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Introduction 
1. The purpose of this Memorandum is to provide the Promoter’s response to 

the further evidence dated 17 March 2006 submitted to the Committee by 
Homes for Scotland (“HFS”). The information in this Memorandum has 
been supplied by senior planning officers of Midlothian Council and 
Scottish Borders Council and, for ease of reference, follows the headings of 
that further evidence, responding to the main issues raised by HFS. Where 
appropriate, the Promoter has summarised the issue raised by HFS and 
supplied its response thereto.  

Summary of HFS’s issue: 
2. The statement by Homes for Scotland in para. 2.2 that there has been no 

further dialogue since October 2005 specifically on the Waverley Line 
issues.  HFS conclude that there has been “limited engagement”.   

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

3. It is noted that HFS accept that the normal process of dialogue on the 
development plan and associated matters has been continuing.  Regular 
meetings with the local enterprise company have also continued to take 
place.  During such meetings delivery of housing and progress on the 
Waverley project have been discussed.  There has also been dialogue on 
the 2005 Housing Audit at which matters relating to the Waverley railway 
project have been raised.  Meetings were held on 10 February and 17 
March 2006.  The Promoter and HFS had agreed at the meeting of October 
2005 that the next key milestone was to prepare the 2005 Housing Audit.  
This was prepared to the target timetable and sent to HFS at the end of 
2005.  The first opportunity to discuss it, allowing HFS time to consult their 
members, was 10 February.   A substantial measure of agreement was 
reached at the second meeting of 17 March and the Audit is now close to 
completion.   The Committee may wish to note that at the recent Audit 
meetings of 10 February and 17 March 2006, only 2-3 private building firms 
were represented.  JS Crawford Builders and Cala Homes attended both 
meetings whilst Elphinstone Land also attended the most recent meeting. 

Midlothian Council 

4.  While it is correct that there have been no meetings with Homes for 
Scotland since October 2005, Midlothian Council would refute absolutely 
the inference that there has been no dialogue with the house building 
industry over that period.   

5. On the contrary, Midlothian Council has instigated a series of regular high-
level  meetings with all of the main house builders active in the Waverley 
corridor.   Each of the meetings has involved the Director of Strategic 
Services, together with either the Head of Planning or the Development 
Control Manager.  The purpose of the meetings has been to jointly identify 
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and address any planning issues or infrastructural constraints that might be 
impacting on the programming of the houses.    These meeting are over 
and above the regular technical meetings with the developers on their 
applications.    The list of the high-level meetings is as follows:- 

 
10 October 2005     Wimpey (sites in Dalkeith and Gorebridge) 

 
25 October              All of the main Shawfair Developers 

 
1 November            Wimpey (sites in Dalkeith and Gorebridge) 

 
5 December            Wimpey (sites in Dalkeith and Gorebridge) 

 
10 January 2006     Buccleuch Estates (Shawfair) 

 
11 January              All of main Shawfair Developers 

 
18 January              Taylor Woodrow (site in Bonnyrigg) 

 
31 January              Wimpey (sites in Dalkeith and Gorebridge) 

 
13 March                 All of the main Gorebridge Developers 

 
20 March                Buccleuch Estates (Shawfair) 

 
28 March                Walker Group (sites in Mayfield)   

 
        
Summary of HFS’s issue: 

6. HFS’s statement (para.3.2) that there has been no short term improvement 
in completions. Concern about the shortfall in the projected completions is 
restated in paras 4.3–4.5 and 4.9 and statistics of 30% shortfall for 
Midlothian and 42% for the Borders and 35% overall claimed as the 
shortfall.  Concern about infrastructure constraints, a lack of up-to-date 
development plans and slow procedures for briefs and planning 
applications are cited (para 3.1). 

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

7. The Council’s key task is to provide sufficient housing land in its Local Plan 
to meet estimated requirements as set out in the Structure Plan. This it has 
achieved. Delivery of housing is primarily the preserve of the private sector. 
Many sites in the Borders are available for development or have a current 
planning consent but the developers are either choosing not to build at this 
time or are building at a slower rate than was previously indicated by the 
developer. There are some 16 constrained sites with planning consents in 
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the Central Borders which have not yet been taken up. In 12 cases the 
constraints relate to ownership or marketability.    

8. Whilst it is accepted that there has been no short term improvement in 
completions, this must be viewed against the tendency of completion rates 
to fluctuate year to year, partly related to market conditions and commercial 
considerations. It is unclear how the figures in the programming table at 
para. 4.9 have been derived. However, the Committee may wish to note 
that the HFS Research which is referred to can only provide a partial 
picture as of the 155 builders currently active in the Borders only 11 or 7% 
are HFS members. This represents only 27.4% of house units in the 
Central Borders. Relative to some other areas of Scotland, the Borders still 
has a high number of local housebuilding companies operating which are 
achieving high completion rates. A considerable proportion of housing will 
therefore be delivered by builders not subject to Homes for Scotland 
research and therefore it ought not to be relied upon.  

9. The statistic of 42% arising from the programming table at para. 4.9 
indicating future completions is considered misleading as it appears to be 
based on incomplete information. In addition to windfall opportunities which 
do not appear to be included, there is a substantial reserve land supply in 
the Audit which is identified as constrained not because of infrastructure 
but because landowners or developers are choosing not bring sites forward 
at this time. The Promoter’s Memorandum1 of 17 March 2006  provided a 
table showing the established and effective land supply which showed that 
there are sites for 1200 house units over and above the effective land 
supply of 2059 in the areas affected by the railway.  The HFS table at 4.9 
can only be regarded as a snapshot of current sites in the Audit and the 
projections will be updated as part of successive year’s Audits.  Future 
audits will incorporate revised figures from the Structure Plan Alteration on 
housing which will revise the requirement.   

10. Windfall development is also important. Although an estimate of 25% 
windfalls was used in the Business Case, recent analysis shows windfall 
rates of 55% in the Central Borders. As demand grows, volume builders 
are likely to be increasingly attracted to the area which will further increase 
completions. Completion rates are also likely to rise as the Local Plan 
nears adoption. All the indicators therefore point to a rise in completion 
rates in the period to the end of the Structure Plan and beyond. 

11. The Council stands by its previous statement in March 2005 that the full 
Structure Plan requirement will be built or ready to be built by 2011. The 
factors influencing future completions are summarised in paragraph 40 of 
the Promoter’s Memorandum of 17 March 2006.  

                                            
1  Promoter’s Supplementary Memorandum on Housing Water and Drainage Infrastructure in 
response to letter from Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill Committee (“Committee”) dated 20 
January 2006 submitted to committee on 17 March 2006 
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12. Regarding the availability of up-to-date Development Plans, the Council is 
meeting its targets for taking the Local Plan through to adoption.  Since 
evidence was last given to the Committee, the Scottish Borders Local Plan 
has proceeded through its final consultation stage and the Finalised stage.  
There are objections to a number of the sites contained in the Plan which 
will be heard at a Public Local Inquiry, to be held later this year.    
Notwithstanding the need for efficiency, proper consultation and public 
involvement must be part of the process.   

13. There is no policy impediment to processing planning applications in the 
Central Borders whilst the Local Plan goes through its final stages. The 
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Housing allows the Council to 
approve sites where necessary to ensure a continuing 5 year housing  land 
supply.   

14. As regards water and drainage constraints, the Council would refer to 
Scottish Water’s evidence to the Committee of 17 March 2006 which refers 
to existing spare capacity in some of the communities served by the 
Waverley line and plans to add more capacity for other treatment works, 
notably the Manse Street water treatment works in Galashiels and the 
Howden water treatment works that supplies Galashiels and Tweedbank. 

15. The Council would take issue with  HFS’s implication that the procedures in 
place for dealing with masterplans, site briefs and planning applications are 
unnecessarily slow. These planning processes are all subject to public 
consultation which may slow the process but are a necessary part of it as 
required by national planning policy. The Promoter’s Memorandum of 17 
March 2006 lists the full programme of 25 Briefs with 15 either completed 
or underway (para 52).  The Memorandum also describes the progress on 
the masterplan for the Newtown St Boswells expansion (para 23).   

Midlothian Council 

16. Homes for Scotland state that there is no indication of a short-term 
improvement in house completions since the last evidence given to 
Committee. However, the Outline Business Case was based on Housing 
Land Audit 2003, and that indicated a house completion total for the 
Waverley corridor of only 87 houses in 2003/04 and only 92 houses in 
2004/05. 

17. Midlothian Council does not dispute that there have been low completion 
rates over these two years, but the Audit process as detailed in paragraph 
16 had predicted such levels. 

18. The Audit process also predicts a step-change in the completion rates over 
the next few years. Sites for 8,000 houses in the corridor are already 
allocated in adopted Local Plans, planning briefs are in place, and planning 
applications with S75 agreements have been consented or are at an 
advanced stage for all of the sites (except Mayfield). The Housing Audit 
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2005 forecasts a significant upturn in completion rates once infrastructure 
is in place.       

19. Midlothian Council refutes absolutely the statement by HFS that there will 
be a 30%  shortfall in house completions compared to the business case 
target.    

20. There are two main aspects to be considered, leaving aside some minor 
differences in the figures used by HFS, and these are addressed in turn.    
The first relates to the programming of two disputed sites within the 2005 
Housing Land Audit, and the second relates to a recent document referred 
to in the Promoter’s Memorandum of 17 March 2006 entitled “Edinburgh 
and the Lothians Structure Plan Annual Housing Monitor 2015.” 

21. First, with regard to  the 2005 Housing Land Audit, it is worth reiterating 
that HFS and Midlothian Council are in agreement with all of the sites and 
the programming of these sites as set out in the Audit, with the exception of 
the programming of two of the sites.   These are located in Gorebridge and 
in Shawfair. 

22. At Gorebridge, the area of dispute is a site at the north end of the town 
which is allocated in the Local Plan (Site S) for 400 houses.    The land is 
owned by Arniston Estates whose agents, ORS, are well advanced in 
progressing a planning application and the required S75 agreement.   It is 
their intention to market the site with consent later this year.   In the 2005 
Audit, the Council has shown the site as delivering 40 house completions 
per annum from 2007/08 onwards.    HFS argued that because the land is 
not currently owned by a house builder, the first completions will not occur 
until 2010/11. The difference in the programming over the period to 2011 is 
140. 

23. There are various reasons why the Council considers it reasonable to 
programme an earlier rather than a later start on Site S in Gorebridge.   
First, the landowners indicated during the Audit process that this was their 
clear intention. Second, the landowners are part of the consortium of 
developers in the Gorebridge/Mayfield area who have commissioned a 
Water Impact Assessment which identifies infrastructure upgrading to be 
jointly funded by them.    Third, the new primary school required to support 
new housing in the town is to be built on Arniston Estates land.   Fourth, 
other developers at Gorebridge have indicated to the Council that they 
foresee no difficulties in house building progressing on a number of sites in 
the town at the same time.    

24. At Shawfair, the dispute relates simply to the programming of the housing 
in the new community.   In the 2005 Audit, the Council has shown 125 
completions in 2007/08, rising to 250 in 2008/09, to 300 in 2009/10, and to 
350 in 2010/11.    HFS suggest a slower build-up, with 50 completions in 
2007/08, rising to 100 in 2008/09, to 150 in 2009/10, and to 250 in 2010/11.   
Over the period to 2011, the difference in the programming amounts to 
475. 
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25. The Council considers the assumptions it has made regarding the build-up 
of house completions at Shawfair to be reasonable.   These assumptions 
are similar to those used in the 2003 and 2004 Audits, neither of which was 
contested by HFS.  Because of the considerable initial funding required for 
infrastructure provision (which is being funded by the developers), the 
landowners have a joint interest in achieving high build rates as quickly as 
possible.    The consortium is on course to finalise the S75 agreement by 
this summer, and this will be quickly followed by the release of various 
tranches of land to different house builders.    

26. Second, HFS have failed to refer in their submission to the Edinburgh and 
the Lothians Structure Plan Annual Housing Monitor 2015.   The Scottish 
Ministers, in approving the Structure Plan, required that the first monitoring 
report be published 18 months after the Plan’s approval.    Accordingly, the 
Housing Monitor was reported to the Structure Plan Joint Liaison 
Committee on 19 December 2005.   It is a public document. 

27. The significance of the Housing Monitor is that it provides a more up-to-
date position statement than the 2005 Housing Audit, as the audit period is 
only to 31 March 2005. 

28. The Promoter has given, in paragraph 10 of the Promoter’s Memorandum 
of 17 March 2006, an updated forecast of housing completions in the 
Waverley corridor of Midlothian to 2011, based on the Housing Monitor.   
This shows an additional 911 houses being built in the period, over and 
above the houses programmed to be built in the 2005 Housing Audit. 

29. The additional 911 houses comprise the following:-  

316 – housing sites consented between April and December 2005, 
demonstrating the upturn in activity in Midlothian 

300 – social housing for rent, part of the Council’s programme to build 
1,000 houses within 5 years 

175 – sites arising from the replacement Midlothian Local Plan which 
remains on target for adoption by the end of 2007 
 
120 – an increased yet still modest allowance for windfall sites reflecting 
the Structure Plan 2015 which was approved after the submission of the 
OBC. 

 

30. In summary, Midlothian Council believes that the forecast completions to 
2011, as set out in the 2005 Housing Audit and the Housing Monitor, 
remain robust.    Even if the programming put forward by HFS for sites at 
Gorebridge and Shawfair was accepted (and it is not accepted by 
Midlothian Council), then the outcome would be a fall in the house 
completions rate in Midlothian of less than 10%.         
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Summary of HFS’s issue: 
31. The likely date of adoption of the Local Plan and the view that the housing 

land supply will be insufficient to deliver the Structure Plan requirement.  
(Paras. 4.6-4.8).  This is based on the assertion that insufficient sites have 
been defined within 2.5 km of the railway stations, over-reliance on the new 
settlement/settlement expansion and an over-optimistic view of 
programming. 

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

32. The Council has already met its deadline to approve the Finalised Local 
Plan for publication by autumn 2005.  No decision has yet been made to 
issue pre-Inquiry Modifications and its decision will be influenced by the 
desire to progress the Inquiry and adoption processes.  The Council has 
been granted an exemption from the requirement to produce a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment which means that there is no impediment to the 
adoption of the Plan.  As noted above (para. 13), the Supplementary 
Planning Guidance on Housing allows the Council to approve planning 
applications in the Central Borders where this is required to ensure a 5 year  
land supply.   

33. The Council fundamentally disagree with the suggestion that there are 
insufficient sites in the Waverley corridor.  There remain a substantial 
number of sites within or immediately outside the 2.5 km radius of the 
railway stations.  Table 1 shows that sites that could accommodate 1601 
house units have been allocated within the 2.5 km buffer; this is 466 units 
additional to the figures provided in the Memorandum of 7 March 2005.   It 
should be acknowledged that SPP3 Land for Housing requires that a range 
and choice of sites be allocated throughout Housing Market Areas. 

 

Table 1:   Sites accomodating housing units within 2.5km buffer (Waverley Railway) 
Consultative Draft Local Plan*  Finalised Local Plan 
Site Name Capacity Site Name Capacity 
Grange 13 Grange 13 
Crotchetknowe 150 Crotchetknowe 100 
Easter Langlee 120 Easter Langlee 300 
Cotgreen Road 25 Cotgreen Road 25 
Tweedbank IV 89 Tweedbank IV 146 
North Ryehaugh 10 Ryehaugh 10 
Buckholm Corner 60 Buckholm Corner  60 
Mossilee 120 Mossilee  120 
South 
Crotchetknowe 

14 South Crotchetknowe 14 

Netherbarns 70 Netherbarns 70 
Orchard 5 Orchard 5 
Chiefswood Road 30 Chiefswood Road 30 
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Dingleton Hospital 230 Dingleton Hospital 230 
The Croft 30 The Croft 50 
Easter Langlee 
(now built) 

40 Buckholm North  180 

Lowood 25 Manse Street  20 
Ellwyn Terrance 34 Forest Hill 50 
Low Buckholmside 20 Balmoral Avenue  10 
Darnick Farm 10 Killies Holes 20 
Plumtreehall Brae 
(Redevelopment 
Opportunity)  

40 Plumtreehall Brae 
(Redevelopment 
Opportunity 1.8ha) 

16 

  Low Buckholmside 
(Redevelopment 
Opportunity 0.5ha) 

32 

  Heriot-Watt Halls of 
Residence 
(Redevelopment 
Opportunity 3.2ha) 

60 

  Roxburgh Street 
(Redevelopment 
Opportunity 1.4ha) 

40 

Total  1135  1601 
* as shown in Memorandum to the Committee 7 March 2005. 
 
NOTE: The potential contribution from the then preferred site for a new village at 
Huntlyburn is not included in the calculations above. 
 

34. The Council does not in any way accept that there is over-reliance on the 
“new settlement or major settlement expansion”.  In fact, of the total of 
2068 units in the Central Borders Housing Market Area, only 200 units, or 
less than 10%, form part of the Newtown St Boswells expansion.  For the 
avoidance of doubt, there is no proposal for a stand alone new settlement.  
Rather, land is safeguarded for a major project to regenerate and expand 
Newtown St Boswells in line with national planning policy.  Such a project 
has the potential to be delivered more quickly than a new settlement.  
However the proposal will only be brought forward in accordance with 
Policy H1A of the Structure Plan which provides for additional land to be 
allocated if the Waverley Railway is proceeding as anticipated.  As the land 
is currently only safeguarded, not formally allocated, it cannot be seen as a 
major site on which meeting the housing requirement relies.   

35. The assertion that the Newtown St Boswells expansion is unlikely to 
generate any completions by 2011 does not square with the views of the 
lead developers of the site, who are themselves members of HFS.  The 
developer is working on the assumption that the first phase of housing will 
begin in 2008.  Their current estimate is for 50 units in year one followed by 
100 units in succeeding years.  This would indicate a conservative estimate 
of 350 units by 2011.  Notwithstanding, the Local Plan conservatively 
estimates only 200 units.  
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36. The programming that HFS is claiming to be over-optimistic was discussed 
at the meeting on the 2005 Housing Land Audit on 17 March 2006.  In 
general, agreement was reached on the programming, which in some 
cases was supplied by the builders themselves.  Changes agreed were 
very insubstantial.   

37. The key task for the Finalised Local Plan is to provide sufficient land to 
meet the existing Structure Plan requirement. Appendix A to the Plan 
indicates that it achieves this.  The Committee may be interested to note 
that HFS in their objections to the Finalised Local Plan requested the 
removal of 27 sites totalling 651 house units in the Waverley affected area. 
Half of these were in the Central Borders Housing Market Area. The 
Housing Land Audit process is the mechanism to discuss delivery and 
programming. A Structure Plan Alteration on housing will begin this year in 
accordance with Policy H1A, taking account of progress on the Waverley 
project and higher population and household projections.  This will lead to a 
Local Plan Alteration to allocate the necessary sites.   

Summary of HFS’s issue: 
38. That there has been no evidence of the statutory plan process becoming 

quicker or more effective since March 2005. 

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

39. The Council would not accept the claim by HFS that there is no evidence of 
improvement.  The Promoter’s Memorandum of 17 March 2006 
summarises a number of positive measures including the publication of the 
Finalised Local Plan, approval of Supplementary Planning Guidance on 
Housing to ensure a continuing 5 year supply of land, and significant 
progress on planning briefs.  It is accepted that, due partly to the 
secondment of development control staff to the local plan team to help 
speed up the programme, development control performance has indicated 
a recent downturn. An improvement plan is in place and is being 
implemented; two staff have been appointed.   

Midlothian Council 

40. Progress in releasing the Local Plan sites is monitored closely, and details 
of this are submitted to the Committee in the form of the monthly action 
plan.  The monthly update sets out details of the various planning consents 
issued and S75 agreements concluded. 

41. The latest position, in summary, is that significant progress has been 
achieved at Dalkeith where house building is well under way and at 
Bonnyrigg.   Good progress is also being made with the consortia of 
landowners at both Shawfair and Gorebridge, with a view to concluding the 
legal agreements this summer.  Progress at Mayfield is subject to the 
finalisation of a master plan which is expected shortly.   
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Summary of HFS’s issue:  

42. Concern about the speed of dealing with planning applications and the 
developer contributions policy. (Paras 5.4-5.5) 

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

43. Scottish Borders Council’s performance in dealing with planning 
applications has improved significantly in recent years.  This has been 
achieved during a period of substantial increases in workloads resulting 
from record numbers of applications.  Whilst performance has dipped 
recently, the underlying reasons are being addressed.   

• Development Control staff seconded to work on the Local Plan have 
now returned to their substantive posts.   

• Two additional staff have been appointed to the development control 
team and a further post has been advertised to coordinate major 
strategic developments.   

• Streamlined consultation arrangements have been agreed with internal 
and external consultees including Scottish Water whose turnaround 
times were previously contributing to delays in determining applications.   

• The Council’s scheme of delegation has been amended to enable 
decisions to be taken by a wider range of officers and further delegation 
of decisions is being considered.  This would accord with the 
recommendations set out in the Planning etc (Scotland) Bill.    

• Templates have been drafted and are being used on a regular basis 
when concluding legal agreements thereby minimising delays in issuing 
decision notices.     

44. The Council’s policy on affordable housing is founded on initial evidence on 
housing need which is currently being supplemented.  The policy provides 
for only 15% of housing sites to be affordable, considerably lower than the 
25% recommended by government guidance (PAN 742).  The Council’s 
approach is considered to be conservative and takes account of the house 
building industry’s need to have adequate time to prepare for the new 
policy. The Council has successfully negotiated affordable housing 
contributions from a range of developers, including members of HFS. 

45. As regards the contributions to the Waverley line, the Council has 
experienced little opposition to the application of its policy and little difficulty 
in concluding legal agreements.   

                                            
2 Planning Advice Note 74: Affordable Housing  March 2005 paragraph 35 
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46. The Council’s policy on delegation of decisions to Area Committees is 
aimed at ensuring that appropriate decisions are taken at the local level in 
accordance with government encouragement to public participation and 
involvement.  There is no evidence to support the claim that Area 
Committees are refusing significant numbers of applications contrary to 
officer recommendation.  

Midlothian Council 

47. HFS imply that because Midlothian Council has failed to determine any 
major housing application within an 8 week period it is performing poorly.  
The reality is that it takes a considerably longer period than that to progress 
any major scheme, especially where a S75 agreement, delivering 
developer contributions towards necessary community infrastructure and 
affordable housing is involved.   The Council has, however, instigated 
regular meetings with individual and groups of developers, and this has 
helped address issues associated with the applications, and common 
infrastructural issues and  the Council’s social housing programme.    

Summary of HFS’s issue:  

48. Concern about lack of certainty concerning investment in water and 
drainage for the Newtown St Boswells expansion and the assertion that the 
Finalised Local Plan does not reflect available drainage capacity.   

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

49. As explained above, the Newtown St Boswells expansion is currently a 
safeguarding of land rather than a land use proposal.  Scottish Water 
cannot therefore commit resources to any upgrading of works.  Scottish 
Water however in its evidence to the Committee of March 2006 confirms 
that water supply is available and that plans will be brought forward to 
address waste water treatment for the new development.  The lead 
developers are about to undertake a water and drainage study which will 
clarify the extent of the works needed and the costs. 

50. The information in the Finalised Local Plan reflects the most up-to-date 
information then available from Scottish Water on available capacity.  The 
Plan makes it clear that the information changes frequently and can only be 
regarded as correct at the time of writing. 

Midlothian Council 

51. Midlothian Council is pleased to note the comments from HFS in paragraph 
6.2.    The programming of sites in the Housing Audit process takes 
cognisance of the availability of Scottish Water’s infrastructural capacity.   
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Summary of HFS’s issue:  

52. Concern about lack of staffing resources 

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

53. Paragraph 43 sets out the increased staff resource already employed to 
process planning applications and the additional resource that the Council 
has made available to deal with strategic land releases. 

Midlothian Council 

54. In terms of planning performance, this is closely monitored by a small 
working group headed by the Chairman of the Planning Committee, as well 
as by the Council’s Performance Review Committee.   The working group 
has instigated certain procedural changes aimed at improving the overall 
throughput of applications.    

55. While it is accepted that most of the larger applications, because of their 
complexity, take considerably longer to process than the target of 2 
months, it is nevertheless worth pointing out to Committee the results of the 
most recent Scotland-wide audit of performance.   Published by the 
Scottish Executive in December 2005, this shows that in the year up to 
September 2004, 69% of all planning applications in Midlothian were 
determined within 2 months.   This is above the Scottish average of 64%. 

56. A particular area of concern relates to legal agreements and the time that it 
takes to conclude these.     Accordingly, the Council, in setting the 2006/07 
revenue budget,  agreed to a growth item for additional staffing resources 
to be applied to this area.   Recruitment is underway and will involve 
planning, property and legal staff.    Priority is being given to concluding the 
S75 agreements at Shawfair and at Gorebridge. 

57. It is worth noting that Midlothian Council has also recruited staff to deliver 
its own social housing programme of building 1000 houses for rent within 5 
years. 

Summary of HFS’s Issue: 

58. Impact on Business Case (paras 8.1-8.2 )HFS suggest that the overall 
housing completions target will fail by 35%.    

Promoter’s Response 

Scottish Borders Council 

59. The Council does not accept HFS’s position and stands by its previous 
evidence given to committee in March 2005 that the full Structure Plan 
requirement will be built or ready to be built by 2011.   
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Midlothian Council 

60. As has been demonstrated in the response to para 16-30 above, Midlothian 
wholly refutes HFS’s analysis.   The Council believes that, at worst, there 
could be a shortfall of under 10% in Midlothian, and even that is disputed.    

Conclusions 

61. Scottish Borders Council’s key responsibility is to provide sufficient housing 
land to meet the Structure Plan requirement, the basis of the Business 
Case.  This has been achieved (paras 7 and 37).  The Council stands by its 
previous statement that the full Structure Plan requirement will be built or 
ready to be built by 2011 (para 11)  A Structure Plan Alteration is 
programmed for 2006 which will take on board the latest population and 
household projections which are showing growth in the Borders. (See 
Promoter’s Memorandum 17 March 2006 para 19). 

62. Midlothian Council does not dispute that there have been low completion 
rates over these two years, but the Audit process as detailed in paragraph 
16 had predicted such levels and the Audit process predicts a step change 
in the completion rates para 16 and 18. 

63. The assertion that there will be 42% shortfall of sites (35% including 
Midlothian’s figures) is considered misleading. HFS and Midlothian Council 
are in agreement with all of the sites and the programming of these sites as 
set out in the Audit, with the exception of the programming of two of the 
sites (as detailed in paras 22 –25) and HFS have failed to refer in their 
submission to the Edinburgh and the Lothians Structure Plan Annual 
Housing Monitor 2015 which shows an additional 911 houses being built 
over and above the houses programmed to be built in the 2005 Housing 
Audit.  In summary, Midlothian Council believes that the forecast 
completions to 2011, as set out in the 2005 Housing Audit and the Housing 
Monitor, remain robust.     

64. The HFS table of programming at 4.9 on which this statistic is based 
provides at best an incomplete picture of the land supply.  It is only a 
snapshot in time reflecting the current Audit.  It does not appear to take into 
account windfall development which has been running at 55% in the 
Central Borders.   HFS programming table at 4.9 does not appear to take 
into account the large amount of reserve land in the established land 
supply.  A substantial proportion of the established land supply in the 
Central Borders (78%) indicates that the constraint is due to ownership or 
marketing  (paras 5 and 7)   

65. Within the established supply in the Borders, 16 of the constrained sites 
have a valid planning consent that has not been taken up, most of these 
due to marketing or ownership constraints.   

66. HFS only represent 7% of builders active in the Borders or 27.4% of house 
units.  A considerable proportion of housing will therefore be delivered by 
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builders not subject to HFS research which can therefore provide only a 
very partial and incomplete picture of housing delivery (para 8). 

67. Within the 2.5 km railway buffer, the finalised Local Plan identifies 466 
house units additional to the sites contained in the Consultative Draft  (para 
33). 

68. Scottish Borders Council has met its targets for taking the Local Plan to 
Finalised stage.  There is no policy impediment to the Council processing 
planning applications in the Central Borders to ensure a continuing 5 year 
land supply (para 13).  

69. While it is impossible to predict future completions with certainty, all the 
recognised indicators point to a rise in the rate of future completions.  
(paras 8-10). 

70. Midlothian Council and HFS are in agreement that the sites in the Housing 
Audit process takes cognisance of the availability of Scottish Water’s 
infrastructural capacity.   
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