly negative and have suggested changes to this 
paragraph and paragraph 6.29 to articulate the role of Local Development Plans and 
Housing Land Audits.  
 
They consider Policy 7 to be unclear in its intention and consider that it should provide a 
mechanism for new sites to be approved. If there is under delivery as per Scottish 
Planning Policy (paragraph 33) (RSD01) (They suggest that paragraphs 6.33 and 6.34 of 
the Proposed Plan could be included in this policy and provide alternative wording). 
 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) 
 
The Proposed Strategic Development Plan should provide further evidence for the 
statement in paragraph 6.29 that “analysis indicates that delivery can be relatively 
unresponsive to land supply”.  
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CALA Homes (West) (PP43_01), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_01), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_01) 
 
The Proposed Plan does not comply with Scottish Planning Policy as it does not fully 
reflect the requirements of paragraph 118 and 119 (RSD01) that Local Development 
Plans must address. The economic context set out in paragraph 6.28 does not override 
the planning requirements of Scottish Planning Policy and should not be included in this 
section of the Strategic Development Plan. 
 
Scottish Planning Policy requires a Strategic Development Plan to “state the amount and 
broad locations of land which should be allocated in local development plans to meet the 
housing land requirement up to year 12 from the expected year of plan approval, making 
sure that the requirement for each housing market area is met in full” (paragraph 118) 
(RSD01). 
 
This is required in order to enable Local Development Plans to allocate a range of sites 
which are effective or expected to become effective in the plan period to meet the 
housing land requirement of the strategic development plan up to year 10 from the 
expected year of adoption (paragraph 119) (RSD01). 
 
Accordingly replacement text is required in the Delivering New Homes and Joint Action 
section to guide emerging Local Development Plans to fully reflect the policy 
requirements set out in paragraph 118 and 119 of Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Modification of this section will align the Strategic Development Plan with Scottish 
Planning Policy. 
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
British Land Company plc does not object to this policy to promote joint action towards 
the delivery of new homes. However it offers a guarded response in terms of the 
effectiveness of the policy itself in securing the delivery of new homes when it will rely on 
the concerted efforts of a wide range of stakeholders in the public, private and 
housebuilding sector. 
 
British Land likes the sentiment of the Policy referring to “development of innovative 
mechanisms, which improve housing delivery across all sectors. This should focus on the 
existing housing land supply and public sector estate whilst bringing forward new 
opportunities through the granting of planning permissions that contribute to sustainable 
development”. Generous land supply alone will not deliver the homes, and the reference 
to innovative solutions in para 6.31 is encouraging, however there is no detail or guidance 
as to what it envisaged or intended here, although para 6.33 makes an attempt. 
 
British Land provide some helpful comment on their view of the provisions detailed in 
paragraph 6.33. Although no specific changes are sought, British Land would like to  
see more explanation or detail about the proposed solutions to delivery as per  
paragraph 6.33. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Suggested text deletions marked with strikethrough  
Suggested text additions underlined 
 
Police Scotland (PP16) 
 
Police Scotland have commented that reference should be made to the Community 
Empowerment Act 2015 in paragraph 6.33, page 50. 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03) 
 
Homes for Scotland have suggested a number of specific changes to paragraphs and 
policy wording as detailed in the following:  
 
Page 49, Paragraph 6.28 
The following text (strikethrough) should be deleted: 
 
6.28 Clydeplan seeks to fully support the housing and development industry to provide 
homes of the right tenure, quality and in locations which accord with its Vision and Spatial 
Development Strategy. 
 
A key element of the Clydeplan response is to ensure the provision of a generous and 
effective supply of land for housing. However, achieving delivery of housing on the scale 
that is planned has its challenges given the demographic, economic and fiscal context: 
1) total employment within the city region has dropped by 9% (86,000 jobs) since 2008; 
2) mortgage lending and development finance has significantly reduced; 
3) there has been a slowing in the rates of household formation, particularly amongst 
young adults; 
4) there are continuing high levels of need for social and affordable housing and shifts to 
private renting; 
5) house sales and transactions are currently at half pre recessionary levels; 
6) private sector completions have decreased by 60% since 2007/08 with delivery of 
higher density flatted developments in urban locations particularly depleted. 
 
Page 49, Paragraph 6.29 
The following text underlined should be added. 
 
6.29 Part of Clydeplan’s response is to ensure that a generous supply of land is available 
for development. However, analysis indicates that delivery can be relatively unresponsive 
to the land supply, with private sector completions remaining low despite a generous land 
supply (Background Report 7). This is clearly an issue that needs to be resolved by the 
Local Development Plans. A thorough review of existing housing land allocations must be 
undertaken to better understand the constraints to delivery that might exist. If allocations 
have no obvious prospect of delivery they should be discounted from the established 
supply. This would not preclude them from coming forward as windfall developments but 
would allow a realistic housing land supply to be established. 
 
Page 50, Policy 7: 
Policy 7 - Joint Action Towards the Delivery of New Homes 
 
1) In order to enhance housing delivery and contribute to the creation of high quality 
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places in support of the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy, Local Authorities, 
Community Planning Partners and the Housebuilding and Development industry, require 
to take concerted strategic long term actions at the highest levels in those organisations 
will work to ensure the identification and delivery of the homes needed to support the 
Vision and Spatial Development Strategy of this Plan. Specifically: 
 
a) Local Authorities, at all levels and using a range of measures, should will continue to 
work proactively and collaboratively with housing delivery stakeholders. 
b) Joint action should will seek to prioritise activities, including the allocation of resources 
and development of innovative mechanisms, which improve housing delivery across all 
sectors. 
c) 6.34 The Housebuilding and Development industry private sector also requires to 
respond with will be supported innovation and flexibility to develop affordable solutions 
and delivery models that can be made to work in current economic and market conditions 
and which meet housing need including the housing need of younger people, private 
renters and the ageing population. 
 
2) In order to maintain housing delivery throughout the plan period Local Authorities will: 
 
a) 6.33 In addition to the identification of I identify and maintain a generous land supply in 
the Local Development Plan and implementation of the City Deal projects., other public 
sector activities will include: 
b) fostering a positive corporate culture supportive of development delivery; 
c) the provision of provide certainty through up to date development plans; 
d) prepare as appropriate Supplementary Guidance, master plans ning, development 
briefs and planning permissions to speed up the delivery process; 
e) apply the application of proportionate and flexible arrangements for Planning 
Obligations seeking affordable developers contributions towards infrastructure needed to 
support new developments; 
f) effective effectively use of the public sector estate and land assembly including through 
the use of Compulsory Purchase Orders where required; 
g) support for registered social landlords to up-scale delivery with a range of innovative 
products; 
h) apply innovative approaches to the funding of infrastructure and arrangements for 
sharing the risk and rewards from development between the private and public sector; 
and 
i) engagement with wider community planning partners and communities; 
j) test housing land for deliverability and viability annually and discount sites that 
continually fail to come forward for development; 
k) increase housing delivery rates through the application of the presumption in favour of 
development that contributes to sustainable development. This should focus on the 
existing housing land supply and public sector estate whilst bringing forward new 
opportunities through the granting of planning permissions. that contribute to sustainable 
development and accord with the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy, Local 
Development Plans and other local strategies. 
 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) - The Proposed Strategic Development Plan should provide 
further evidence for the statement in paragraph 6.29 that “analysis indicates that delivery 
can be relatively unresponsive to land supply”.  
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CALA Homes (West) (PP43_01), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_01), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_01) 
 
Modify the following text in the Proposed Plan as shown below. 
  
6.28 Clydeplan seeks to fully support the housing and development industry to provide 
homes of the right tenure, quality and in locations which accord with its Vision and Spatial 
Development Strategy. A key element of the Clydeplan response is to ensure the 
provision of a generous and effective supply of land for housing. However, achieving 
delivery of housing on the scale that is planned has its challenges given the demographic, 
economic and fiscal context:  
 
1) total employment within the city region has dropped by 9% (86,000 jobs) since 2008;  
2) mortgage lending and development finance has significantly reduced;  
3) there has been a slowing in the rates of household formation, particularly amongst 
young adults;  
4) there are continuing high levels of need for social and affordable housing and shifts to 
private renting;  
5) house sales and transactions are currently at half pre recessionary levels;  
6) private sector completions have decreased by 60% since 2007/08 with delivery of 
higher density flatted developments in urban locations particularly depleted.  

 
6.29 Part of Clydeplan’s response is to ensure that a generous supply of land is available 
for development. However, analysis indicates that delivery can be relatively unresponsive 
to the land supply, with private sector completions remaining low despite a generous land 
supply (Background Report 7). In preparing Local Development Plans, each planning 
authority should be confident that land can be brought forward for development within the 
plan period and that the range of sites allocated will enable the housing supply target to 
be met, providing for a minimum of 5 years effective housing land supply at all times. A 
review of the established land supply must be undertaken by each Local Authority prior to 
the preparation of the Local Development Plan. If allocations have no realistic prospect of 
delivery, these sites should be removed from the established supply. This would not 
preclude these sites from contributing as windfall development in the future. 
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
No specific changes are sought, however British Land would like to see more explanation 
or detail about the proposed solutions to delivery as per Para 6.33. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Compliance with Scottish Government Planning Policy 
 
CALA Homes (West) (PP43_01), Wallace Land Investments (PP45_01), Hallam Land 
Management (PP46_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification that the Proposed Plan is contrary to 
paragraphs 118-119 of Scottish Planning Policy (ASD01), for the reasons set out in the 
following.  
 
It is not explicit in what regard this assertion is made however specific modifications are 
proposed, in the form of additional text at paragraph 6.29 addressed under that topic 
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heading below. 
 
As a general principle Clydeplan would assert that both the Main Issues Report and 
Proposed Plan closely reflect the policy principles, details and style of, Scottish Planning 
Policy and National Planning Framework 3. Clydeplan has received written feedback from 
the Scottish Government on the Main Issues Report and the Draft and Final Proposed 
Plans. Given the lack of comment from the Scottish Government on this matter (ASD27), 
Clydeplan considers that the Proposed Plan is compliant with Scottish Planning Policy 
and National Planning Framework 3. Additionally, in relation to the Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment the Scottish Government Centre for Housing Market Analysis 
conferred “robust and credible” status on 21st May 2015 (ASD22). 
 
Paragraph 6.28 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03), CALA Homes (West) (PP43_01), Wallace Land 
Investments (PP45_01), Hallam Land Management (PP46_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to delete the text relating to the demographic, 
economic and fiscal context in paragraph 6.28 as Clydeplan considers that it is important 
to describe those factors influencing development delivery with reality. In its approach to 
the development of the housing policy response in the Proposed Plan, Clydeplan has 
attempted to present a realistic view of the impacts of the recession and wider economic 
and other influences that have impacted on the delivery of housing. It is therefore 
regarded as important to describe some of the demographic, economic and fiscal factors, 
currently having a significant influence on the delivery of housing on the ground.  
 
Whilst no specific modification is sought, Clydeplan considers the comment made by 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03) in relation to paragraphs 6.66-6.71 that some sites may 
require some form of subsidy to realise their development is helpful in the context of the 
delivery of housing across the city region. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would 
suggest that an additional bullet point be added to paragraph 6.33 before the final bullet 
point resulting in the following additions (underlined) and deletions (strikethrough): 
 
• ‘innovative approaches to the funding of infrastructure and arrangements for sharing 

the risk and rewards from development between the private and public sector; and 
• direct subsidy; and, 
• engagement with wider community planning partners and communities.’ 
 
Paragraph 6.29 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03), CALA Homes (West) (PP43_01), Wallace Land 
Investments (PP45_01), Hallam Land Management (PP46_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification which would introduce additional text 
describing the role of Local Development Plans and the role of Housing Land Audits as 
Clydeplan considers that Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement covers these matters 
adequately.  
 
Policy 8 is very specific and clear on the role of Local Development Plans in making 
provisions for the all tenure housing land requirement and maintaining a five year 
effective land supply; the role of annual housing land audits; and the role of Development 
Management in addressing any potential shortfalls. An implicit role of the annual land 
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audit, as detailed in the current and emerging advice (PAN 2/2010 at Section 2 (ASD26) 
and the Draft Planning Delivery Advice: Housing and Infrastructure at pages 12-18 
(ASD30) is to review land allocations, identify constraints and assess their prospect of 
delivery. These matters are agreed annually with Homes for Scotland on behalf of the 
industry and therefore for these reasons, Clydeplan does not therefore accept that the 
points suggested as additions to paragraph 6.29 are necessary as they are fully covered 
in Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement. 
 
Gladman Scotland (PP40) have asked for further evidence for the statement in this 
paragraph that “analysis indicates that delivery can be relatively responsive to the 
supply”. The source of this conclusion is from ongoing analysis of the annual land audits 
and Background Report 7 is referenced in this regard (ASD08). Since finalising the 
Proposed Plan, analysis of the 2014 Audit has been published which further supports this 
statement (ASD09).The specific sections are Section 4 of Background Report 7 on “Long 
Term Trends” and the same numbered section of the Land Supply for Housing Monitoring 
Report 2014 and in particular the graphs at paragraphs 4.22 and 4.28. Clydeplan 
therefore considers that the evidence is available to justify its conclusion regarding the 
responsiveness of delivery to supply in the Clydeplan area and does not accept that 
further evidence is required. 
 
Paragraph 6.33 
 
Police Scotland (PP16) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification that there is a need to refer to the Community 
Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 at paragraph 6.33 as suggested by Police Scotland 
(PP16) as it is considered that not every relevant piece of legislation requires to be 
referenced within the Plan.  
 
The text at paragraph 6.33 on Page 50 provides a list, which is not exhaustive, of other 
public sector activities that will be required to contribute towards delivery, in addition to 
City Deal and providing a generous land supply through Local Development Plans. 
Additionally, included at the final bullet point is “engagement with wider community 
planning partners and communities” and this reference to community engagement is 
considered to adequately cover this issue. 
 
Policy 7 and Paragraphs 6.33 and 6.34 
 
Homes for Scotland (PP35_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to introduce alternative wording for Policy 7 
with alterations combining text from paragraphs 6.33 and 6.34, for a number of reasons 
set out and expanded on, in the following. In summary, Clydeplan considers that: 
 
• retaining comments within paragraphs 6.33 and 6.34 around the role of the private 

sector and public sector within the narrative rather than the Policy is generally 
preferred; 

• and the proposed references to the role of land audits and housing delivery are 
already covered adequately under Policy 8, Housing Land Requirement. 

 
The Policy refers to the role of the private sector which is crucial; however the main focus 
of the Policy is aimed at activities within the local authorities over which Clydeplan has 
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more direct involvement. Further text on the role of the private sector is provided in the 
narrative at paragraph 6.34 and retaining those comments within the narrative rather than 
the Policy is considered appropriate. The suggested inclusion of the words that the 
housebuilding and development industry “will be supported”, is adequately covered within 
the second paragraph of the Policy 7, and is therefore considered unnecessary. For these 
reasons, Clydeplan does not therefore accept the proposed conjoining and alterations of 
Policy 7 and Paragraph 6.34. 
 
The representee also suggests the incorporation of Paragraph 6.33, along with 
amendments, into a new second part of Policy 7. Policy 7 is overarching about the role 
and emphasis of activities that all stakeholders will require to adopt to facilitate delivery, 
albeit with the focus on the public sector. Paragraph 6.33 provides a long, but not 
exhaustive list, of examples of the types of actions that the public sector can take to 
assist in supporting development delivery. As such the list is not definitive but is 
appropriately placed within the narrative of the Plan rather than within Policy 7. For these 
reasons Clydeplan does not accept the suggested incorporation of paragraph 6.33 within 
the policy wording. 
 
Specific wording changes are suggested to Policy 7 at Point 2 (a) referring to the role of 
Local Authorities in maintaining a generous land supply; at Point 2 (j) referring to the role 
of land audits; and at Point 2 (k) on increasing delivery rates through the presumption in 
favour of development. Policy 8 is very specific and clear on the role of Local 
Development Plans in making provisions for the all tenure housing land requirement, the 
role of housing land audits in testing and reviewing allocations annually, and the role of 
Development Management in addressing any potential shortfalls. The Plan refers to the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development at paragraphs 1.8, 5.5 and also 
recognising the contribution to sustainable development within Policy 8, bullet point 5 on 
the Development Management context and for these reasons Clydeplan does not 
therefore accept that Policy 7 requires modification in these regards. 
 
Other 
 
British Land Company plc (PP55_02) 
 
The comments of British Land PLC are noted and welcomed and Clydeplan will seek to 
engage directly with key stakeholders, through joint working around the Action 
Programme, to develop mechanisms to support development delivery.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Please refer to the reporter’s conclusions under Issue 10. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Please refer to the reporter’s recommendations under Issue 10. 
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Issue 14 Site Specific Proposals 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 6 City Region as a Successful, 
Sustainable Place - Enabling Delivery of New 
Homes 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
D W Leggat (PP04) (PP05) 
Caledonian Properties Ltd (PP09) 
Orchard Brae Ltd (PP22) 
Caledonian Properties and Taylor Wimpey (PP26) 
NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde (PP39) 
Scotia Gas Networks (PP42)  
William McGregor & Son (PP50) 
St Modwen (PP56) 
  
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Schedule 6 Housing Supply Targets and Housing Land Requirement (GCV Area)  
(page 57) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
D W Leggat (PP04) 
 
Land at Old Glasgow Road, Nerston, East Kilbride (MAP02): 
 
• site considered to be in a sustainable location where many of the aspirations of the 

Greenbelt can still be met; 
• no insurmountable infrastructure constraints which would preclude the delivery of the 

site; 
• satisfactory access to the sites can be achieved with land required to make road 

improvements is within the respondents control; 
• site is submitted to be of a scale that is capable of delivering housing within the next 5 

years and broadly complies with the vision and planning principles of the SDP and 
LDP. 

 
D W Leggat (PP05) 
 
Land at Broomelton Road, Larkhall (MAP03): 
 
• site is of a scale that is capable of delivering housing in the short-medium term and 

will contribute to South Lanarkshire Council maintaining a minimum of 5 years 
effective land supply at all times; 

• no insurmountable site constraints which would preclude the delivery of the site which 
has the potential to upgrade and realign part of Broomelton Road. 
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Caledonian Properties Ltd (PP09) 
 
Land at Summerston (MAP04): 
 
• site can contribute to Glasgow City Council meeting housing needs and maintaining a 

five year supply of effective housing land at all times. Development of this site could 
help to address the housing land shortfall in Glasgow up to 2020 of 10,000 units; 

• site is deliverable in the short-medium term and provides an excellent opportunity to 
regenerate Summerston and Glasgow North with benefits including: 
 
o provision of additional owner occupation housing and attracting new families to the 

area; 
o providing greater choice and opportunity for existing residents; 
o additional investment in the local community by providing new family homes; 
o provision of local community facilities; 
o potential to improve the local infrastructure and accessibility; 
o provision of a potential bus route through the site; 
o potential to facilitate the improvement of the Balmore Road junction from a  

Phase 1 Development; 
o potential to provide pedestrian links connecting to the Kelvin Walkway, a green 

corridor to create amenity walkways and enhance biodiversity; 
o land for potential cemetery extension; and, 
o given the extent of our client's land ownership interests, additional land could also 

be reserved for additional community and social infrastructure. 
 

Orchard Brae Ltd (PP22) 
 
Land (650 acres) opposite Eurocentral and the M8 between the settlements of 
Calderbank to the east and Carnbroe to the west for residential and mixed use 
development (MAP05): 
 
• proposal seeks to deliver an exceptional residential and mixed use environment, 

supporting the regeneration of existing communities and complementing Eurocentral 
to the south.  

• developments will formalise and improve the green network locally and bring 
employment and recreational benefits to the residential communities that surround it. 

 
Caledonian Properties and Taylor Wimpey (PP26) 
 
Land at Auchinairn Road, Robroyston (MAP06): 
 
• site is effective and within the ownership of Caledonian Properties and Taylor 

Wimpey capable of sustaining a completion rate of around 110 houses per annum if 
the allocation extended to 500 units; 

• site can contribute to Glasgow City Council meeting housing needs and maintaining a 
five year supply of effective housing land at all times. Development of this site could 
help to address the housing land shortfall in Glasgow up to 2020 of 10,000 units; 

• completion of a masterplan and Engineering Appraisal has demonstrated that 
development is readily deliverable on site. Essentially, the site is effective and could 
be brought forward within the short-medium term. 
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NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde (PP39) 
 
A number of properties within the NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde are now surplus to 
requirements which include the Victoria Infirmary and the Royal Hospital for Sick Children 
(RHSC) (Yorkhill) and Queen Mothers Hospital and which can contribute to the city 
region's future economic growth and can contribute to the quality of life offer to its 
population. 
 
Scotia Gas Networks (SGN) (PP42) 
 
Gas holder sites at Temple and Hamilton have potential for higher value uses such as 
residential, retail and mixed use, to ensure flexibility in terms of its potential use in order 
to fund the decommissioning and remediation of the site. 
 
William McGregor & Son (PP50) 
 
Land at Mauldslie Road/Luggie Road, Carluke (MAP07): 
 
• site is of a scale that is capable of delivering housing in the short-medium term and 

will contribute to South Lanarkshire Council maintaining a minimum of 5 years 
effective land supply at all times. 

 
St Modwen (PP56) 
 
Charles Street, Springburn (MAP08): 
 
• potential alternative uses for the site, include retail, a food store, leisure, car 

showrooms, industrial trade counter, distribution or residential in accordance with the 
Spatial Land Use Model of regeneration and maximising the use of existing 
infrastructure and assets. 

• Redevelopment of the site will also support sustainable economic growth and is 
considered to be a key development location;  

• redevelopment of the site could regenerate the surrounding community of Springburn 
and Glasgow North by delivering employment and other opportunities in a location 
which can be easily accessed by residents, and enrich their environment to create an 
attractive working environment. This will also help to improve life circumstances and 
reduce poverty. 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Inclusion in the land supply of land at the following locations: 
 
• Land at Old Glasgow Road, Nerston, East Kilbride (PP04) 
• Land at Broomelton Road, Larkhall (PP05) 
• Land at Summerston (PP09) 
• Land opposite Eurocentral and the M8 between the settlements of Calderbank to the 

east and Carnbroe to the west for residential and mixed use development (PP22) 
• Land at Auchinairn Road, Robroyston (PP26) 
• NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde surplus stock including the Victoria Infirmary and 

the Royal Hospital for Sick Children (RHSC) (Yorkhill) and Queen Mothers Hospital 
(PP39) 

• Gas Holder sites at Temple and Hamilton (PP42) 
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• Land at Mauldslie Road/Luggie Road, Carluke (PP50) 
• Charles Street, Springburn (PP56) 

 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Many of the housing issues are inter-related and certain aspects of the context to this 
Schedule 4 are dealt with more fully in the Schedule 4’s relating to Issues 11 and 12. 
 
D W Leggat (PP04) (PP05), Caledonian Properties Ltd (PP09), Orchard Brae Ltd (PP22), 
Caledonian Properties and Taylor Wimpey (PP26), NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde 
(PP39), Scotia Gas Networks (PP42), Mr William McGregor & Son (PP50), St Modwen 
(PP56) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modifications as it considers the need for additional 
locations to be added to the housing land supply is not required for the following reasons: 
 
• the Proposed Plan concludes that there is a surplus of housing land already identified 

through the Housing Land Audit and Urban Capacity Study which includes a range of 
brownfield and greenfield locations (ASD08) and (ASD29). 

• the fundamental principles of the Strategic Development Plan require development 
proposals to reflect the Spatial Development Strategy and support the Spatial Vision. 
This includes supporting the Spatial Development Strategy and in particular the key 
components of the Development Corridor namely the Clyde Waterfront, Clyde 
Gateway, Ravenscraig, Glasgow City Centre and the Community Growth Areas, all of 
which have housing as an indicative form of compatible development (Schedule 15 
page 97). Additional housing land release could potentially undermine the delivery of 
these strategic priorities along with other sites in the existing housing land supply. 

• the majority of locations being proposed by representees are greenfield locations, 
and a key component of the Spatial Vision is the recycling of brownfield land and the 
vacant and derelict land resource, as a development priority. The existing land supply 
includes a range and choice of brownfield and greenfield locations. Those brownfield 
locations which are put forward through representations may support the Spatial 
Vision and Spatial Development Strategy. Their suitability for future housing would be 
a matter for Local Development Plans to determine. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   I note the representations in favour of various proposals for housing and other 
development.  Our findings in respect of housing-related matters are set out under  
Issues 10-13.  Our findings on Issue 5 on the spatial development strategy of the plan are 
also of relevance.  In full cognisance of those findings, in particular our conclusions that 
land supply issues ought predominantly to be the preserve of local development plans 
(LDPs), there would need to be an especially compelling case to justify the strategic 
development plan identifying any new site-specific proposals for housing or for other 
forms of development.  I am not persuaded that such a case has been made for any of 
the sites put forward.  I am also mindful that I do not generally have, in any event, 
sufficient information (including environmental information) about the proposed sites 
which would allow the plan, in effect, to allocate them for development. 
 
2.   It will be for the subsequent LDPs to identify sufficient land to meet the housing land 
requirements.  The need for additional housing allocations (and for allocations for other 
types of development) ought to be considered through the LDP process.  This may 
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include consideration of the various sites which have been proposed in these 
representations. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 15 Climate Change 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 7 City Region as a Low Carbon  
Place - Climate Change 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Climate Change (page 66) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_02) 
 
The representees comments relate to paragraph 7.1 Clydeplan Strategic Development 
Plan Proposed Plan and related Background Report 3, Climate Change Adaptation 
(RSD20). The document confines itself to adaptation and resilience to climate change, 
rather than addressing its arrest by means of mitigation, which of course should be the 
primary means of achieving resilience. The phrase “resilience to climate change” in the 
Proposed Plan paragraph 7.1 (page 66) appears to favour adaptation over mitigation, 
simply because the word ‘mitigation’ is not used. 
 
Figure 1 is focused on developmental planning, thus ignoring the role of buildings 
themselves. The text must be amended to make it clear that mitigation is fundamental to 
resilience. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_02) 
 
The text must be amended to make it clear that mitigation is fundamental to resilience. 
The respondents comments relate to paragraph 7.1 and Background Report 3 Climate 
Change Adaptation. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_02) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers it provides clarity to the role of 
mitigation within the facilitation of climate change resilience. If the Reporter is so minded, 
Clydeplan would suggest the following additions (underlined) to the second sentence of 
paragraph 7.1 (page 66): 
 
'NPF3 confirms the role of the planning system in facilitating mitigation and adaptation to 
climate change and ensuring that sustainable infrastructure networks build resilience to 
climate change.’ 
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Detailed comments on Background Report 3: Climate Change Adaptation are noted and 
will be given further consideration in reviewing the background paper. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   The representation referred to above from Councillor Wardrop (PP37 02) relates to 
the text of Background Report 3: Climate Change Adaptation (RSD20).  A number of 
points are made, with an emphasis on the need for mitigation of climate change as well 
as adaptation in response to it.  In accordance with my minute of appointment, I confine 
my recommendations to the plan itself.  Councillor Wardrop’s representation PP37 03, 
however, makes reference to paragraph 7.1 of the proposed plan, again emphasising the 
importance of mitigation.  The authority, in response, proposes a change which I agree 
provides a more balanced description of what the third National Planning Framework 
(NPF3) says about the role of the planning system in respect of both mitigation and 
adaptation.  I note also that Policy 10 of the plan focusses on measures to support 
mitigation rather than adaptation. 
 
2.   We issued Further Information Request 02 which sought the views of the authority on 
certain aspects of the representations from the Scottish Association for Public Transport.  
These are addressed under Issue 22. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Insert ‘mitigation of and’ before ‘adaptation’ in the second sentence of paragraph 7.1. 
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Issue 16 Delivering Heat and Electricity 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 7 City Region as a Low Carbon Place 
- Delivering Heat and Electricity 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
SEPA (PP23) 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
Scottish Government (PP57_11) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Delivering Heat and Electricity (pages 66-68) 
Policy 10 Delivering Heat and Electricity (page 68) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
 
Support is sought for a range of renewable technologies within the Proposed Plan 
including within Policy 10, Delivering Heat and Electricity. Welcome support stated within 
Background Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies (RSD21) and 
suggest changes within the Proposed Plan to reflect the Background Report.  
 
Consider that the recognised need and support for a range of renewable energy 
technologies should be clearly set out in the Plan. 
 
No mention of generation, storage, transmission or distribution networks in Policy 10, 
Delivering Heat and Electricity of the Proposed Plan and suggest an amendment to  
Policy 10 to clearly express Clydeplan’s support for strategic energy infrastructure. 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
The emphasis on biomass as a renewable fuel source associated with some elements of 
the plan may exacerbate existing localised air quality problems and this is an issue which 
may benefit from further consideration. 
 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
Clydeplan should recognise Hunterston's nationally significant status within NPF3 as an 
'Energy Hub' (RSD02) including being an important landfall for strategic grid connections, 
which would support Government's expectations that development plans should promote 
a positive, planning approach to providing low carbon infrastructure across Scotland.  
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
 
In relation to Paragraph 7.4 (page 66) the following statement is weak: “The use of low 
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and zero carbon generating technologies is encouraged where appropriate.”  
 
Scottish Government (PP57_11) 
 
Policy 10, Delivering Heat and Electricity (page 68), Suggest inserting a statement that 
identifies supplementary guidance will be prepared to address cross boundary issues for 
strategic heat infrastructure. A resolution to the data access issue is expected and 
including such a statement will allow for future work to be progressed and will provide the 
status of the development plan in decision making, reflecting the significance Ministers 
attach to this policy area. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
 
In Policy 10 ‘Delivering Heat and Electricity’ first sentence replace the word 
“consideration” with “support” (page 68). 
 
The recognised need and support for a range of renewable energy technologies should 
be clearly set out in the Plan. 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Further consideration could be given to the issue of emphasising biomass as a renewable 
fuel source associated with some elements of the Plan as it may exacerbate existing 
localised air quality problems.  
 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
The Proposed Plan should recognise that Hunterston's nationally significant status within 
National Planning Framework 3 as an 'Energy Hub' supporting the city region’s transition 
to a low carbon future and providing an important landfall for strategic grid connections.  
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
 
Strengthen the statement “The use of low and zero carbon generating technologies is 
encouraged where appropriate” in Paragraph 7.4 (page 66). 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_11) 
 
Amend Policy 10, Delivering Heat and Electricity (page 68) to include a statement to the 
effect that supplementary guidance will be prepared to address cross boundary issues for 
strategic heat infrastructure.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the overarching strategic 
priority of supporting the transition to the low carbon economy is satisfactorily expressed 
in Policy 10 Delivering Heat and Electricity. The degree of support offered in the Plan for 
renewable technologies is strategic in nature. However, the delivery of policy support is 
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applied at local and project level where relevant local issues are duly taken into account 
and assessed. Accordingly, the considered wording of Policy 10 is deliberately prudent, 
offering measured support at the strategic level to enable fuller consideration of the 
appropriateness of specific projects and technologies within local contexts.  
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that this issue is more 
appropriately addressed within the content of Section 6 Biomass of Background  
Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies, paragraphs 6.4-6.5 (ASD31). 
 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the role of Hunterston, as 
it is located outwith the Plan area, is a matter for North Ayrshire Council  
 
Councillor Martha Wardrop (PP37_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the statement in  
Paragraph 7.4 (page 66) adequately reflects that the Plan supports a strategic shift to low 
carbon generating technologies. Whilst the extent of this shift is strategic in nature, the 
solution will be applied at local level where relevant local issues must be duly considered 
and assessed. It is considered prudent to offer measured support at the strategic level.  
 
The Scottish Government (PP57_11) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the Plan deals with heat in 
the only manner currently available to strategic development planning authorities. 
Clydeplan notes the intention of the modification sought in relation to Policy 10, Delivering 
Heat and Electricity (page 68) requesting that Clydeplan prepare supplementary guidance 
on cross boundary issues for strategic heat infrastructure in order to reflect the 
significance Ministers attach to this policy area. Clydeplan also notes the Scottish 
Government’s comment in relation to its expectation of a resolution to ongoing data 
access issues. 
 
The Scottish Government suggests that in order to address the cross boundary issues for 
strategic heat infrastructure, Clydeplan should undertake a heat mapping exercise as part 
of the proposed supplementary guidance. Whilst Clydeplan is supportive of the need to 
progress heat maps and encourage a consistent approach to the heat map process its 
eight constituent local authorities, Clydeplan cannot at present legally access and analyse 
the heat map data available in Scotland’s Heat Plan. Therefore, Clydeplan cannot, at this 
stage, commit to delivering effective supplementary guidance based on the fullest 
information available i.e. Scotland’s Heat Plan, to assess cross-boundary issues as 
requested.  
 
The Scottish Government has previously indicated that a resolution to the data access 
issue will allow for future work to be progressed. The Reporter should be aware that at 
the time of writing, no resolution has been forthcoming. Consequently, Clydeplan does 
not accept the modification to Policy 10 (page 68). It is considered to be a premature 
request given the lack of resolution to access relevant data and an inability of the 
Planning Authority to judge the scale of the task involved in producing city region-wide 
guidance on this issue.  
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Clydeplan will progress heat and electricity issues within the context of the Plan’s Action 
Programme through a process of collaborative working with the eight local authorities and 
wider stakeholders and this activity will inform the policy responses within the Local 
Development Plans and Development Management decisions . It is anticapted that an 
event will be held in summer/autumn 2016 to launch this work.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   I can understand why the authority, given that the full scrutiny of proposals would be 
undertaken through local development plans and/or development management, wishes to 
take a measured approach to supporting renewable energy technologies.  I do, however, 
think that the approach adopted is probably a little too cautious.  The most effective place 
to address this is in Policy 10.  I agree that the policy should support such technologies 
rather than simply require that they be considered, albeit it may be prudent to include a 
caveat that this will only be in appropriate circumstances.  This would still be the kind of 
‘strategic’ support that the authority wishes to express, and would point to the need for 
proper consideration of the appropriateness of specific projects in the local context.  I 
note the support in Background Report 10: Low and Zero Carbon Generating 
Technologies (ASD31) for solar energy.  However I see no particular need (indeed it may 
be unhelpfully limiting) for Policy 10 to support specific technologies. 
 
2.   Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (at paragraph 156) says that strategic development 
plans should support national priorities for the construction or improvement of strategic 
energy infrastructure, including generation, storage, transmission and distribution.  They 
should also address cross-boundary issues. 
 
3.   In respect of heat mapping and renewable heat, I note that SEPA welcomes the 
approach in Policy 10 which it says accords with SPP and with its own guidelines.  I also 
understand why the authority is reluctant to undertake the preparation of supplementary 
guidance when the data access issues referred to remain unresolved.  However, in 
response to my request (FIR03) for further information on this matter, the authority 
advises that it has now signed a data sharing agreement and is optimistic that data 
sharing issues will be resolved shortly.  It was these data access issues which it would 
seem, from the authority’s summary of responses above, was the main obstacle to the 
preparation of supplementary guidance.  Now that they appear likely to be resolved, and 
subject to this happening, there appears to be a stronger case for the provision of 
supplementary guidance.  The level of detail in such guidance need not be specified now, 
but could be determined on the basis of the data available, the nature of the cross-
boundary issues to be resolved and the resources available to the authority. 
 
4.   There is no reference in Policy 10 to transmission and distribution networks.  
However, the focus of the policy is on renewable energy.  Transmission and distribution 
networks are, of course, important in supporting renewable energy development, but they 
also support other forms of energy generation.  I have not been made aware of any 
specific transmission or distribution project or proposal which requires the support of the 
plan.  In this context, I am satisfied that Policy 10 need not specifically mention 
transmission or distribution networks. 
 
5.   Councillor Wardrop makes some technical comments about the future planning and 
design of heat systems if, as expected, heat demand from homes reduces over time.  
These are detailed rather than strategic in nature and do not need to be reflected in the 
plan.  SEPA points to no specific proposals for or policies on biomass as a renewable fuel 
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source.  I am satisfied that, in the absence of these, there is no clear requirement for 
further consideration of this issue in the plan. 
 
6.   I recognise that the third National Planning Framework (NPF3) reflects the importance 
of Hunterston as an energy hub and an area of co-ordinated action, and there may be 
potential implications for the Clydeplan area of development there, for example related to 
the electricity grid.  However, as the planning authority points out, Hunterston is outwith 
the Clydeplan area and I have not been made aware of any specific project or proposal in 
the proposed plan which has a close relationship with Hunterston.  Therefore I see no 
clear purpose in referencing Hunterston in the plan. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In Policy 10, in the first sentence beginning ‘In support of…’, replace ‘consideration’ 
with ‘support’.  Insert ‘, where appropriate,’ after ‘given’. 
 
2.   In Policy 10, under ‘Heat Mapping’ insert a new initial sentence:  
 
‘Subject to the satisfactory resolution of data access issues, supplementary guidance will 
be prepared to address cross boundary issues for strategic heat infrastructure.’ 
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Issue 17 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 7 City Region as a Low Carbon  
Place - Onshore Wind Spatial Framework 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_01) 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_02) 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Onshore Wind Spatial Framework (pages 66-68) 
Policy 10 Delivering Heat and Electricity (page 68) 
Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework (page 67) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
 
In relation to onshore wind spatial framework, the representee states that it is not clear 
how the onshore wind spatial framework has been arrived at and suggest amendments to 
reflect Background Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies (RSD21). 
 
The areas of significant protection referenced at Paragraph 7.9 (where wind energy 
developments will be acceptable if it can be demonstrated that any significant effects on 
the qualities of the area can be overcome), are not illustrated on Diagram 6, Onshore 
Wind Spatial Framework. 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_01) 
 
Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework (page 67) is difficult to relate to actual 
locations. It is clear it proposes locations for potential wind farms in conflict with important 
landscapes previously protected. This change is unacceptable to constituents. The areas 
between Crawford, Elvanfoot and Leadhills, the Elvan Valley, between Leadhills and 
Wanlockhead, the Glengonnar Valley and the Duneaton Valley are considered extremely 
valuable landscapes which must be protected from wind farm developments. 
 
There has been insufficient public clarity and public consultation for this matter to be 
presented in the Proposed Plan and therefore should be removed from the Proposed 
Plan.  
 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_02) 
 
With reference to Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework (page 67), Clydeplan 
should include the former Damside Surface Mine, located south of the A71 and north of 
the Blacklaw wind farm extension as having potential for wind farm development. The 
former Damside Surface Mine is a brownfield site in a rural location and, with the 
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Blacklaw wind farm extension abutting the southern boundary to Damside, the landscape 
character of this area offers potential for a supplementary wind farm development. The 
representee refers to submitted Land Ownership map of Damside (MAP09). 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_02) 
 
In relation to paragraph 7.9 (page 66), RSPB Scotland request additional wording in 
relation to designated sites.  
 
Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework (page 67) is unclear and RSPB Scotland 
request that designated sites (and possibly peat) are clearly mapped.  
 
Request additional wording regarding the need for Habitats Regulations Appraisal in 
relation to designated sites and onshore wind in Policy 10 ‘Delivering Heat and 
Electricity’. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
 
Paragraphs 7.8 and 7.9 (page 66) of the Plan should refer to Background Report 10 Low 
and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies.  
 
Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework (page 67) should be amended to show 
areas of significant protection.  
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_01) - Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework  
(page 67) should be removed from the Proposed Plan.  
 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_02) - Amend Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial 
Framework (page 67) to include the former Damside Surface Mine as an area with 
potential for wind farm development. 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_02) 
 
Paragraph 7.9 (page 66) should include additional wording in relation to designated sites 
and those sites, including peat, should be clearly mapped on Diagram 10.  
 
Designated sites (and possibly peat) should be clearly mapped on Diagram 6 Onshore 
Wind Spatial Framework (page 67).  
 
Additional wording sought in Policy 10, Delivering Heat and Electricity (page 68) 
regarding the need for Habitats Regulations Appraisal in relation to designated sites and 
onshore wind. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Banks Group (PP12) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification to paragraph 7.8 (page 66) of the Plan as it 
considers this would add clarity to the Onshore Wind Spatial Framework methodology. If 
the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions 
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(underlined) after the last sentence of paragraph 7.8:  
 
‘Aligned to increasing energy efficiency and reducing carbon emissions, is security of 
energy supply. In this context an onshore wind energy spatial framework (Diagram 6) 
identifies areas within the city region that are likely to be the most appropriate for onshore 
wind farm development. Part Two of Background Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon 
Generating Technologies outlines the methodology used in devising the Onshore Wind 
Spatial Framework illustrated in Diagram 6.’ 
 
Clydeplan would accept a modification to paragraph 7.9 (page 66) of the Plan as it 
considers this would add clarity to the methodology used for the Onshore Wind Spatial 
Framework. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording 
additions (underlined) to the first sentence of paragraph 7.9:  
 
‘Diagram 6 highlights the broad location of areas with potential for wind farm development 
within the city region. In order to protect communities and international and nationally 
important environmental designations and resources, the spatial framework also identifies 
areas of significant protection illustrated in Background Report 10 (pages 25-28). In these 
areas wind energy developments will only be acceptable if they can demonstrate that any 
significant effects on the qualities of the area can be substantially overcome by siting, 
design or other mitigation.’ 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to amend Diagram 6, Onshore Wind Spatial 
Framework as it considers Diagram 6 conforms with Scottish Planning Policy by 
identifying locations that are likely to be most appropriate for onshore wind farms 
(Scottish Planning Policy, paragraph 161, page 38) and follows the approach set out in 
Table 1: Spatial Frameworks (Scottish Planning Policy, page 39) (ASD01). Diagram 6 
seeks to positively identify areas with the most potential and the least constraints for wind 
energy development. Adding text to highlight the Group 2 areas (from Table 1) has the 
potential to be perceived as offering a level of protection that is not necessarily the case 
(refer to Clydeplan response to PP59_02 below). Furthermore, the Group 2 Areas of 
Significant Protection requested by the representee are identified, described, and 
mapped in Background Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies as 
follows (ASD31) and are essentially the areas in grey on the diagram but are not 
specifically identified within the legend:  
• paragraphs 15.4-15.9 entitled “Group 2: Areas of significant protection”  

(pages 25-27); 
• Map 2 National and International Constraints (page 26); and, 
• Map 3 Community Separation (page 28).  
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers Diagram 6 Onshore Wind 
Spatial Framework illustrates broad strategic locations within the city region that are ‘likely 
to be the most appropriate for onshore wind development’ (paragraph 7.8, page 66). In 
this context the approach taken by Clydeplan reflects that of Scottish Planning Policy 
(paragraph 161, page 38) and Table 1 Spatial Frameworks (page 39) (ASD01). This 
allows for the protection of National Parks and National Scenic Areas, national and 
international designations, other nationally important mapped environmental interests and 
community separation for consideration of visual impact. The sites highlighted in the 
respondent’s comments do not fall into any of the categories in Scottish Planning Policy 
paragraph 161 and Table 1 (ASD01). They are covered by local landscape designations 
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and Scottish Planning Policy in paragraph 169 (ASD01) acknowledges that landscape 
and visual impact is more appropriately considered through the development 
management process. Clydeplan therefore considers it inappropriate to protect for these 
sites at this strategic stage in the development plan process. Furthermore, Policy 10 
Delivering Heat and Electricity clearly sets out that wind farm proposals will be subject to 
further consideration at the local level when other issues including landscape capacity will 
be taken into consideration. 
  
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to remove the Onshore Wind Spatial 
Framework from the Proposed Plan on the basis of insufficient public clarity and public 
consultation. The Clydeplan approach to the development of an Onshore Wind Spatial 
Framework was subject to public consultation as part of the Main Issues Report (ASD35) 
consultation process in 2015 where it was included within Background Report 9 Wind 
Energy Development in Glasgow and the Clyde Valley (ASD32). 
 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers its approach to the preparation 
of spatial frameworks for onshore wind to be in accordance with Scottish Planning Policy, 
paragraph 161, page 38 and related Table 1 Spatial Frameworks (page 39) (ASD01).  
 
Diagram 6, Onshore Wind Spatial Framework is indicative, as is the case with all 
diagrams in the Plan, and is the first stage in assessing the suitability of a location for 
onshore wind farm development. The next stage is undertaken within the relevant Local 
Development Plan and development management process and informed by site specific 
local knowledge of area and other evidence. The relevant Local Authority, in this case 
North Lanarkshire Council, will interpret the strategic framework and prepare guidance as 
part of the Local Development Plan process. This guidance will take account of relevant 
local matters including the Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Turbine Development in 
Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Overview Report (paragraph 5.261, page 108) (ASD33) 
and other relevant local considerations. The site put forward by the representee lies 
within the Plateau Moorland Landscape Character Area. This landscape area could have 
medium to low sensitivity to wind turbines up to 50 metres, and potentially medium - high 
sensitivity to turbines measuring 50-120+ metres.  
 
Thus the indicative nature of Diagram 6, Onshore Wind Spatial Framework does not 
preclude sites from wind turbine development however, it does indicate the need for 
detailed information at the local level. Such detailed consideration of specific sites falling 
outwith the ‘Areas with Potential for Wind Farm Development’ referenced in the key of the 
diagram, is a matter for the development management process in accordance with 
Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 162-173 (pages 38-41) (ASD01). 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification to paragraph 7.9 as it considers adequate 
guidance is afforded to designated sites by the application of Scottish Planning Policy 
(paragraphs 161-163, page 38 and Table 1, page 39) (ASD01). Additionally, the national 
and international designations, including carbon rich soils, are referred to and illustrated 
in paragraphs 15.1-15.10 of Background Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon Generating 
Technologies (ASD31).  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification and considers there is no need to add further 
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information, such as designated sites and peat, to Diagram 6, Onshore Wind Spatial 
Framework (page 67) as the diagram is indicative and appropriate policy considerations 
are addressed through Policy 10 Delivering Heat and Energy which states at the final 
sentence the need for “further consideration at the local level” which will include other 
relevant designations and protections.  
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the matter of designated sites 
and onshore wind is adequately covered in the Plan and additional wording regarding to 
the need for Habitats Regulations Appraisal in relation to designated sites and onshore 
wind is unnecessary. While the intent of the modification is noted the Proposed Plan 
Habitat Regulations Appraisal (page 94) (ASD34) states that ‘…...while locations are 
identified in the Spatial Framework, it is not known where, when or how wind energy 
development may be implemented, or where any potential effects may occur, or which 
European sites, if any, may be affected. In addition, under SPP requirements, Local 
Development Plans should further refine this element based on local spatial frameworks 
to ensure that there are no likely significant effects on any Natura 2000 sites.’ 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage has been consulted on the Proposed Plan Habitat Regulations 
Appraisal and is content with the conclusions of the appraisal at this stage. However, if 
any modifications to the Plan are proposed, it will be necessary to screen the proposed 
changes for the likelihood of a significant effect on the qualifying interests of Natura sites.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (paragraph 161) states that the development plan 
should contain a spatial framework identifying those areas that are likely to be the most 
appropriate for onshore wind farms.  Table 1 of SPP sets out the required approach, 
which involves identifying three categories of land – Group 1 areas where wind farms will 
not be acceptable, Group 2 areas of significant protection, and Group 3 areas with 
potential for wind farm development.  Development plans are also to indicate the 
minimum scale of development to which the spatial framework applies. 
 
2.   The Main Issues Report consulted on a preferred approach of developing a spatial 
framework using the approach set out in SPP, and on what alternative approaches might 
be adopted.  It referred to Main Issues Report Background Report 9 Wind Energy 
Development (ASD32).  This sets out an approach based on SPP, resulting in Map 3 of 
ASD32 which shows the same pattern of areas with potential for wind energy 
development as are shown in Diagram 6 of the proposed plan.  SPP is very clear in its 
requirements, and any spatial strategy for Clydeplan in accordance with it was bound to 
result in a map much like that produced in Diagram 6.  We have found that the authority 
engaged on the proposed plan in accordance with its participation statement.  Our 
examination into unresolved matters raised in representations, and Ministers’ 
consideration of our recommendations, provide additional scrutiny.  I therefore do not 
agree that there has been insufficient consultation on the proposed spatial framework. 
 
3.   Insofar as the spatial framework for the Clydeplan area is expressed in the proposed 
plan, on the face of it the plan falls short of the requirements in SPP in two respects.  
Firstly, whilst Diagram 6 clearly indicates which are the Group 2 areas, it does not 
indicate which areas fall within Group 3.  Secondly, it does not indicate what scale of 
development the spatial framework applies to.  Further background on these matters is 
contained in Background Report 10: Low and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies 
(ASD31). 
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4.   ASD31 explains the intention that it will be for the subsequent local development 
plans (LDP) to identify the scale of development which the spatial framework applies to in 
each local authority.  It is also explained that, whilst the spatial framework at the strategic 
scale in the plan adopts the maximum 2km separation distance around settlements, it will 
again be for LDPs to set out the separation distances to apply locally.  This means that 
the precise boundaries of the Group 2 areas may change, depending on the approach 
adopted to separation distances in the LDPs.  In addition, there are no National Parks or 
National Scenic Areas within Clydeplan, and these are the only areas which fall within the 
SPP Group 1.  So, in effect, all of the Clydeplan area which is not in a Group 3 area must 
therefore fall within Group 2. 
 
5.   Given this context, I am satisfied that there is no need to alter Diagram 6 in order to 
label the Group 2 areas.  I do have concerns, however, that the plan does not clearly 
state that LDPs will require to set out their respective spatial frameworks in detail, and  
to specify the scale of development to which they will relate.  Although this requirement 
may be inferred from SPP, I think it is best to set it out in Policy 10.  The addition to 
paragraph 7.8 suggested by the authority would also be helpfully informative.  In respect 
of the proposed changes to paragraph 7.9, rather than referring again to Background 
Report 10 I favour a simpler approach of explaining that those parts of the Clydeplan area 
which are not areas with potential are, therefore, areas of significant protection.  I 
recommend changes to paragraph 7.8, 7.9 and Policy 10 along these lines. 
 
6.   I note the concerns which have been expressed about valued landscapes in 
Clydesdale, and that these may have been treated differently under the spatial framework 
associated with the current strategic development plan.  Nevertheless, SPP clearly sets 
out an approach to preparing a spatial framework which, subject to it being finalised in the 
LDPs, the proposed plan follows.  There is no provision in SPP for local landscape 
designations or local landscape character assessments to inform the spatial framework.  
It will, rather, be for the LDPs to set out the considerations relevant to proposals for wind 
energy development, and for any which come forward to be considered on a case-by-
case basis.  SPP says that these considerations are likely to include landscape and visual 
impacts, and Policy 10 (as proposed and if amended in accordance with my 
recommendations) says that landscape capacity is to be one of these considerations.  I 
think it is prudent that impacts on communities is also confirmed as a consideration. 
 
7.   In relation to the former Damside Surface Mine, there is no provision in SPP to take 
account of the brownfield nature of land, or of the existence of an adjacent wind farm.  In 
addition, I note that most of the site would appear to fall within the strategic 2km 
separation distance the plan identifies around settlements – in this case Shotts/Springhill.  
Therefore I do not consider it would be appropriate to identify this site as an area with 
potential for wind farm development in the SDP.  I recognise the aspirations to fully 
restore the site of the former mine, but any wind farm proposal which may form part of 
that would require to be considered on its merits. 
 
8.   I do appreciate that the map at Diagram 6 is difficult to relate to specific locations.  We 
address the quality and nature of the mapping generally in Issue 28, where we conclude 
that the approach taken is appropriate.  The authority says that all the diagrams in the 
plan are indicative.  With regard to Diagram 6, I do not see a strong case for departing 
from this style of mapping, in particular since the detailed spatial frameworks would be set 
out in the subsequent LDPs.  The inclusion of more detailed background mapping, 
designated areas or peatland would not sit well with the general style of the maps in  
the plan.  And designated areas and peatlands are not the only constraints which inform 
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the identification of Group 2 areas, so I see no compelling case for mapping them in 
Diagram 6. 
 
9.   RSPB Scotland has not provided detailed suggestions for any wording which may be 
required in respect of designated nature conservation sites and the need for Habitats 
Regulations Appraisal.  As for the former, SPP says that development plans should set 
out the criteria relevant to wind farm proposals, and that this is likely to include effects on 
natural heritage.  Policy 10 (in accordance with my recommendations) would confirm that 
it is for the subsequent LDPs to set out these considerations.  Each LDP is also likely to 
address potential impacts on designated sites from development proposals more 
generally.  There is therefore no need for Policy 10 to address this issue in detail although 
I see merit in it confirming that impacts on natural heritage will be one of the 
considerations listed in LDPs.  In respect of Habitats Regulations Appraisal, this is a legal 
requirement that would apply to all development (not just wind farm proposals) likely to 
have a significant effect on a Natura site, regardless of any policy in the plan.  There is 
therefore no need to refer to the requirements of the Habitats Regulations in Policy 10. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Add the following sentence to the end of paragraph 7.8: 
 
‘Part Two of Background Report 10 Low and Zero Carbon Generating Technologies 
outlines the methodology used in devising the Onshore Wind Spatial Framework 
illustrated in Diagram 6.’ 
 
2.   Replace the first sentence of paragraph 7.9 with the following two sentences: 
 
‘In order to protect communities and international and nationally important environmental 
designations and resources, the spatial framework identifies all areas outwith the areas 
with potential for wind farm development as areas of significant protection.  Local 
development plans, in confirming the detailed boundaries of these areas, may indicate 
lesser separation distances from settlements to reflect local circumstances.’ 
 
3.   In Policy 10, replace the text under ‘Onshore Wind’ with the following: 
 
‘In order to support onshore wind farms, local development plans should finalise the 
detailed spatial framework for onshore wind for their areas in accordance with SPP, 
confirming which scale of development it relates to and the separation distances around 
settlements.  Local development plans should also set out the considerations which will 
apply to proposals for wind energy development, including landscape capacity and 
impacts on communities and natural heritage.  Proposals should accord with the spatial 
framework set out in Diagram 6 and finalised in local development plans.’ 
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Issue 18 Planning for Zero Waste 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 7 City Region as a Low Carbon  
Place - Landfill 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_03) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Landfill (page 69) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_03) - Following publication of Scottish Planning Policy the 
guidance in Annex B of the Zero Waste Plan was superseded. The reference at 
paragraph 7.12 should be updated to reflect the latest capacity tables in the Zero Waste 
Plan Annex B (RSD22). 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_03) - Paragraph 7.12 should be updated to reflect the latest 
capacity tables in the Zero Waste Plan Annex B to indicate that the ten year rolling landfill 
capacity for the SDP area is 4.7 million tonnes, base date 2013.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_03) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it would reflect the most up to date figures 
from the capacity tables in the Zero Waste Plan Annex B (ASD36). There is however an 
error in the Scottish Government’s representation. The latest 2013 tables have the figure 
of 10.1 million tonnes for the Clydeplan area, or GCVplan as it is named in Annex B, and 
not 4.7 million tonnes which is the figure for the SESplan city region.  
 
If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest to following additions (underlined) 
and deletions (strikethrough) to the final sentence of paragraph 7.12 to read as follows: 
 
“The ten-year rolling landfill capacity requirement for the SDP area is 14 10.1 million 
tonnes (ZWP, 2011 2013, Annex B Regional Capacity Table).” 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
This issue requires a simple modification, as proposed by the authority, to reflect the most 
up to date landfill capacity requirement for the Clydeplan area from Annex B of the Zero 
Waste Plan. 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
In the final sentence of paragraph 7.12, replace ‘14’ with ’10.1’ and replace ‘2011’  
with ‘2013’. 
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Issue 19 Maximising Green Network Benefits 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 8 City Region as a Natural, Resilient 
Place 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Maximising Green Network Benefits through Integrated Green Infrastructure  
(pages 72-75) 
Policy 12 Green Network and Green Infrastructure (page 73) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
The Plan includes no direct reference to protecting carbon rich soils, including peat. 
Whilst the value of protecting these valuable habitats is highlighted in the accompanying 
Background Report 3 on Climate Change Adaption (Figure 5, page 17) (RSD20), it is 
recommended that this matter is considered within the Strategic Development Plan itself. 
 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
Glasgow and Clyde Valley Green Network and woodland planting should seek to 
integrate with the Central Scotland Green Network*, including North Ayrshire, which 
continues to be recognised as a National Development within National Planning 
Framework 3 (RSD02).  
 
(*refer to Issue 20 Forestry and Woodland Schedule 4 for the Clydeplan response to the 
woodland issue raised here) 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Insert reference to the protection of carbon rich soils, including peat. 
 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
Glasgow and Clyde Valley Green Network and woodland planting should seek to 
integrate with the Central Scotland Green Network, including North Ayrshire, which 
continues to be recognised as a National Development within National Planning 
Framework 3. 
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the protection of carbon rich 
soils, including peat, is integral to the processes behind the identification of suitable areas 
for development as considered in the Proposed Plan Strategic Environmental 
Assessment: Updated Environmental Report, Appendix D (paragraphs 93-101) (ASD03) 
and Background Report 3: Climate Change Adaption Figure 5 (page 17) (ASD37). Whilst 
it is accepted that there is no direct reference to protecting carbon rich soils, this is also 
the case for all international and national designations within the city region. Protection for 
these designations is implicit throughout the Plan. However, if the Reporter is so minded, 
Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) and deletions 
(strikethrough) to paragraph 8.2 (page 72):  
 
‘Green infrastructure, such as naturalised sustainable drainage systems, play areas, and 
habitat patches, and carbon rich soils, including peat, can make an important contribution 
to the GCVGN when green infrastructure components are connected to the wider 
GCVGN.’ 
 
North Ayrshire Council (PP32) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the current wording 
adequately reflects the integration of the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Green Network 
as a significant component of the wider Central Scotland Green Network and its 
importance as a National Development within National Planning Framework 3 paragraph 
6.6 (page 64) (ASD21). This is reinforced by the inclusion of the first bullet of Policy 12, 
Green Network and Green Infrastructure (page 73) which states: ‘identify, protect, 
promote and enhance the Green Network, including cross-boundary links with adjoining 
local authorities;’.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Carbon Rich Soils 
 
1.   SEPA requests that carbon rich soils are considered in the plan, although does not 
suggest any specific change.  Scottish Planning Policy says that the planning system 
should seek to protect soils from damage.  Other than in the spatial framework for 
onshore wind (where they have been factored in), I am not aware of any specific aspects 
of the protection for carbon rich soils which require a strategic approach in Glasgow and 
the Clyde Valley.  Albeit I note that the authority has suggested how a reference to these 
could be inserted, this would be unlikely to have a significant effect on the implementation 
of the plan.  I am satisfied that this matter can be adequately dealt with in subsequent 
local development plans and development management as appropriate. 
 
Links to North Ayrshire 
 
2.   As the authority points out, the first bullet of Policy 12 Green Network and Green 
Infrastructure highlights the importance of cross-boundary links with adjoining local 
authorities.  This seems to me to be sufficient to ensure consideration of links with the 
wider Central Scotland Green Network, and I am not persuaded of the need, in a strategic 
plan, to highlight the need for links to North Ayrshire in particular.  North Ayrshire Council 
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also mentions Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park.  Although this is an existing recreational 
resource, it is not listed as one of the Green Network Strategic Delivery Areas in 
Schedule 11.  Therefore I see no particular need for the plan to refer to the park. 
  
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 20 Forestry and Woodland 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 8 City Region as a Natural, Resilient 
Place 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_04) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Forestry and Woodland (pages 76-77) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_04) - Paragraph 8.10, page 76 should make reference to 
biodiversity. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_04) - Paragraph 8.10, page 76 should make reference to 
biodiversity. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_04) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers the promotion of biodiversity to 
be an underlying aim of the Plan in relation to the creation of a natural and resilient place. 
Biodiversity is specifically referenced at numerous locations throughout the Plan including 
at paragraph 5.14 and paragraph 8.3 in relation to the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley 
Green Network, at paragraph 8.15 in relation to the Green Belt, at paragraph 8.24 in 
relation to Managing Flood Risk and Drainage, and in Schedule 15 on page 97. If the 
Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions 
(underlined) to the second sentence of paragraph 8.10 (page 76): 
 
‘They support the rural economy, provide leisure opportunities, improve natural flood 
management, support biodiversity, and contribute to meeting carbon reduction targets.’  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
The modification suggested by the authority would make little difference to the 
implementation of the plan but I am content to recommend its inclusion as giving a wider 
flavour of the benefits of trees and woodland. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
In paragraph 8.10, insert ‘, support biodiversity,’ after ‘flood management’. 
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Issue 21 Promoting Responsible Extraction of Resources 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 8 City Region as a Natural, Resilient 
Place - Promoting Responsible Extraction of 
Resources 

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
The Coal Authority (PP18) 
The Scottish Government (PP57_04) 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_01) 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_03) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Promoting Responsible Extraction of Resources (page 79) 
Policy 15 Natural Resource Planning (page 79) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
The Coal Authority (PP18) 
 
Policy 15, Natural Resource Planning does not accord with Scottish Planning Policy, 
paragraph 240 (page 54) (RSD01). Strategic Development Plans should ensure that 
adequate supplies of construction aggregates can be made available from within the plan 
area to meet the likely development needs of the city region over the plan period. There is 
no requirement for the Strategic Development Plan to set out a framework for energy 
minerals. 
 
In relation to Unconventional Hydrocarbons, Policy 15 Natural Resources Planning  
(page 79) contains no actual content except to say that they should be determined 
against Scottish Planning Policy and Local Development Plans. The Policy is therefore 
completely unnecessary and is arbitrary in drawing out this form of energy mineral activity 
from wider mineral development. 

 
The Scottish Government (PP57_04) 
 
Suggests Policy 15 Natural Resource Planning, is amended to include a statement that 
identifies supplementary guidance will be prepared to identify Clydeplan’s approach to 
sustainable mineral extraction and which would assist in dealing with the constrained 
aggregate supply beyond 2021. Supplementary guidance should be largely based on 
Background Report 13 Minerals (RSD23) and that this would clarify the status of the 
information for decision making. 
 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_01) 
 
Recognises and supports the Proposed Plan’s position in safeguarding mineral resources 
and agrees that mineral resources should not be sterilised by development. 
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RSPB Scotland (PP64_03) 
 
Policy 15 Natural Resource Planning, should mention the need for independent financial 
guarantees for any permission granted and should detail the need to avoid designated 
sites (and areas of better quality peat etc.). 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
The Coal Authority (PP18) 
 
Paragraph 8.18 and Policy 15 Natural Resources Planning: Unconventional Oil and Gas 
Extraction, should remove reference to energy minerals. The Strategic Development Plan 
should not address the issue of energy minerals in any manner, based on advice in 
Scottish Planning Policy. 
 
The Scottish Government (PP57_04) 
 
The Scottish Government suggest Policy 15, Natural Resource Planning (page 77), is 
amended to include a statement that identifies supplementary guidance will be prepared 
to set out Clydeplan’s approach to sustainable mineral extraction and assist in dealing 
with the constrained aggregate supply beyond 2021. The Scottish Government expect the 
supplementary guidance would be largely based on Background Report 13 Minerals and 
that this would clarify the status of the information for decision making.  
 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_01) 
 
No specific modification to the Proposed Plan is sought. 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_03) 
 
Policy 15 Natural Resources Planning (page 77) should mention the need for 
independent financial guarantees for any permission granted and should detail the need 
to avoid designated sites (and areas of better quality peat etc.).  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
The Coal Authority (PP18) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the issue an important 
development planning matter as referenced in paragraph 80 (ASD01) and paragraph 234 
(ASD01) of Scottish Planning Policy. Clydeplan also consider the omission of reference to 
energy minerals inappropriate given that the current moratorium on unconventional oil 
and gas extraction is due to end during the lifetime of the Plan. 
 
The Scottish Government (PP57_04) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that Background Report 13 
(ASD38) referenced in paragraph 8.17 on Aggregates, combined with Policy 15 Natural 
Resource Planning, are sufficient to guide and steer Local Development Plans and 
Development Management decision making. Background Report 13 clearly sets out 
Clydeplan’s approach which is to consider the whole city region as an ‘Area of Search’. 
As such matters of environmental sensitivity, economic viability, and proximity to 

157 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

settlements and communities are matters more appropriately dealt with in Local 
Development Plans or through Development Management rather than supplementary 
guidance.  
 
Hargreaves Surface Mining Limited (PP59_01) 
 
Clydeplan notes the response. 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_03) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification in relation to independent financial 
contributions as it considers this level of detail more appropriately addressed at a Local 
Development Plan level through development contributions policies. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   I take The Coal Authority’s position to be that it is content with the first paragraph of 
Policy 15 but that it opposes both the criteria introduced in the second paragraph and the 
inclusion of policy on unconventional oil and gas in the third paragraph. 
 
2.   The first paragraph accords with paragraph 236 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), 
which says that SDPs should ensure that adequate supplies of construction aggregates 
can be made available.  However, it does not detail how the planning authority is to 
ensure that a 10 year supply of construction aggregates is to be maintained.  Nor does 
SDP Background Report 13 Minerals (which, in any event, will not form part of the 
development plan).  Given the requirement set out in SPP and the expected constraint on 
sand and gravel resources beyond 2021, I am not convinced that the proposed plan deals 
adequately with this matter.  The Scottish Government’s suggestion of supplementary 
guidance would provide the opportunity of doing so.  I recommend that the policy be 
amended accordingly. 
 
3.   Paragraph 237 of SPP says that local development plans (LDP) should set out the 
criteria that individual proposals will need to address.  But I am not persuaded that this 
makes the high level guidance proposed in the second paragraph of Policy 15 
inappropriate.  I do, however, consider that the second sentence of this paragraph would 
be clearer if ‘aligned to’ was replaced by ‘against’. 
 
4.   In relation to unconventional oil and gas, I agree with The Coal Authority that, in 
referring to the requirements of LDPs and SPP, Policy 15 would have little practical effect.   
The authority refers to the current moratorium on unconventional oil and gas extraction 
but that only serves to illustrate the prematurity of the policy in seeking to address this 
matter in advance of the outcome of the Scottish Government’s consideration the case for 
this form of development.  I therefore recommend that the third paragraph of Policy 15 is 
deleted. 
 
5.   In relation to RSPB Scotland’s representations, I am satisfied that, as with other policy 
issues such as onshore wind, policy requirements in relation to designated nature 
conservation sites and carbon rich soil can be addressed in the subsequent LDPs.  There 
is no need to include these in Policy 15.  Equally, the arrangements for ensuring 
adequate resources for site restoration can reasonably be left to LDPs and/or 
development management. 
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6.   There are no unresolved issues arising from the representations of Hargreaves 
Surface Mining Limited. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Replace the first paragraph of Policy 15 with the following: 
 
‘An adequate and steady supply of minerals will be maintained.  This will include a land 
bank for construction aggregates equivalent to at least 10 years extraction - 
supplementary guidance will set out how this is to be achieved.’ 
 
2.   In the second paragraph of Policy 15, replace ‘aligned to’ with ‘against’. 
 
3.   Delete from Paragraph 15 the subheading ‘Unconventional Oil and Gas extraction’ 
and the subsequent paragraph which begins ‘Any proposals for…’. 
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Issue 22 Promoting Sustainable Transport 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 9 City Region as a Connected Place - 
Promoting Sustainable Transport 

Reporter: 
Michael Cunliffe 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (SAPT) (PP08) 
Collective Architecture (PP13) 
Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27) 
Kenneth Macauley (PP15) 
Cumbernauld Commuters Association (PP17) 
Councillor Jim Sharkey (PP20) 
Norrie Innes (PP28) 
Dr Brian Chaplin (PP29) 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
North Ayrshire (PP32) 
John McMaster (PP44) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_13) (PP52_14) (PP52_15) (PP52_16) 
(PP52_17) (PP52_18) 
Scottish Government (PP57_06) 
Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Promoting Sustainable Transport (pages 84-89) 
Policy 17 Promoting Sustainable Transport (page 85) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (SAPT) (PP08) 
 
Responsibility for public transport planning in the Clydeplan area is divided between 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport, bus operators, Transport Scotland, Network 
Rail/ScotRail, and the Local Authorities. This works against delivering the integrated, 
sustainable and inclusive transport favoured by the Scottish Government (and Scottish 
Association for Public Transport). A “Transport for a Greater Glasgow” planning and 
delivery group bringing together the main bus, subway and rail organisations, and council 
planners, must be established if good progress is to be made. Otherwise Glasgow’s 
connectivity and economic competitiveness will be eclipsed by other city regions where 
effective transport planning and delivery organisations have been set up. 
 
Collective Architecture (PP13) 
 
Crossrail is a vital proposed development necessary for the future prosperity of a large 
area of Scotland to the South and West of Glasgow. 
 
Railfuture Scotland (PP14) 
 
Alarmed to see the removal of the Crossrail project from the current Proposed Plan 
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despite it featuring in the Main Issues Report. The Main Issues Report position (page 47) 
(RSD24) was supported by Railfuture Scotland in their response to the Main Issues 
Report consultation (RSD25). Crossrail provides the opportunity to link the north and 
south suburban networks in Scotland's largest city region allowing seamless travel from 
east central Scotland and beyond to Renfrewshire and Ayrshire and to Glasgow Airport (if 
the latter link is built to heavy rail standards). Crossrail would also support the further 
regeneration of the very heart of old Glasgow. Crossrail and a heavy rail link to Glasgow 
Airport are essential elements of increasing the connectivity of Scotland's economy. They 
should both be pursued with vigour by the Clydeplan authorities. The respondent 
references a letter to The Herald in support of their position (RSD26).  
 
Railfuture Scotland (PP27) 
 
Railfuture Scotland were pleased to give support to Clydeplan's January 2015 Main 
Issues Report (page 47) (RSD24) and now are disappointed and very disturbed that all 
such supportive references to Crossrail have now been totally removed and are 
conspicuously missing from the following relevant sections of the Proposed Plan. The 
removal of all references to Crossrail may have been at the behest of Transport Scotland 
on the basis that this project does not form a part of their current transport plans, and 
therefore should never be referenced, or even mentioned, as a legitimate and worthwhile 
aspiration of Clydeplan. As Clydeplan is not an agency of, or subservient to, the viewpoint 
of Transport Scotland it is entitled to be 'master of its own agenda' shaping/influencing 
development strategy over the next 20 years within the context of a 'clear vision and 
spatial strategy' document and as such in this specific instance be fully prepared to 
acknowledge the value and benefit of Crossrail. 
 
Kenneth Macauley (PP15) - The new Plan completely ignores a Glasgow Airport rail link 
and Glasgow Crossrail. 
 
Cumbernauld Commuters Association (PP17) 
 
Glasgow Crossrail scheme has been omitted from the Proposed Plan. The west of 
Scotland, Glasgow and the entire country has, for far too long, awaited the enhancement 
that such a facility would provide, especially in conjunction with a Glasgow Airport Rail 
Link. 
 
Councillor Jim Sharkey (PP20) - Reinsert Crossrail. 
 
Norrie Innes (PP28) - Support for the Crossrail Project (RSD27). 
 
Dr Brian Chaplin (PP29) 
 
The Crossrail supports firstly regeneration and secondly, connectivity. Wider use of 
Crossrail at national and local level seems like a no-brainer and would ask that 
electrification of this very short route followed by a promotion case for reopening should 
be considered. 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Elected representatives assume that Local Transport Strategies and recommendations 
will be integrated into Clydeplan. Confirmation is required that this has been achieved or 
substantively included if not specifically stated. Items in the South Lanarkshire Council 
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Local Transport Strategy which are expected to be included, or taken into account, in 
Clydeplan (RSD06): 
• re-instating a local train service on the West Coast Main Line (Glasgow - Motherwell - 

Carlisle) with re-opening specifically in South Lanarkshire of Symington Station. 
There may be other potential locations on the line. Note that the Scottish East Coast 
Main Line now commitment to local train service re-instatement and certain station re-
openings. The social and economic inclusion of Clydesdale must not be 
disadvantaged by a lack of sustainable transport links; 

• long term re-opening of Law station and protection against adverse development. 
Reopening of this station in connection with the proposed WCML local service re-
instatement or, alternatively, the current Lanark Line service; 

• bypassing Cleghorn Level Crossing which has adverse economic costs on both road 
and rail traffic; 

• long term extension of the very successfully re-opened Larkhall Line; 
• as a strategic centre Lanark receives little attention. Indeed the whole of Clydesdale 

receives little attention. Lanark needs good transport links and all measures should 
be taken towards a direct train service from Lanark to Edinburgh. The details to be 
decided by strategic appraisal guidance. 
 

Crossrail would have a positive impact on Clydesdale train service connectivity with an 
interchange station at Glasgow Cross. The concern is that this longstanding proposal has 
just disappeared from this planning document without any substantiation. It is essential 
that this enhancement remains in strategic planning. 
 
North Ayrshire (PP32) 
 
Clydeplan makes no direct reference to improving road connectivity between North 
Ayrshire and the city region even though both areas have an economic relationship. North 
Ayrshire Council has held a long desire to see improvements to A737 (T) and A78 (T), 
and these routes have potential to facilitate business development by providing cross-
boundary linkages to strategic business locations across North Ayrshire and within the 
city region. 
 
Clydeplan does not specifically identify the important role Ayrshire plays in external 
connectivity to economic markets for Scotland and the West of Scotland which is 
recognised within NPF3 through the designation of Hunterston as a key port and Glasgow 
Prestwick Airport's identification as a National Development - Strategic Airport 
Enhancements. 
 
John McMaster (PP44) 
 
Restore the Crossrail/City Union Line proposals for the following three reasons. Firstly, 
environmental, cuts public transport times to compete with car use and so promote modal 
shift; secondly economic, reduced journey times bring jobs and jobseekers closer 
together and thirdly social, restores Glasgow Cross as hub, linking revived eastern City 
Centre "Merchant City" with East End "Barras/Calton" to regenerate the latter. The 
respondent provided three documents in support of their position (RSD28), (RSD29) and 
(RSD30). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_13) 
 
Paragraph 9.1 sustainable access to leisure facilities and locations should be reflected. 
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Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_14) 
 
Paragraphs 9.5 and 9.6 - emphasis should be placed upon active travel and public 
transport to reflect the travel mode hierarchy and place making principle set out in the 
Proposed Plan. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_15) (PP52_16) 
 
Paragraph 9.9 - greater emphasis required on the future investment in bus infrastructure. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_17) 
 
Paragraph 9.13 and Policy 17, Promoting Sustainable Transport - amend to reflect 
statutory roles and effective partnership approaches to transport and land use planning. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_18) 
 
Schedule 13 - refer to ongoing modernisation of the Glasgow Subway. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_06) 
 
Paragraph 9.10 identifies ways to support a change in the way people and goods move. 
Scotland’s National Planning Framework 3, paragraph 5.13 (page 54) (RSD02) seeks the 
use of alternative fuel sources for trains and vehicles.  
 
Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Unfortunately the strong support for Crossrail and its associated/supporting infrastructure 
measures ‐ including the High Street curve and the Strathbungo Link ‐ shown in the 2015 
Main Issues Report (page 47) has been dropped in the Proposed Plan. 
 
Given the very substantial and very widely accepted benefits that the 'full' Crossrail 
scheme would have ‐ especially in accessibility, connectivity and regeneration contexts, 
at local, regional and national levels, I strongly urge that the Plan reinstates and 
re‐emphasises for the 'full' Glasgow Crossrail project. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (SAPT) (PP08) 
 
Paragraph 9.3 should reference Network Rail’s Scotland Route list of interventions which 
covers potential rail development schemes to 2043. 
 
Paragraph 9.9 should include future improvements to the rail network as foreseen in the 
finalised Network Rail/Transport Scotland route strategy. 
Paragraph 9.10 rail’s rapidly increasing significance in the Clydeplan area needs to be 
recognised rather than understated: 
 
• third bullet point in section 9.10 should be “a focus on regional rail and bus hubs, 

bus/rail interchanges and strategic corridor improvements, including expansion of 
park and ride” 

• Section 9.13 should include the ScotRail/Network Rail alliance as important partners 
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in a strategic review of transport, given the size and significance of the rail network 
around Glasgow. 

 
Policy 17, Promoting Sustainable Transport should be amended to incorporate 
ScotRail/Network Rail in promoting sustainable transport 
 
Recommend the use of the term “Metro” (or “Clyde Metro”) which implies high frequency 
rail services (every 15 minutes or better) using high capacity rolling stock designed for 
urban journeys, but does not necessarily imply incompatibility with “heavy rail” services. 
Metro rail vehicles normally have high acceleration and braking rates, wide doors for fast 
boarding and alighting, and do not require toilets, maximising the passenger capacity. 
 
Recommended alterations to Schedule 13 are: 
 
• Radial Corridor 7: East Kilbride convert Heavy rail to Metro rail service 
• Radial Corridor 8: Shawlands/Newton Mearns convert Heavy rail to Metro rail service 
• Radial Corridor 9: Pollok/Barrhead Metro rail service should be included on this route 
• Radial Corridor 11: Glasgow Airport Metro rail should be explicitly shown, given the 

“City Deal” commitment and the need to reduce M8 reliance 
• City Centre: Heavy rail conversion to Metro rail service (South Electrics) 

 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Items in the South Lanarkshire Council Local Transport Strategy which are expected to 
be included, or taken into account, in Clydeplan: 
 
• re-instating a local train service on the West Coast Main Line (Glasgow - Motherwell - 

Carlisle) with re-opening specifically in South Lanarkshire of Symington Station. 
There may be other potential locations on the line. Note that the Scottish East Coast 
Main Line now has a commitment to local train service re-instatement and certain 
station re-openings. The social and economic inclusion of Clydesdale must not be 
disadvantaged by a lack of sustainable transport links; 

• long term re-opening of Law station and protection against adverse development. 
Reopening of this station in connection with the proposed WCML local service re-
instatement or, alternatively, the current Lanark Line service; 

• bypassing Cleghorn Level Crossing which has adverse economic costs on both road 
and rail traffic; 

• long term extension of the very successfully re-opened Larkhall Line; 
• as a strategic centre Lanark receives little attention. Indeed the whole of Clydesdale 

receives little attention. Lanark needs good transport links and all measures should 
be taken towards a direct train service from Lanark to Edinburgh. The details to be 
decided by strategic appraisal guidance. 

 
North Ayrshire (PP32) 
 
Request that the Clydeplan identifies the need for improved road connectivity between 
North Ayrshire and the city region, specifically to the A78 (T) and the A737 (T) 
Lochwinnoch-Kilbarchan corridor, which would support the Scottish Government's plans 
for the A737 (T) in North Ayrshire, including the Dalry By-pass and realignments at the 
Den, Dalry and the Beith bypass. 
 
Clydeplan should recognise the national gateway role of Hunterston and Glasgow 
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Prestwick Airport to the city region and Scotland. 
 
Collective Architecture (PP13), Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27), Kenneth Macauley 
(PP15), Cumbernauld Commuters Association (PP17), Councillor Jim Sharkey (PP20), 
Norrie Innes (PP28), Dr Brian Chaplin (PP29), Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02), John 
McMaster (PP44), Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Inclusion of the Glasgow Crossrail proposal. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_13) 
 
Paragraph 9.1 remove ‘and’ before ‘healthcare’ and add ‘and leisure’ after ‘healthcare’. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_14) 
 
Paragraphs 9.5 and 9.6 should be switched around. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_15) (PP52_16) 
 
Paragraph 9.9 - replace ‘improvements to the bus network and services’ with 
‘improvements to bus networks, services and infrastructure.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_17) 
 
Paragraph 9.13 - insert ‘Subject to approval by the respective partners’ before ‘This 
study’.  
 
Policy 17, Promoting Sustainable Transport - amend to read ‘Building on current and 
previous studies, plans and strategies, Clydeplan, Transport Scotland and SPT will seek 
to prioritise work to identify future land-use and transport integration solutions across the 
city region, and seek to identify future actions and interventions in support of the Vision 
and Spatial Development Strategy.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_18) 
 
Schedule 13 - Glasgow Subway Public Transport Change: Potential Options column add 
‘continue’ before ‘Modernise Subway’. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_06) 
 
Support for the provision of a network of electric vehicle charging points could be added 
into the bullets at paragraph 9.10.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (SAPT) (PP08) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification at Paragraph 9.3 as it considers reference to 
the Network Rail’s Scotland Route Study would be premature as the consultation process 
only ended in March 2016 and no decision on any outcomes has been made. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification at paragraph 9.9 as it considers reference to 

165 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

any future improvements included in any finalised Network Rail/Transport Scotland route 
strategy would be premature at this stage 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 9.10 as it more appropriately 
reflects the role of rail in supporting the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy. If the 
Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions 
(underlined) and deletions (strikethrough) to bullet point 3 of paragraph 9.10 (page 84): 
 
‘a focus on regional rail and bus hubs, and interchanges, and strategic corridor 
improvements, including expansion of park and ride;’ 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification at paragraph 9.13 and Policy 17, Promoting 
Sustainable Transport as it gives a commitment in paragraph 9.13 to work with other 
stakeholders as part of the strategic review of transport. 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification at it considers the term “Metro” (or “Clyde 
Metro) has no formal status.  
  
Collective Architecture (PP13), Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27), Kenneth Macauley 
(PP15), Cumbernauld Commuters Association (PP17), Councillor Jim Sharkey (PP20), 
Norrie Innes (PP28), Dr Brian Chaplin (PP29), Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02), John 
McMaster (PP44), Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers at this moment in time in terms 
of Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 277) (ASD01) the Scottish Government, Transport 
Scotland and Network Rail have no plans to approve or fund the delivery of a Glasgow 
Crossrail project therefore it is not appropriate for such a project to be included in the 
Plan.  
 
The Main Issues Report January 2015 (page 47) (ASD35) makes no specific mention of 
‘Glasgow Crossrail’ simply referring to ‘cross city connections’. Clydeplan however, 
recognises in Schedule 13 under ‘Glasgow City Centre’ the potential for cross city links. 
Paragraph 9.13 and Policy 17, Promoting Sustainable Transport set out Clydeplan’s 
commitment to work with Transport Scotland, Strathclyde Partnership for Transport and 
other stakeholders to undertake a strategic review which will seek to identify future 
actions and interventions in support of the Strategic Development Plan’s Vision and 
Spatial Development Strategy. It is envisaged that the strategic review will include 
consideration of the issue of cross city links. 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that these are matters of detail 
more appropriately considered under the terms of the Local Transport Strategy and Local 
Development Plan and the related operational and development plans of Network Rail 
and the rail franchise operator.  
 
North Ayrshire (PP32) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it is not appropriate for Clydeplan in its 
Plan to be allocating strategic significance to specific development proposals and 
infrastructure within Ayrshire. That is the responsibility of the respective Ayrshire Councils 
and the Scottish Government, through its National Planning Framework and National 
Transport Strategy. 
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Clydeplan would accept the modification to paragraph 9.9 as it acknowledges the need to 
recognise opportunities for improved connectivity to the city region. If the Reporter is so 
minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to 
paragraph 9.9 (page 84): 
 
‘Focusing on the future, work continues regarding such initiatives as High Speed Rail 
connectivity, low carbon vehicles, the City Centre Transport Strategy, improved  
integration between modes, roll-out of smartcard to other modes, further Fastlink 
corridors and improvements to the bus network and services, and trunk road 
improvements which improve connectivity with the city region.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_13) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it recognises the importance of the need to 
also improve accessibility to leisure facilities. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan 
would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) and deletions (strikethrough) 
to paragraph 9.1 (page 84): 
 
‘The ability to move people and goods effectively and efficiently is vital to growing and 
sustaining the city region’s economy, improving access to employment, education, and 
healthcare and leisure facilities, improving social inclusion and reducing harmful 
emissions.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_14) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification to switch the order of paragraphs 9.5 and 9.6 
(page 84) as it considers this more appropriately reflects the travel mode hierarchy and 
the priority placed in the Plan upon active travel and public transport. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_15) (PP52_16) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 9.9 as it recognises the important 
role infrastructure plays along networks and services in terms of improving the bus offer 
across the city region. If the Reporter is so minded Clydeplan would suggest the following 
wording additions (underlined) and deletions (strikethrough) to paragraph 9.9 (page 84): 
 
‘Focusing on the future, work continues regarding such initiatives as High Speed Rail 
connectivity, low carbon vehicles, the City Centre Transport Strategy, improved  
integration between modes, roll-out of smartcard to other modes, further Fastlink 
corridors and improvements to the bus networks, and services and infrastructure.’  
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_17) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 9.13 as it reflects and protects the 
statutory roles of the various partner organisations. If the Reporter is so minded 
Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to the last sentence 
of paragraph 9.13 (page 85): 
 
‘Subject to approval by the respective partners, this study will seek to identify agreed 
future actions and interventions in support of the Vision and Spatial Development 
Strategy and will also factor into SPT’s review of their Regional Transport Strategy.’  
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Clydeplan does not accept the modification at Policy 17, Promoting Sustainable Transport 
as the wording of the policy adequately acknowledges the partnership working required 
between Clydeplan, Transport Scotland and SPT identifying future land-use and transport 
integration solutions and future actions across the city region in support of the Vision and 
Spatial Development Strategy. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_18) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at Schedule 13 as it more appropriately reflects 
the ongoing investment in subway modernisation. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan 
would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to Schedule 13 (page 87), the 
last entry, Glasgow Subway, column 4, Public Transport Change: Potential Options:  
  
‘Continue to modernise Subway; improved integration with all modes’. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_06) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 9.10 as it supports the Plan’s 
aspirations in relation to delivering a low carbon economy for the city region. If the 
Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest an additional bullet point (underlined) is 
added to the end of paragraph 9.10 (page 84):  
 
• ‘support for the provision of a network of electric vehicle charging points.’ 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
SAPT 
 
1.   As regards the modifications sought by the Scottish Association for Public Transport 
(SAPT) (PP08), I agree with the authority that since the Network Rail/ Transport Scotland 
route strategy has not yet been finalised, it would be premature to add a reference to this 
in paragraphs 9.3 and 9.9 of the proposed plan. 
 
2.   I agree with the authority that paragraph 9.10 would be improved by the modification 
suggested by the SAPT, which recognises the important contribution of rail travel, and I 
recommend the changes to the text proposed by the authority. 
 
3.   I agree with the authority that the SAPT’s proposed modifications at paragraph 9.13 
and Policy 17 are not necessary, given the existing commitment in paragraph 9.13 to 
work with other stakeholders as part of the strategic review of transport.  There will be a 
number of such stakeholders, and I do not consider that singling out rail operators is 
justified. 
 
4.   As regards the SAPT’s proposed modifications to Schedule 13 to introduce the term 
‘Metro’ (or ‘Clyde Metro’), the modes listed in the right-hand column of the table are 
described in Policy 17 as ‘potential broad level strategic options’, and do not necessarily 
exclude alternatives.  Further work is necessary to confirm the most appropriate solution 
for each transport corridor.  The relevant entries should therefore remain as drafted. 
 
5.   The SAPT also made representations in relation to Issue 15 – Climate Change, 
suggesting an additional policy in Chapter 7 covering “the need to establish low emission 
zones, extend rail electrification, and encourage greater use of low emission public 
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transport to reduce carbon emissions and urban air pollution”. 
 
6.   In response to a request for further information (FIR02), the authority has stated that it 
is supportive of reducing carbon emissions (paragraph 1.9) and promoting sustainable 
transport (paragraphs 9.1 - 9.13 and Policy 17, Promoting Sustainable Transport).  It 
therefore considers that no additional policy is necessary in respect of these issues.  It 
also considers that the establishment of low emission zones is a matter more appropriate 
for individual local authorities, given the localised nature of such zones and the councils’ 
existing legislative duties. 
 
7.   In relation to reducing carbon emissions and urban air pollution from transport 
sources, the authority supports modifications to the first two bullet points of  
paragraph 9.10 (proposed changes underlined): 

 
• maximising the use of existing transport infrastructure recognising the important role 

of bus services as the principal public transport mode across the city region in order 
to reduce carbon emissions and urban air pollution; 

• improving the level and quality of public transport provision particularly in terms of 
frequency and reliability, including supporting proposals to extend rail electrification. 

 
With regard to the SAPT’s point about encouraging greater use of low emission public 
transport, paragraph 9.9 acknowledges ongoing work in relation to low carbon vehicles 
and the authority considers that no additional change to the proposed plan is necessary. 
 
8.   I agree with the authority’s conclusions noted in paragraphs 6 and 7 above, and 
recommend the proposed modifications to paragraph 9.10. 
 
Glasgow Crossrail 
 
9.   In Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), paragraph 277 states that agreement should be 
reached with Transport Scotland and Network Rail before rail proposals are included in a 
development plan.  No such agreement exists in relation to the Crossrail proposal.  The 
Main Issues Report raised the matter of cross city connections and the possibility of 
linking the suburban rail networks north and south of the River Clyde, including the 
reopening of the Glasgow City Union Line over the River Clyde to passenger trains with 
two new spurs, a High Street curve and a Strathbungo Link. 
 
10.   In its response to the Main Issues Report, the Scottish Government noted the need 
for further information on the appraisal process being considered or undertaken to take 
this forward.  It also noted that a Glasgow Crossrail was previously rejected because of 
its limited benefits and potential high costs.  An appropriate appraisal and business case 
should therefore be developed.  Such proposals can remain aspirational when studies are 
progressing, and this should be clearly identified within the main body of the plan, any 
maps/diagrams and within the Action Programme.  However, given the history and 
conclusions of the previous studies the Scottish Government suggested that 
consideration should be given to how likely schemes are to progress and therefore how 
much weight should be given to them in the plan. 
 
11.   I am not aware of any current studies being carried out to produce an appraisal and 
business case, and therefore consider that it would not be realistic to include a reference 
in the plan to an aspirational proposal for Crossrail. 
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Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
12.   I agree with the authority that that the suggested modifications are matters of detail 
more appropriately considered under the terms of the Local Transport Strategy and Local 
Development Plan and the related operational and development plans of Network Rail 
and the rail franchise operator. 
 
North Ayrshire (PP32) 
 
13.   The representation seeks a commitment to improved road connectivity between 
North Ayrshire and the city region, specifically to the A78 (T) and the A737 (T) 
Lochwinnoch-Kilbarchan corridor.  Part 9 of the proposed plan is concerned primarily with 
promoting sustainable transport, and references to road improvements are confined to 
the motorway network (paragraph 9.4) and access to Glasgow Airport via the M8 
(paragraph 9.23 and Policy 19).  I do not consider that it would be appropriate to add to 
the plan commitments to road improvements which, while partly located within the SDP 
area, would primarily benefit areas located outside it.  That is a matter for the councils 
concerned to pursue with Transport Scotland. 
 
14.   While the authority has suggested adding at the end of paragraph 9.9 a reference (in 
general terms) to trunk road improvements which improve connectivity with the city 
region, that would not in my view sit comfortably under the heading ‘Promoting 
Sustainable Transport’ or alongside the aim of modal shift from private to public transport.  
I do not therefore support such a modification. 
 
15.   The representation also seeks recognition of the identification within NPF3 of 
Hunterston as a key port and Glasgow Prestwick Airport as a National Development.  
While I accept the national significance of these facilities, I do not consider that any 
modification of the proposed plan is required. 
 
Miscellaneous 
 
16.   SEPA (PP23) suggests adding a specific reference to air quality in paragraph 9.1.  
While that paragraph already refers to reducing harmful emissions, which affect air 
quality, the latter is somewhat wider in scope and I agree with SEPA that a reference 
should be added.  I also agree that the annotation of peripheral corridors in Diagram 9 
should be brought into line with that in Schedule 13. 
 
17.   Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) seeks a number of drafting 
amendments.  I agree with SPT about the importance of accessibility to leisure facilities 
(PP52_13), and recommend the modification to paragraph 9.1 proposed by the authority. 
 
18.   I agree with SPT (PP52_14) that reversing the order of paragraphs 9.5 and 9.6 
would more accurately reflect the hierarchy of transport modes, and recommend that this 
modification be made.  
 
19.   I agree with SPT about the importance of infrastructure in improving bus services 
(PP52_15 and PP52_16), and recommend the modification to paragraph 9.9 proposed by 
the authority. 
 
20.   I agree with SPT (PP52_17) that it would be appropriate to recognise the  
statutory roles of the various partner organisations, and recommend the modification to  
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paragraph 9.13 proposed by the authority. 
 
21.   The representation also proposes a rewording of the second paragraph of Policy 17, 
to bring forward the reference to Transport Scotland and SPT.  The authority, however, 
considers that the wording of the policy already adequately acknowledges the partnership 
working required between Clydeplan and these other bodies.  In my view, the 
requirement for partnership working is already clear enough and I agree with the authority 
that the proposed modification is not necessary. 
 
22.   Investment in subway modernisation (PP52_18) is already under way, and I agree 
with SPT and the authority that the relevant entry in Schedule 13 should be modified to 
‘continue to modernise’. 
 
23.   I agree with the Scottish Government (PP57_06) that support for the provision of a 
network of electric vehicle charging points would assist in delivering a low carbon 
economy for the city region, and I recommend the authority’s proposed modification to 
paragraph 9.10. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In paragraph 9.1, in the fourth line delete ‘education and healthcare facilities’, and 
insert ‘education, healthcare and leisure facilities’; and in the last line after ‘social 
inclusion’ insert ‘and air quality,’. 
 
2.   Reverse the order of paragraphs 9.5 and 9.6. 
 
3.   In paragraph 9.9, in the fifth and sixth lines delete ‘improvements to the bus network 
and services’, and insert ‘improvements to bus networks, services and infrastructure’. 
 
4.   In paragraph 9.10, first bullet point, at the end after ‘city region’ insert ‘in order to 
reduce carbon emissions and urban air pollution’. 
 
5.   In paragraph 9.10, second bullet point, at the end after ‘reliability’ insert ‘, including 
supporting proposals to extend rail electrification’. 
 
6.   In paragraph 9.10, reword the third bullet point as follows: 
 
• ‘a focus on regional rail and bus hubs and interchanges, and on strategic corridor 

improvements, including expansion of park and ride;’ 
 

7.   In paragraph 9.10, insert the following additional bullet point: 
 
• ‘support for the provision of a network of electric vehicle charging points.’ 

 
8.   In paragraph 9.13, reword the final sentence to read as follows: 
 
‘Subject to approval by the respective partners, this study will seek to identify agreed 
future actions and interventions in support of the Vision and Spatial Development 
Strategy and will also factor into SPT’s review of their Regional Transport Strategy.’  
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9.   In Schedule 13, in the entry for ‘Glasgow Subway’, amend the fourth column to read 
as follows: 
 
‘Continue to modernise Subway; improved integration with all modes’. 
 
10.   In Diagram 9, in the annotation of Non-radial Corridors, transpose ‘A’ and ‘C’. 
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Issue 23 Active Travel - Walking and Cycling 

Development plan 
reference: Section 9 City Region as a Connected Place  Reporter: 

Michael Cunliffe 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Jimmy Keenan (PP01) 
SEPA (PP23) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_19) (PP52_20) (PP52_21) 
Scottish Government (PP57_08) 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Section 9 Active Travel - Walking and Cycling (page 89) 
Policy 18 Strategic Walking and Cycling Network (page 89) 
Diagram 10 Indicative Strategic Walking and Cycling Network (page 90) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Jimmy Keenan (PP01) 
 
There is an opportunity for the NCR 74 cycling route to connect from Newton to 
Uddingston, completing a vital cycle connection. 
 
There is an opportunity to continue the cycle route from Hamilton to Bothwell Bridge 
along the A74 all the way to the Velodrome at Parkhead. 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
It may be beneficial to link the reference to air quality contained in paragraph 22, 
Background Report 14 Active Travel - Strategic Walking and Cycling Network (RSD31), 
to Section 9 Active Travel - Walking and Cycling (paragraphs 9.14-9.16, page 89). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_19) - Add ‘and the location of development’ 
after high quality development in paragraph 9.14 (page 89). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_20) - Water based travel is not a form of 
active travel (paragraph 9.15, page 89). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_21) 
 
Differentiation is required between active travel routes and facilities and recreational 
routes as these are not always mutually exclusive. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_08) 
 
Paragraph 9.16 (page 89) refers to Diagram 10, which identifies the Glasgow and Clyde 
Valley Green Network. The Central Scotland Green Network is a National Development in 
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National Planning Framework 3 (RSD02) and there is an opportunity here to identify that 
this National Development provides a link to achieving the objective of active travel.  
 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Useful to define what is meant by the term ‘Strategic Route’ as this can have different 
meanings across different scales and it would be perhaps more useful to define some 
routes as ‘Long Distance’ rather than strategic. 
 
Useful to define what is meant by the headings on Diagram 10, most specifically the 
difference between Aspirational and Planned routes.  
 
A scale would improve Diagram 10. 
 
There is a need for more focus on enabling active travel, for all ages and abilities, in 
existing urban settings. In order to affect the most change, shorter commuter journeys 
need to be considered at a strategic level and the SDP should be setting an agenda 
which encourages the adaptation of streets and junctions to become more user friendly 
for pedestrians and cyclists. The way people move around urban areas should be 
examined and interfaces given greater consideration. To this end, a distinction between 
leisure walking and cycling and active travel should be made and displayed on separate 
maps. In addition, Sustrans would like to see Cycling Scotland’s Cycling Potential Tool 
used to identify areas with the greatest potential for enabling cycling, and prioritise 
accordingly. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Jimmy Keenan (PP01) 
 
Add NCR 74 from Newton to Uddingston and Hamilton to Bothwell Bridge along A74 to 
Velodrome at Parkhead to Diagram 10 (page 90). 
  
SEPA (PP23) - Insert reference to air quality in Section 9 Active Travel - Walking and 
Cycling (paragraph 9.14, page 89).  
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_19) - Add ‘and the location of development’ 
after high quality development in paragraph 9.14. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_20) - Remove reference to water based 
transport from paragraph 9.15 (page 89). 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_21) - Paragraphs 9.14-9.16 (page 89) and 
Diagram 10 definition required for planned and aspirational routes. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_08) - Paragraph 9.16 and bullet point 3 of Policy 18, 
Strategic Walking and Cycling Network should refer to the link with the Central Scotland 
Green Network National Development as identified in National Planning Framework 3.  
 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Define what is meant by the term ‘Strategic Route’. 
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Define what is meant by the headings on Diagram 10 Indicative Strategic Walking and 
Cycling Network (page 90) most specifically the difference between Aspirational and 
Planned routes.  
 
Add a scale to Diagram 10 Indicative Strategic Walking and Cycling Network (page 90). 
 
A distinction between leisure walking and cycling and active travel should be made and 
displayed on separate maps. In addition, Cycling Scotland’s ‘Cycling Potential Tool’ 
should be used to identify areas with the greatest potential for enabling cycling, and 
prioritised accordingly. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Jimmy Keenan (PP01) 
 
Clydeplan would not accept the modification as it considers this level of specificity is not 
appropriate for a Strategic Development Plan and are more appropriately dealt with at the 
Local Development Plan level. Paragraph 9.16 states Diagram 10 is an indicative 
network, as is the case with all the spatial diagrams contained within the Plan. Its aim is 
to provide a broad overview of existing and planned strategic routes across the city 
region.  
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification at paragraph 9.14, page 89, as it would add 
clarity to the aims of the strategic approach to active travel, including walking and cycling. 
Reference to air pollution is specified in Background Report 14 Active Travel - Strategic 
Walking and Cycling Network, paragraph 22 (ASD39), however, Clydeplan recognises 
that this is not cross referenced within the Proposed Plan.  
If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions 
(underlined) and deletions (strikethrough) to the second sentence in paragraph 9.14 
(page 89):  
 
‘Linking the city region’s open spaces will help reduce carbon emissions and improve air 
quality, and deliver improved health and well-being benefits, and make walking and 
cycling a much more attractive and practical everyday option.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_19) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it supports the Plan’s aspirations for the 
creation of successful and sustainable places in support of its Vision and Spatial 
Development Strategy . If the Reporter is so minded Clydeplan would suggest the 
addition of the following wording (underlined) to the first sentence in paragraph 9.14 
(page 89):  
 
• ‘High quality places and the location of development should provide safe and 

convenient opportunities for walking and cycling.’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_20) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers that reference to water-based 
travel in this context supports the Vision and Spatial Development Strategy and non-road 
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based travel is important. If the Reporter was so minded Clydeplan would suggest an 
additional bullet point (underlined) is added to paragraph 9.10 (page 84) which states: 
 
• ’support for water-based travel.’  
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_21) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers the provision of a definition for 
planned and aspirational routes would add clarity to the Plan. If the Reporter is so minded 
Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to Diagram 10 
Indicative Strategic Walking and Cycling Network (page 88):  
 
• add asterisk to “Planned*” and “Aspirational*” in the legend of Diagram 10;  
• add footnote text to Diagram 10  

‘* Planned: routes which have secured funding or official support. Delivery of these 
routes is relatively certain although not guaranteed. 
* Aspirational: routes which do have funding or official support but are subject to 
discussion within relevant local authorities. There is no certainty in relation to delivery 
of these routes.’ 

 
Scottish Government (PP57_08) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it provides clarity to the link between two 
National Developments as identified in National Planning Framework 3, paragraph 6.6 
(pages 64-65) (ASD21). If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the 
following wording deletions (strikethrough) and additions (underlined) to the first sentence 
of paragraph 9.16 (page 89):  
 
• ‘In support of active travel a National Long Distance Cycling and Walking Network 

and Central Scotland Green Networks the development of a strategic walking and 
cycling network will be important.’  
and  

• bullet point 3 of Policy 18 (page 89) 
‘development proposals to maintain and enhance the strategic walking and cycling 
network including where applicable the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal projects 
and the Central Scotland Green Network National Development.’  

 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the concept of strategic 
routes is adequately explained in Background Report 14 Active Travel - Strategic Walking 
and Cycling Network, paragraphs 1-6 and 10-13 (ASD39). This report explains that 
Clydeplan has an irregular network of strategic routes for cycling and walking, comprising 
some of Scotland's Great Trails, parts of the National Cycle Network and the canals 
network, and other key regional routes.  
 
The Scottish Government’s National Walking and Cycling Network is a national 
development in Scotland’s National Planning Framework 3 (paragraph 6.6, pages 64-65) 
(ASD21). The aim of this designation is to identify and establish a strategic network of 
well-maintained long-distance paths and trails through Scotland that will enhance visitor 
and recreation experiences for all users, as well as supporting active travel and improving 
health and well-being. Policy 18 Strategic Walking and Cycling Network and Diagram 10 
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Indicative Strategic Walking and Cycling Network seek to build up the existing networks 
of paths and trails through the identification of key gaps and connecting routes requiring 
upgrading. In the interest of proportionality within the Proposed Plan, Clydeplan 
considered the definition and description of the strategic network and routes is best 
placed in the Background Report. 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers Diagram 10 is intended to be 
indicative only. Further definition of strategic routes requires ongoing collaboration 
between Scottish Natural Heritage, Clydeplan and its constituent local authorities. Further 
distinction between leisure walking and cycling and active travel is considered precipitous 
at this stage in the collaborative working process. Diagram 10 and Background Report 14 
are the first stage in this process and in due course the collaborative group will give full 
consideration to the use of Cycling Scotland’s ‘Cycling Potential Tool’. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Jimmy Keenan (PP01) 
 
1.   I agree with the authority that Diagram 10 is intended only to be indicative.  It does not 
purport to be a comprehensive picture of all strategic walking and cycling routes, and it is 
not at a scale or level of detail that would enable individual routes to be identified on the 
ground.  No harm is done to the status of NCR 74 by its omission from the diagram, and I 
conclude that no modification is necessary. 
 
SEPA (PP23) 
 
2.   I agree with SEPA and the authority that improved air quality is an important benefit of 
modal shift from motor vehicles to walking and cycling.  I recommend that the 
modification proposed by the authority be made, with the change of the final word to 
‘options’, since walking and cycling are usually separate choices rather than a single 
combined option. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) 
 
3.   I agree with SPT (PP52_19) that the choice of location of development is an important 
factor in helping to encourage walking and cycling, and I recommend the modification 
proposed by the authority. 
 
4.   Water-based transport (PP52_20) could be a form of active travel in the very limited 
circumstances where rowing or canoeing are realistic options.  However, I accept that this 
is not what the authority principally had in mind, and that the reference to water-based 
travel would be better located in paragraph 9.10.  I therefore recommend the modification 
proposed by the authority. 
 
5.   Diagram 10 is intended only to be indicative, and I do not consider that providing 
definitions of the terms ‘planned’ and ‘aspirational’ (PP52_21) would add value to the 
proposed plan or improve its understanding.  Besides, the status of particular routes is 
likely to change during the lifetime of the plan.  I therefore do not recommend any 
modification to the diagram or its legend. 
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Scottish Government (PP57_08) 
 
6.   I agree with the representation, which is accepted by the authority, that the Central 
Scotland Green Network supports active travel and that references to it should be 
included in paragraph 9.16 and Policy 18.  I therefore recommend the modification 
proposed by the authority. 
 
Sustrans (PP60) 
 
7.   While I take the authority’s point that Background Report 14 explains what is meant 
by a ‘strategic route’, the report does not form part of the plan.  I consider that the plan 
should be self-contained, and that ‘strategic network’ should be defined within it.  I 
therefore recommend the addition of such a definition to paragraph 9.16. 
 
8.  As regards the other modifications suggested by Sustrans, I have explained in 
paragraph 5 above why I do not consider it necessary to provide definitions of the terms 
‘planned’ and ‘aspirational’.  Given the indicative nature of Diagram 10, I do not consider 
that the addition of a scale would add value.  Neither do I consider that there would be 
benefit in providing separate maps for leisure walking and cycling and for active travel, 
since in many cases sections of the same route could serve both purposes.  These 
matters are best left to more detailed planning by the bodies concerned. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Reword paragraph 9.14 as follows: 
 
‘High quality places and the location of development should provide safe and convenient 
opportunities for walking and cycling.  Linking the city region’s open spaces will help 
reduce carbon emissions and improve air quality, deliver improved health and well-being 
benefits, and make walking and cycling much more attractive and practical everyday 
options.’ 

 
2.   In paragraph 9.15, delete the last sentence beginning ‘Water-based travel’.  In 
paragraph 9.10, at the end add a new bullet point: 
 
• ‘support for water-based travel.’ 

 
3.   Reword paragraph 9.16 as follows: 
 
‘A strategic walking and cycling network combines long-distance recreational routes, and 
more localised routes that have significant potential to encourage active travel, for 
example between residential areas and workplaces. In support of a National Long 
Distance Cycling and Walking Network and Central Scotland Green Network, the 
development of a strategic walking and cycling network will be important. An indicative 
network is identified in Diagram 10.’  

 
4.   In Policy 18, reword the third bullet point as follows: 
 
• ‘development proposals to maintain and enhance the strategic walking and cycling 

network, including where applicable the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal projects 
and the Central Scotland Green Network National Development.’ 
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Issue 24 Connectivity and Wider Economic Markets 

Development plan 
reference: Section 9 City Region as a Connected Place Reporter: 

Michael Cunliffe 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_22) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Connectivity and wider economic markets (page 89) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_22) 
 
While external connectivity is of vital importance to the city-region’s economy, 
connectivity within the city-region is also of significant importance to the freight industry 
and to support business growth. This should be reflected in the Strategic Development 
Plan. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_22) 
 
Add “and between the city region’s Strategic Centres and Strategic Economic Investment 
locations” between markets and “is essential” in paragraph 9.17.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_22) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers connectivity in relation to the 
Network of Strategic Centres is important in attracting investment and retaining 
investment in the city region economy. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would 
suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to paragraph 9.17 (page 89): 
 
‘High quality access to wider UK, European and global markets is essential to support the 
SDP Vision and Spatial Development Strategy particularly in relation to attracting and 
retaining investment in the city-region’s economy and in support of its Strategic Economic 
Investment Locations (SEILs) and Network of Strategic Centres.’ 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   The point of the representation appears to me to be the importance of internal 
connectivity within the city region, as well as wider access, to support the strategy and to 
help in attracting and retaining investment.  The SPT proposed modification conveys this.  
However, the version suggested by the authority does not do so.  Instead, it adds the 
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Network of Strategic Centres to the locations whose external connectivity should be 
enhanced. 
 
2.   I agree with the representation that connectivity within the city region is also of 
significant importance, and I therefore recommend a modification based on the original 
proposal, which would convey this. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Reword paragraph 9.17 as follows: 
 
‘High quality access to wider UK, European and global markets, and among the city-
region’s Strategic Centres and Strategic Economic Investment Locations (SEILs), is 
essential to support the SDP Vision and Spatial Development Strategy particularly in 
relation to attracting and retaining investment in the city-region’s economy and in support 
of the SEILs and Strategic Centres.’ 
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Issue 25 Glasgow Airport 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 9 City Region as a Connected Place - 
Glasgow Airport 

Reporter: 
Michael Cunliffe 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27) 
Kenneth Macaulay (PP15) 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
Scottish Government (PP57_07) 
Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Glasgow Airport (page 89)  
Policy 19 Glasgow Airport and sustainable transport access (page 91) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
 
Policy 19 appears to take a defeatist view of the transport industry’s capability to build  
a 1.5 mile section of funded light railway from Paisley St. James to the airport. This policy 
should be replaced by a statement of the urgency to proceed with the Glasgow Airport 
Light Rail project. 
 
Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27) 
 
Reinstate heavy rail link to Glasgow Airport. 
 
Urge Clydeplan to engage in dialogue with Renfrewshire/Glasgow Councils with a view to 
promoting the greater benefits and broadly equivalent costs of the NEWgarl heavy rail 
Airport rail link proposal within the context of the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal 
Programme of Investment (RSD32). 
 
Kenneth Macaulay (PP15) 
 
Glasgow Airport rail link completely ignored. 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Plans for a full rail connection were well advanced when scrapped without good 
explanation a fully integrated standard train service to the airport is required. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_07) 
 
Clarify that Glasgow Airport is a national development. 
 

181 



PROPOSED GLASGOW AND THE CLYDE VALLEY STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Glasgow Airport Rail Link, a heavy rail link has many advantages over any light rail/tram 
train proposal, and a heavy rail scheme should be the variant supported by the Proposed 
Plan 2016. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) 
 
Schedule 1 - Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal Projects - Glasgow Airport Access: 
This should explicitly focus on improved public transport connectivity integrated with the 
rail network. 
 
Policy 19 should be replaced by a statement of the urgency to proceed with the Glasgow 
Airport Light Rail project. 
 
Kenneth Macaulay (PP15) 
 
Reinstatement of Glasgow Airport rail link. 
 
Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27) 
 
Reinstate heavy rail link to Glasgow Airport. 
 
Urge Clydeplan to engage in dialogue with Renfrewshire/Glasgow Councils with a view to 
promoting the greater benefits and broadly equivalent costs of the NEWgarl heavy rail 
Airport rail link proposal within the context of the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal 
Programme of Investment. 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Fully integrated rail connection to Glasgow Airport should be re-instated. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_07) 
 
Clarify, at paragraph 9.21, that Glasgow Airport is a National Development as set out 
National Planning Framework 3.  
 
Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Glasgow Airport Rail Link, a heavy rail link has many advantages over any light rail/tram 
train proposal, and a heavy rail scheme should be the variant supported by the Proposed 
Plan 2016. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08), Railfuture Scotland (PP14) (PP27), 
Kenneth Macaulay (PP15), Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02), Anthony Lennon (PP62) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept these modifications as it considers that in terms of the first 
bullet point in Policy 19 (page 91) and Schedule 13 Radial Corridor 11 Public Transport 
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Change: Potential Options (page 86) the Plan acknowledges and supports the need for 
stakeholders to agree the most appropriate sustainable transport option for improved 
access to Glasgow Airport. The relevant agencies have to date not yet finalised access 
and infrastructure measures following the cancellation of the Glasgow Airport Rail Link 
project and as such Clydeplan at this time is not in a position to be more definitive on this 
matter.  
 
Scottish Government (PP57_07) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers it would reflect the National 
Development status of Glasgow Airport as set out in National Planning Framework for 
Scotland 3. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording 
additions (underlined) to the first sentence of paragraph 9.21 (page 89): 
 
‘NPF3 recognises Glasgow Airport as a National Development and as a key component 
of Scotland’s and the city-region’s economic infrastructure.’ 
  
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Rail Connection to Glasgow Airport 
 
1.   The representations variously seek the reinstatement of a heavy rail link to Glasgow 
Airport, or commitment to a light rail connection.  I understand that two options are being 
considered for a new connection between Glasgow city centre, Paisley and Glasgow 
Airport as part of the Glasgow and Clyde Valley City Deal.  One option involves tram-train 
carriages operating on the heavy rail network between Glasgow Central Station and 
Paisley Gilmour Street before moving onto new tram rails running between Paisley and 
the airport terminal building.  The other option is a light rail personal rapid transit system, 
where passengers would travel by standard train to Paisley before disembarking and 
changing onto a new light rail system to complete their journey to the airport.  A heavy rail 
connection into the airport is not currently under consideration. 
 
2.   I agree with the authority that the references in the proposed plan, in Policy 19 and 
Schedule 13, go as far as it is reasonable to go at this stage in defining a new sustainable 
transport connection to the airport.  There is as yet no final decision on the form it should 
take.  Modifications to be more specific would not therefore be appropriate. 
 
Connections to Edinburgh and Prestwick Airports 
 
3.   The Scottish Association for Public Transport (PP08) suggests that improving 
transport links to Edinburgh and Prestwick Airports should be considered in the Clydeplan 
strategy.  I sought the authority’s comments (FIR05).  The authority responded that the 
proposed plan recognises the importance of improved connectivity, particularly to wider 
economic markets, and acknowledges the role of Edinburgh and Prestwick airports.  A 
frequent direct rail service runs from Glasgow Central Station to Prestwick Airport, and 
there is a twice hourly express bus service to Edinburgh Airport.  The proper 
consideration of improving links in support of the development of the economic role of 
Edinburgh and Prestwick airports is a matter for other relevant organisations to take 
forward.  I agree that there is no need to modify the proposed plan in this respect. 
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Scottish Government (PP57_07) 
 
4.   I agree with the authority that the plan should recognise the National Development 
status of Glasgow Airport within NPF3, and I recommend the modification proposed. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
In paragraph 9.21 in the first line, after ‘Glasgow Airport’ insert:  
 
‘as a National Development and’.  
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Issue 26 High Speed Rail 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 9 City Region as a Connected Place - 
High Speed Rail 

Reporter: 
Michael Cunliffe 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
High Speed Rail (page 91) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_2) 
 
HS2 presently poorly defined and specified it must be clear that additional tracks are 
required to meet various guidances. It is essential that in the interim any HS2 services do 
not prejudice local passenger, regional passenger or rail freight services on the West 
Coast Main Line in Scotland. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Plan must be clear that additional tracks are required for HS2 to meet various guidances 
and that in the interim any HS2 services do not prejudice local passenger, regional 
passenger or rail freight services on the West Coast Main Line in Scotland. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers the issue of additional tracks 
required to meet various guidances is a technical matter which lies outwith the scope of 
the Plan. With regard to the integration of High Speed Rail with other sustainable 
transport options it is considered that this issue is adequately addressed in bullet point 2 
of Policy 20 (page 91). 
  
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Councillor Ralph Barker (PP30_02) 
 
1.   I agree with the authority that the provision of additional tracks for High Speed Rail 
and its relationship to other rail services are technical matters.  I am not aware that the 
development of options is sufficiently advanced to justify modifications to the proposed 
plan as suggested in the representation. 
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Scottish Association for Public Transport (SAPT) 
 
2.   SAPT (PP08) calls for safeguarding of land identified for possible expansion of 
Central Station to accommodate a High Speed Rail terminus.  It appears to me that  
Policy 20 already provides for this.  SAPT also suggests that High Speed Rail will not 
strengthen links between Scottish cities, which will be achieved by upgrading internal 
routes.  However, paragraph 9.25 already refers to the possible upgrading of the 
Glasgow-Edinburgh route.  The Glossary contains a definition of what the proposed plan 
means by High Speed Rail, which could encompass internal Scottish routes as well as 
the cross-Border HS2 route.  I do not consider that any modifications are necessary. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 27 Development Management 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 10 Implementing the Plan and 
Development Management  

Reporter:  
David Liddell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Visit Scotland (PP34) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_23) 
Scottish Government (PP57_05) 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_01) 

 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
Implementing the Plan and Development Management (pages 94-99) 
Schedule 14 Strategic Scales of Development (page 96) 
Schedule 15 Spatial Development Strategy Core Components - Indicative Compatible 
Development - Green Network (page 97) 
Diagram 11 Assessment of Development Proposals (pages 98-99) 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Visit Scotland (PP34) 
 
Recognition that Green Networks are significant assets for residents and visitors 
engaging in recreation and leisure pursuits, and add destination appeal. 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_23) 
 
Modal shift may not always support sustainable development and carbon reduction. The 
use of the term modal shift should be qualified in this context. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_05) 
 
Missing text ‘greater than’ in the right hand column of Schedule 14 (page 96) relating to 
Mineral Extraction Proposals should be added. 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_01) 
 
Add policy ensuring the safeguarding and where possible enhancement of internationally, 
nationally and locally designated nature conservation sites. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Visit Scotland (PP34) 
 
Add “visitor economy” to Green Network entry in Schedule 15 (page 97) second column 
titled ‘Indicative forms of development in line with Spatial Development Strategy’. 
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Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_23) 
 
Diagram 11 Assessment of Development Proposals Box 2, bullet 1 (page 99) - add “to 
sustainable travel modes” after modal shift. 
 
Scottish Government (PP57_05) 
 
Missing text ‘greater than’ in the right hand column of Schedule 14 (page 96) relating to 
Mineral Extraction Proposals should be added. 
 
RSPB (Scotland) (PP64_01) 
 
Add policy ensuring the safeguarding and where possible enhancement of internationally, 
nationally and locally designated nature conservation sites. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Visit Scotland (PP34) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it recognises the important role of the Green 
Network as part of the visitor offer for the city region. If the Reporter is so minded, 
Clydeplan would suggest the following wording additions (underlined) to Schedule 15, 
page 97 under column 1 Spatial Development Strategy Core Components - Green 
Network, changes to column 2: 
 
‘Green Infrastructure, woodland creation, visitor economy, sustainable access including 
active travel and natural leisure facilities, biodiversity, biomass planting’ 
 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (PP52_23) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification as it considers it would support the Plan’s Vision 
and Spatial Development Strategy in relation to delivering a low carbon economy for the 
city region. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following wording 
additions (underlined) to Diagram 11 Assessment of Development Proposals Box 2,  
bullet 1 (page 99): 
 
• ‘make a significant contribution to sustainable development particularly through 

enabling modal shift to sustainable travel modes and the contribution to carbon 
reduction;’ 

 
Scottish Government (PP57_05) 
 
Clydeplan would accept the modification to improve the readability of this section of the 
Plan. If the Reporter is so minded, Clydeplan would suggest the following changes 
(underlined) to Schedule 14, page 96, under column 1 Mineral Extraction Proposals, 
changes to column 2: 
 
Replace the symbol ‘≥’ with the words ‘greater than or equal to’ 
 
RSPB Scotland (PP64_01) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept this modification as it considers the specific safeguarding and 
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enhancement of internationally, nationally and locally designated nature conservation 
sites is more than adequately provided for at the strategic scale as part of the statutory 
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Appraisal process without 
the need for a specific policy in the Plan. It is considered that matters of safeguarding and 
enhancement are more appropriately reflected at the Local Development Plan level and 
through other environmental legislation.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   VisitScotland and Strathclyde Partnership for Transport suggest minor changes by 
way of clarification.  Noting that the authority accepts these changes, I am content that 
they are appropriate.  In relation to the Scottish Government representation, the issue 
appears not to be the use of the ‘≥’ symbol (it is used several other times in Schedule 14) 
but that there is no preceding text providing context.  Inserting beforehand the text ‘Site 
area’ would clarify this point. 
 
2.   I understand why RSPB Scotland would wish a policy covering designated nature 
conservation sites – Scottish Planning Policy requires that development plans give these 
an appropriate level of protection.  However, whilst it would have been open to the 
authority to include such a policy, such sites can equally be covered in the subsequent 
local development plans, as they are presently.  There is no equivalent policy in the 
current strategic development plan, and I see no requirement to include one in its 
replacement. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In the second column of Schedule 14, for Mineral Extraction Proposals, insert ‘Site 
area’ before ‘≥’. 
 
2.   In the second column of Schedule 15, for Green Network, insert ‘visitor economy,’ 
after ‘woodland creation,’. 
 
3.   In Box 2 of Diagram 11, in the first bullet, replace ‘modal shift’ with ‘shift to sustainable 
travel modes’. 
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Issue 28 Miscellaneous 

Development plan 
reference: New Policy Reporter:  

David Liddell 
Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Historic Environment Scotland (PP21) 
Scotia Gas Networks (PP42) 
 
Provision of the development plan to which the issue relates: 
 
New Policy 
 
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Historic Environment Scotland (PP21) 
 
Historic Environment Scotland recommend that an increase in the quality and scale of 
mapping for ease of reference and clarity.  
 
Scotia Gas Networks (PP42)  
 
Scotia Gas Networks propose that the Proposed Strategic Development Plan includes a 
policy in order to provide strategic direction for the future of Gas Holder Sites. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Historic Environment Scotland (PP21) 
 
Increase the quality and scale of mapping.  
 
Scotia Gas Networks (PP42) 
 
Insert the following policy in order to enable strategic direction for the Glasgow and Clyde 
Valley area when planning for the future of Gas Holder Sites.  
 
“Policy Hazardous Installations  
Hazardous installations will be identified in the Strategic Development Plan. The Council 
will take into account the need to incentivise and fund decommissioning as part of any 
redevelopment proposal through higher value land uses.” 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Historic Environment Scotland (PP21) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that the matter of scale and 
content of all diagrams to be appropriate to the strategic and indicative nature of the Plan.  
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Scotia Gas Networks (PP42) 
 
Clydeplan does not accept the modification as it considers that this matter is a site 
specific issue and is therefore more effectively dealt with through the Local Development 
Plan process.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Mapping 
 
1.   The representation from Historic Environment Scotland refers specifically to the scale 
of Diagram 6 Onshore Wind Spatial Framework.  We deal with this in Issue 17.  More 
generally, I note that the scale and style of maps is not dissimilar to the current plan and, 
in my experience, to other approved strategic development plans in Scotland.  I am 
satisfied that it is appropriate given the strategic nature of the plan. 
 
Redundant Gas Holders 
 
2.   Scotia Gas Networks wishes to ensure that redundant gas holder sites, because of 
the costs of site clearance and decontamination, be considered suitable for high value 
future uses.  Two mothballed sites are referred to in particular.  I recognise the 
considerations which Scotia Gas Networks wishes are taken into account.  However, this 
does not seem to me to be an issue of such strategic significance as requires to be 
covered in the plan, being instead a matter for local development plans and development 
management.  Therefore I see no strong case to include the additional policy which is 
proposed. 
 
The Ayrshire Growth Deal 
 
3.   In addition, East Ayrshire Council requested that the plan reference the Ayrshire 
Growth Deal bid, and the contribution that Ayrshire makes to the economy of the city-
region.  However, given the focus of the plan on Glasgow and the Clyde Valley, there is 
no strong case for making the requested amendments. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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