
Royal Burgh of St Andrews Community Council
Agenda – September 2006  

There will be a meeting of the community council at 7pm Monday 4th September in the Burgh Chambers 
of the Town Hall, Queen’s Gardens. There will be a short break at about 8pm during which the 200 Club 
draw will be made.  

(Copies of Agendas and Minutes of the Community Council are held at Fife Council’s Local Office, St 
Mary’s Place and the Town Library, Church Square. Those from late 1997 on are on line at 
http://www.standrewscc.net/)  

1. Apologies  
2. Minutes of July 2006  

Read for accuracy in matters of substance – harangue the secretary for minor errors (spelling etc) outwith 
the meeting.  

3. Presentations  
None  

4. Fife Councillors  
4.1.Frances Melville (West)  
4.2 Sheila Black (South)  
4.3 Bill Sangster (Central)  
4.4 Jane Ann Liston (South East)  

5. Planning Committee  
See Appendix D for Planning comments.  

See Appendix I for Finalised Structure Plan response (for information).  

See also letter from Dr Goudie to Fife Council re Hospital Application and Fife Council requirement for 
access to land south-east of site – to be circulated at meeting  

6. Matters Arising from Previous Meetings  
6.1. Blue Flag Award Ceremony – 7th July 2006  

Report from Tom D’Ardenne who attended on behalf of the Community Council.  

6.2. Removal of BT Payphones  
Letter from Sir Menzies Campbell with BT reply – see Appendix A  

6.3. 27th International Congress – award of Gonfannon to Community Council  
Report from Mr Fraser and Mr Crichton & report from Mr Marks about contact with Museum Service re 
storage/display.  

6.4. New Community Education Worker  
Change of presentation date.  

6.5. Reports from representatives  
6.6. St Andrews & East Fife Local Plan: Strategic Environmental Assessment  

Letter from Cllr Melville to Keith Winter and reply from Keith Winter, Head of Development Services in 
reply to Cllr Melville’s enquiry about the lack of a Strategic Environmental Assessment with regard to St 
Andrews and East Fife Local Plan at the consultative stage and Cllr Melville’s comments on the letter 
quoting Scottish Executive Circular.  

See Appendix E.  

6.7. Consultation Period for Community Councils  
Letter to Fife Chief Executive and reply on consultation time scale – see Appendix G  

6.8. Planning Meeting MSPs – 27th September  
See letter from Alec Falconer in Appendix H  

6.9. Any Other Matters Arising.  

7. From Committees  
7.1. Recreation  

See Appendix B for report  

8. New Business  
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8.1. Children’s Panel – Recruitment Campaign 2006 Poster  
8.2. Planning Aid for Scotland – renewal of subscription.  
8.3. SPP 11 – Consultation on Physical Activity and Open Space  

Summary  

Open space and other opportunities for passive and active recreation and sport are a vital part of 
Scotland’s urban and rural communities. Scottish Ministers are committed to protecting open space 
resources and ensuring that the future needs of communities are planned for. This SPP sets out national 
policy on planning for open space and facilities for sports and recreation. Response required by 3/11/06 to 
SPP11consultation@scotland.gsi.gov.uk or Graham Robertson, Scottish Executive Development 
Department, Planning Division, Area 2-H (B), Victoria Quay, Edinburgh EH6 6QQ.  

8.4. SPP 10 – Consultation on Planning for Waste Management  
This SPP is looking at a sustainable approach to waste management planning and relies upon a number 
of objectives such as, the polluter pays, reduced reliance on landfill, waste transport, economic and 
environmental issues. This SPP supports a planned approach to the identification of sites for installations 
using a range of technologies. It requires by a partnership approach to encourage the provision for waste 
separation and kerbside collection of recyclable material in new domestic developments. Reforms are 
intended to strengthen public participation and community engagement and provide an enhance 
enforcement regime. Replies by 6/11/06 to SPP10@scotland.gsi.gov.uk or Sandra Carey, Scottish 
Executive Development Department, Planning Division, Area 2-H, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh EH6 6 QQ.  

8.5. SPP 6 – Consultation on Renewable Energy  
This SPP sets out the national planning policies for renewable energy developments that planning 
authorities should consider when preparing development plans and when determining planning 
applications. It identifies the issues that Scottish Ministers will take into account when considering policies 
for renewable energy developments in development plans and when considering applications for planning 
permissions, which come before them on appeal or call-in. The policies of this SPP will also be applied to 
the authorisation of onshore electricity generation schemes under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1969. 
Replies by 6/10/06 to draftSPP6@scotland.gsi.gov.uk or to Sandra Carey, Scottish Executive 
Development Department, Planning Division, Area 2-H, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh EH6 6QQ.  

8.6. Planning Advice Note – Consultation – Community Engagement “Planning with 
People"  

Comments are invited on the draft Planning Advice Note 9PAN) on Community Engagement, which has 
been produced with the support of a steering group made up of representatives from local authorities, the 
Royal Town Planning Institute, local community groups and developers. This is the first time that the 
Scottish Executive has issued advice to local authorities and developers on how communities should be 
properly engaged by them in the planning process. This is the most radical overhaul in 60 years. Scottish 
Ministers say they want to make the planning system more inclusive and accessible to people, with 
greater openness and accountability in the decision making process. Replies by 13/10/06 to 
planningwithpeople@scotland.gsi.gov.uk or Sandra Carey, Scottish Executive Development Department, 
Planning Division, Area 2-H, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh EH6 6QQ.  

8.7. Consultation on Proposal for a Member’s Bill – Abolition of the Bridge Tolls on the 
Forth and Tay Bridges  

Letter from Helen Eadie MSP inviting views and comments on the above proposed Member’s Bill. The 
consultation document can be accessed on: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/bills/pdfs/mb-
consultations/BridgeTollsConsultation.pdf. The Scottish Executive’s support will depend to an extent upon 
the number of responses.  

8.8. Shane Charlton  
Letter from young Olympic cycling hopeful from Cupar area – see Appendix F.  

9. Reports from Office Bearers  
9.1. Chair  
9.2. Treasurer  
9.3. Secretary  
9.3.1. Correspondence  

10. Any Other Competent Business  
Please notify Chair of AOCB items before the start of the meeting or at the break. Hint: Given that the end 
of the meeting is often taken in something of a rush, unless items are urgent it might be better to submit 
them for next meeting’s New Business.  

Appendix A – Letter from BT to Sir Menzies Campbell MP QC  
BT Payphones in St Andrews  
Following Jim Brown’s acknowledgement of 15th June I am replying to your letter dated 12th June. This 
involved your constituent’s concerns about the procedures BT is using with regard to the removal of 
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payphones in St Andrews. I have looked into this and I am now in a position to reply.  

I appreciate that this is a sensitive matter and can understand your constituent’s concerns. We do view 
the payphone network as a vital community service and are committed to safeguarding it for those who 
need it most, however we also have to consider our commercial objectives. The massive increase in 
mobile usage over recent years means that many phone boxes are used infrequently and are loss 
making. We look at each kiosk on an individual basis before making any decision on whether to remove 
them, and we base our decisions on payphone usage and social need.  

I would like to reassure your constituent that BT has an agreed process for the management of phone box 
removal, enforced by Ofcom. This means that where there is not an alternative phone box within 400 
metres we go through a consultation process with the relevant Local Authority in each area. It is the 
responsibility of these bodies to consult with other local bodies in each area, and we only remove a phone 
box if there is no objection from these single bodies. The Local Authority has 90 days to reply to us, 
allowing them time to consult with other local bodies and community groups. In addition, we place a notice 
in the kiosk to let members of the public know of our plans and letting them know where to send their 
objections.  

In cases where we are seeking to remove a kiosk where there is an alternative box within 400 metres, BT 
is not obliged to carry out a full consultation. We will place a notice in the kiosk to advise genuine users of 
our plans, giving them 42 days notice and also providing a freefone number so they can find out where 
the nearest kiosk is. Additionally, as a courtesy, we will also write to the Local Authority to inform them.  

In some cases we may seek to remove the cash payment facilities from kiosks. This means that the 
payphone no longer accepts cash payment but still has all the other functionality including the ability to 
make emergency, operator controlled and 0800 reverse charge and Chargecard calls. This allows us to 
remove the cash payment facility, which accounts for the high running costs.  

In your constituency of North East Fife there are 127 payphones. We were planning to remove the kiosk 
on Langlands Road, St Andrews KY16 8BN, but this has now been cancelled from our removal 
programme. We will monitor the payphone for a further period of time and review the situation again later 
in the year.  

Suzanne Masterton  

Public Affairs Manager  

Appendix B – Recreation Committee Report – September 2006  
1. Beautiful Scotland in Bloom  

Ken and I accompanied the judge taking him to the best bits but St Andrews fell at the first hurdle.  

2. C.C. garden award ceremony  
Supper room in the town hall booked for Thursday 7th of September. All councillors invited 6.45 for 7p.m.  

3. St Andrews in Bloom  
The AGM is to be held at the Locality Office St Marys Place at 7pm on Thursday 27th of September. New 
members welcome.  

4. Bandstand concerts.  
A big thank you to all who helped. All 9 concerts went ahead without interruptions. A very good 
attendance at most.  

5. St Andrews Week.  
Victory Memorial hall booked for our Art and Photography Exhibition which is open to the public from 
Thursday 30th of November. Ends Sunday 3rd of December.  

6. Hogmanay Ceilidh.  
Town Hall booked and arrangements in place for the 31st of December. C.Cs should book early to avoid 
disappointment.  

Appendix C – Correspondence  
Date from Subject 

August 
2006 

Fife Council Development 
Services 

Doors Open Days booklet from Geoff Moy – 10 copies for general 
distribution 

July 2006 Postwatch Scotland Newsletter – Spring/Summer 2006 
12/07/06 Mr. D. Lloyd & Mrs L. 

Lloyd 
Copy of letter objecting to Fife Structure Plan 

10/07/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Consultation on Draft Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 6: Renewable 
Energy 

05/07/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Report of the Neighbour Notification Working Group 

14/07/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Planning advice note – Community Engagement “Planning with 
People": Consultation Draft 
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07/07/06 Mr Peter Gilmour Copy of letter stating objection to Fife Structure Plan. 
20/07/06 HM Revenue & Customs Letter : Important Updates Regarding the Landfill Tax Credit 

Scheme 
28/07/06 Fife Council – Law & 

Admin 
Letter about Community Council Seminar – Saturday, 2nd 
September 2006 

July 2006 Fire Brigades Union 
Scottish Region 

Newsletter Vol.1 No.1 on Integrated Risk Management Plans as 
part of a consultation on this subject 

02/08/06 Fife Council Community 
Services 

Letter from Martin Jeffcot with results of Best Kept Town & Village 
Competition 2006 – East Fife 

01/08/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Scottish Planning Policy 8: Town Centres and Retailing 

31/07/06 Scottish Executive -
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Consultation Paper on Extraction of Minerals by Marine Dredging 

26/07/06 Helen Eadie MSP Letter asking for comment on: Abolition of the Bridge Tolls on the 
Forth and Tay Bridges, Proposal for a Member’s Bill 

24/07/06 Fife Council Law & Admin Copy of reply from BT about Payphone Removal in St. Andrews 
and BT policy as agreed with Ofcom 

14/08/06 Planning Aid for Scotland Letter about renewal of membership 
18/08/06 Fife Council Development 

Services 
Letter about Children’s Panel – Recruitment Campaign 2006 – with 
posters. 

21/08/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Letter about refusal of Planning Application for sign at 187 South 
Street, St Andrews 

10/08/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Consultation Draft SPP 10 – Planning for Waste Management 

10/08/06 Scottish Executive – 
Development Department 
– Planning Division 

Consultation Draft SPP 11 – Physical Activity and Open Space 

10/08/06 Friends of the Earth 
Scotland 

Application for Conference : Realising the Rooftop Revolution. 
Delivering a Mass Market for Micro Generation in Scotland – Friday 
15th September City Chambers Edinburgh 

August 
2006 

Friends of the Earth 
Scotland 

Magazine 

05/07/06 Office of the Scottish 
Charity Regulator 

Royal Burgh of St Andrews Community Council Trust – Annual 
Return Form 

10/08/06 Marine Conservation 
Society 

Balloon Awareness Campaign 

August 
2006 

Earl Haig Poppy Factory 2006 Price List 

August 
2006 

Sustainable Scotland Net Planning for a Sustainable Scotland 26-27 October, Edinburgh – 
Booking Form 

15/08/06 Fife Council Notice of Special Meeting of the East Fife Area Development 
Committee – 15/08/06 – St Andrews and East Fife Finalised Draft 
Local Plan 

22/08/06 Fife Council Notice of Meeting of the East Fife Area Development Committee – 
22/08/06 

21/08/06 Fife Council -
Development Services 

Letter detailing refusal of planning application for sign at 187 South 
Street, St Andrews following Community Council objection 

31/08/06 FC – Law & 
Administration 

Reply to letter on Consultation Period difficulties. 

01/09/06 FC – Planning Email from Mr Henry about meeting re feedback on the Structure 
Plan process on 4th September. Short presentation on current 
position of the Fife Structure Plan, and how Fife can learn to 
improve the planning process and consultation exercise. 

Appendix D – Planning Committee – 19/07/06, 31/07/06 & 14/08/06  
All Saints Church Internal alterations N/C 
Irvine Building Plant enclosure N/C 
34 Lade Braes Erect garage N/C 
St Andrews 
Tennis Club 

Upgrade lighting PU to investigate 

96b Hepburn 
Gardens 

Dormer extension and garage alteration N/C 

Droughty 
Neebors 

Fascia signage N/C 
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3 Kennedy 
Gardens 

House extension N/C 

7 Shorehead 
Flats 

Form glazed enclosure to balcony N/C 

6 St Mary’s 
Place 

Replace door N/C 

53 South Street Internal alterations. Change of use of 
dwelling on ground floor to form art gallery 

KF to ask about the ancient masonry 
within the internal walls 

11 a/b/c City 
Road 

Erect wooden security gate N/C 

Keracher Fish 
Shop 

Install air con unit to rear N/C 

18 Golf Place Replacement windows N/C 
Kennedy Hall Refurbishment N/C 
New Park School Erection of 52 dwellings PU to object 
77 South Street Install canopy N/C 
209 South Street Formation of slapping for glazed screens and 

sliding doorsnit to rear 
N/C 

12 Howard Place Veranda and terrace N/C 
1 – 3 Golf Place Awning PU to comment on a preference for no 

advertising. Plain being preferred 
15 Queens 
Gardens 

Replacement windows N/C 

St Andrews Golf 
Hotel 

Awnings PU to comment on a preference for no 
advertising. Plain being preferred 

Appendix E – St Andrews and East Fife Local Plan: Strategic Environmental Assessment  
Letter from Cllr Melville to Mr Winter, Head of Development Service  

St Andrews & East Fife Local Plan – Strategic Environment Assessment Report  
The special meeting on Friday 30th June 2006, held by the East Area Development Committee to discuss 
the Finalised St Andrews & East Area Local Plan, was a lengthy one. However, I felt that the members 
expressed their many continued concerns articulately and with feeling. The Plan is so important for the 
future of the area, how it evolves environmentally and yet in sustainable terms.  

May I also say, that irrespective of the debate and criticisms on certain issues, thanks are due to Robin 
Presswood and his Policy Unit team who have worked so hard and continue to work under great pressure 
and I understand they are now starting on the other two Fife Area Local Plans.  

My reason for writing to you is in regard to the Strategic Environment Assessment report for the St 
Andrews and East Fife Local Plan. Members of the Committee were concerned that we have not seen 
this. It is essential that not only do the elected members have site of this report in order to see how 
Development Services have evaluated sites chosen and the justification for those decisions but also the 
public require this information.  

The Scottish Executive Circular 2:2004 Strategic Environmental Assessment for Development Planning: 
the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (Scotland ) Regulations 2004 states that  

‘All new and replacement structure and local plans, including subject local plans and 
minerals plans started after 21 July must be subject to an assessment of their likely 
significant effects on the environment, as will other types of land use development plans or 
programmes that set the framework for future development consent. ’  

and furthermore, the general guidance from this circular also advises that –  

‘Regulations 18 and 19 set out the statutory consultation procedures where environmental 
assessment is required. Both the consultation bodies and the public must be given an early 
and effective opportunity to comment on a draft of the plan, and on the ER. Both the ER and 
any opinions expressed during the consultation process must be taken into account during 
the preparation of the plan or programme and before its adoption or submission to the 
legislative process.’  

As far as I am aware there was no environmental report published with the draft consultative St Andrews 
& East Fife Local Plan and there was no report for committee members to see before Friday’s meeting. 
Therefore it was not possible for elected members or the public to know how Development Services have 
evaluated the sites chosen for possible housing in the Local Plan.  

More importantly, we have no idea of the environment assessment with regard to the Master Plan areas 
designated for Cupar and St Andrews, which are Strategic Development Areas as indicated in the 
Finalised Structure Plan, which is now with the Scottish Executive.  

This is of concern as the Master Plan areas show no detail and will not be subject to the same degree of 
public scrutiny.  
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The Scottish Executive Circular also states that –  

‘Article 8 of the Directive places a duty on the responsible body to take account of the 
environmental report; consultation responses; any opinions expressed by the public and the 
results of transboundary consultations where appropriate duringthe preparation of the plan 
and before its adoption or submission to the legislative process.’  

The Interim Planning Advice from the Scottish Executive document on Planning – Environmental 
Assessment of Development Plans – a research done by David Tyldesley and Associates states quite 
simply that –  

‘The planning authority should prepare the environmental report, which must be made 
available with the consultation draft plan. The environmental report must comply with the 
requirements of Article 5 and Annex I of the Directive. The environmental report is the main 
vehicle by which consultation is to be achieved. Its contents are prescribed by Annex I of the 
Directive and the revised report must be placed on deposit again with the submitted or 
finalised plan. In all cases, the public must be invited to comment on the report as well as 
the plan. However, although important, the environmental report should not be seen as the 
only or principal output of the assessment process. The report and the plan should refer to 
each other and it should be clear how the assessment process has influenced the plan 
especially its policies and proposals.’  

I am sure that you are familiar with the above advice and guidance from the Circular and the interim 
planning advice document and must understand why the members of the East Area Development 
Committee and the public were puzzled as to why there has, as yet, been no Strategic Environmental 
Assessment report produced in conjunction with the Local Plan.  

At the Committee on Friday, members decided that matters should be continued and that a further special 
meeting of the East Area Development Committee be arranged as soon as is practically possible in 
August. This was to allow for the issues regarding the towns of St Andrews and Cupar, the HMO Policy 
and AGLVs to be further discussed as there remain outstanding concerns and also to enable the 
members of the East Area Development Committee to see a Strategic Environmental Assessment report 
for the Local Plan prior to Environment and Development Committee meeting of 21st August.  

Finally, I wonder if you could advise as to why no environmental assessment report has been made 
available and indeed why no such report was produced at an earlier stage in the Local Plan process.  

 
Reply to Cllr Melville from Mr Winter  

Thank you for your letter of 4th July 2006 in which you raised the concerns regarding the availability of a 
strategic environmental assessment (SEA) for the St Andrews & East Fife Local Plan. These concerns 
were also expressed by Members of the East Fife Area Development Committee at its special meeting 
held on 30th June 2006.  

You will be aware from reports submitted to the Environment and Development Committee and East Fife 
Area Development Committee that all programmes started after 21st July 2004 must be subject to a SEA 
in order to comply withn the requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament & Council 
and the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (Scotland) Regulations 2004. An SEA is 
required for all public plans and programmes which are likely to have a significant impact on the 
environment and which will not be approved until after July 21st 2006 – it therefore covers the St Andrews 
and East Fife Local Plan. This is a corporate requirement which goes beyond Development Services. No 
SEA was prepared for the consultative draft St Andrews and East Fife Local Plan but it was agreed at the 
Environment and Development Committee meeting held on 8th September 2005 that a SEA be prepared 
for the finalised draft Local Plan. The report to the special East Fife Area Development Committee 
meeting held on 30th June 2006 confirmed that the St Andrews and East Fofe Local Plan requires SEA to 
be undertaken to comply with the Regulations and European Legislation. The Environment Report arising 
from this will therefore be placed on deposit with the finalised Draft Local Plan. The Environment Report 
will include an assessment on the potential or risk that the provisions of the finalised draft Local Plan will 
have on European Sites (natural heritage sites of international significance) in order to meet the 
provisions of the Habitats Directive.  

Although no SEA was prepared for the consultative draft Local Plan, the background papers published 
with the Plan at the time did detail the site assessments undertaken in identifying the sites for inclusion in 
the Local Plan and summarised the consultation and comments which helped shape the Local Plan 
Strategy. The sustainability appraisal for the draft Structure Plan addressed the higher level 
environmental impact of the Development Plan strategy. The sustainability appraisal and SEA and the 
“Potential of Options for Strategic Growth” for the Structure Plan provide information on the assessment 
and selection of strategic development areas.  

Work is well advanced on preparing the Environmental Report for the St Andrews and East Fife local Plan 
and I expect to have a draft for circulation to Members ahead of the special East Fife Area Development 
Committee to be arranged for August and, thereafter, the Environment & Development Committee. The 
scoping report, describing the range of issues to be addressed in the SEA Environmental Report, has 
been submitted to the consultation authorities who responded last week by submitting their comments via 
the Scottish Executive’s SEA Gateway. The points raised by the consultation authorities will be taken into 
account when preparing the Environmental Report. The consultation authorities are aware that the SEA 
Environmental Report was not published for consultation with the consultative draft St Andrews & East 
Fife Local Plan but advise that it is important to demonstrate how comments made on the Environment 
Report are taken into account as the Local Plan progresses towards adoption; it is our intention to do that. 
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Cllr Melville in her covering letter comments:  

Whilst detailed with his response, Mr Winter does not actually state the reason why an SEA was not 
produced at the time the draft consultative local plan was published in March 2005.  

The Scottish Executive Circular 2 2004 clearly states in para 17:-  

‘the Draft Practical guide to SEA’, states that “good practice in SEA emphasises the need for 
the assessment to be well integrated with the plan or programme-making process, and 
many benefits of SEA are likely to be lost if it is carried out as a completely separate work-
stream or by a separate body”…  

Whilst para 21:-  

‘Regulations 18 & 19 set out the statutory consultation procedures where environmental 
assessment is required. Both the consultation bodies and the public must be given an early 
and effective opportunity to comment on a draft of the plan, and on the ER. Both the ER and 
any opinions expressed during the consultation process must be taken into account during 
the preparation of the plan or programme and before its adoption or submission to the 
legislative process’  

Appendix F – Email Letter from Shane Charlton on 31/08/06  
Dear Secretaries and Members,  

Let me introduce myself: My name is Shane Charlton, I am seventeen years of age and I was born and 
brought up in Kinsleith, just outside Cupar. To date I have turned from local leisure cyclist – since the age 
of nine – to full time International representative of Great Britain and Scotland. I have raced in all levels of 
cycling from local highland Games, regional championships, national championships and international 
events, picking up medals and breaking records along the way.  

It is a very exciting time for me as I have just left Bell Baxter High School and am working towards the 
World Junior Cycling Championships next year. This year I am aiming to set world class times at the 
Senior British Championships, even though I am still of junior age (Under 19) so as to remain one of the 
five sprinters in the British Cycling Team, with the prospect of racing at the 2012 Olympics.  

Over the recent years a snowball affect of support has been created. At first I was invited into the Scottish 
Cycling Team as an under 16 category rider, which then led to gaining membership of the Tayside and 
Fife institute of sport (T.F.I.S.)-who provide sports science support as well as life planning, the Braveheart 
Fund – “committed to providing the best opportunities for Scottish racing cyclists to compete at the 
highest level in Europe,” the British cycling Team- whereby I currently train with the national Track Sprint 
Coach Iain Dyer who overshadows Chris Hoy, and the British Olympic Association – who provide the 
same level of support as T.F.I.S. when I am training in Manchester.  

In addition to this direct support I do have equipment and clothing provided by European sports clothing 
manufacturer Giordana, and Italian high performance bike manufacturer Pinarello.  

But, despite this practical and financial support I still have to train in Manchester due to the lack of 
facilities in Scotland, and I will have to fund this until I am old enough to qualify for full time professional 
funding from the National Lottery.  

Although this does have the advantage of training regularly with fellow Scot, Chris Hoy it comes at a cost.  

Since leaving school this year I have turned full time and so am looking to fund myself for the following 
year and beyond. I have estimated a minimum investment of nine thousand pounds is required to fulfil the 
needs of the coming year, which I aim to accumulate from local businesses and the community. This 
money shall help me to pay for my expenses in Manchester, which will include accommodation, travel and 
general subsistence. In order to ensure that my supporters are guaranteed some return for their 
investment, I intend to acknowledge this support in the form of a stakeholder program. Details of such will 
be sent on request, either my mail or by email, please see my direct contact details as shown.  

I would like you and the members of the committee to join my journey to Olympic Selection by 
establishing links between me and local businesses, some of which I hope may be interested in 
sponsoring me financially.  

This is where you can help!  

Would it be possible for you and your members to let me have any business contacts which you have a 
personal connection with? The size of the business or how wealthy it is is irrelevant and it is only the 
owner’s judgement to support me or not, so I am asking you to please fill in the table overleaf [not 
included in this agenda but available by email or hard copy from the Secretary] with every contact as well 
as the person who wishes to be used as the referee. I can then use this information as a personal contact 
for the business.  

People you know will work for someone. Who is that someone?  

I feel this method of marketing myself shall prove much more successful than writing to businesses 
randomly.  

Of course, I will be very grateful for any support you can offer, but please do not feel the need to respond 
if this is of no interest to you. Instead, if appropriate, perhaps you could pass it to an associate you know 
who has an interest in cycling.  
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Kind regards  

Shane Charlton  

Appendix G – Letters about consultation period on Bye-laws  
To the Chief Executive, Fife Council.  

Dear Mr Hinds,  

Consultation Period for Community Councils  

I have been asked by the Royal Burgh of St Andrews Community Council to highlight a difficulty facing the 
Community Council, and probably other Community Councils. Your thoughts on this matter would be 
appreciated.  

The Community Council regularly receives letters and other material from various departments of Fife 
Council. The material received is appreciated, and demonstrates that Fife Council staff are aware of the 
need to include Community Councils in the democratic process of consultation on a range of matters 
affecting their communities.  

However Community Councils have a problem at times. Recently we received a letter of consultation from 
the Law and Administration Department in relation to a “Review of Byelaws Prohibiting Consumption of 
Alcoholic Liquor in Designated Public Places.” The letter was dated the 7th June with a request for views 
to be sent by the beginning of July, a four week period of consultation. Unfortunately the Community 
Council only meets monthly, on the first Monday of each month. We did discuss the matter at our July 
meeting, but agreed that given the timescale for the reply could not do the topic justice, although there 
were quite strong feelings on the byelaws.  

The Community Council would appreciate, where possible longer periods to reply to such requests and 
would welcome your comments  

 
Reply from Mr H Tait to letter on Period of Consultation for Community Councils  

The Chief Executive has passed me your letter and has asked me to reply.  

It is reassuring to know that the Community Council appreciates the efforts the Council makes to consult 
them and acknowledges that Fife Council staff are aware of the importance of taking into account the 
views of Community Councils before decisions are taken.  

Deciding on appropriate periods of consultation can be quite problematic simple though it sounds. As you 
point out, Community Councils may meet only once a month and the Council, for its part, has its own 
cycle of meetings. If these are not in harmony, the decision making process can be extremely prolonged. 
In certain circumstances a local authority has legal obligations to arrive at decisions within set timescales, 
for instance , in the case of planning applications and it is therefore not always possible to offer 
consultees as long a period as they may like. This is recognised in the guidance to Community Councils 
who are encouraged to make arrangements for the delegation of responses where they consider that to 
be appropriate.  

In this particular case, it was hoped that the Community Council might be able to respond before the 
holiday period. Councils are often criticised for consulting during holiday periods and I note that the 
Community Council has still not been able to provide a response perhaps because of that very point. In 
any event, I would have hoped that the Community Council would have been able to respond in the three 
months since the letter of 7th June but I am pleased to say that it will be possible for the Council still to 
consider any representations you may care to submit. It is now unlikely that the Council will be able to 
consider the matter before October and I look forward therefore to hearing from you as soon as possible.  

Appendix H – Planning Meeting MSPs  
Dear Colleagues,  

Andrew Arbuckle MSP Liberals, David Petrie MSP Conservative, Scott Barrie MSP Labour and an SNP 
spokesperson who has to be confirmed have agreed to attend the CC meeting on the 27 September, City 
Chambers, Dunfermline, 7.00pm – 9.00pm. The only Community Councils who have confirmed their 
attendance to date are Kingseat, Touch & Garvock, Dalgety Bay and Thronton.  

Can you please confirm to me by the 21 September whether you CC will be sending a representative. 
This will be our last chance to advise our MSPs of the need for a Third Party Right of Appeal.  

Alex Falconer  

01383 723188  

Appendix I – Fife Structure Plan Response  
By Dr Ian Goudie, to Scottish Executive Development Department  

The Finalised Fife Structure Plan 2006  
1. I write on behalf of the Community Council to object to the Finalised Fife Structure Plan. It is indeed a 
“Finalised” Plan in only the most technical of senses. This is not a Plan built on a firm policy base carefully 
developed by officials over many years and finely honed in the light of public response. Rather it is an 
unnecessary Plan, conceived as a short-term manoeuvre in response to the prospect of City Regions. It is 
a Plan which is arrogantly dismissive of earlier work by Fife Council itself and which has remained largely 
impervious to the huge public outcry it has provoked. The manner of its production has been procedurally 
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dubious, and a major plank – the concept of Strategic Development Areas – has been subject to no 
previous public scrutiny. The policies in this Structure Plan would be so damaging to the interests of our 
own community and to those of Scotland that we believe this exceptional situation necessitates an 
Examination in Public.  

2. The public could be forgiven for thinking that every step possible has been taken to confuse them or 
distract them during the production of the Plan. The consultation on the draft Plan was timed to coincide 
with that on five other important documents. One of these was the draft St Andrews and East Fife Local 
Plan, a further draft of which has been issued recently. Some of those treated favourably by it will have 
been misled into thinking the matter was settled, and will not therefore submit the objections to the 
Finalised Structure Plan that the latter on its own would have provoked.  

3. To endorse this Finalised Fife Structure Plan (FFSP) would be to concede that over the next twenty 
years the Scottish Executive will fail to address some of the most major problems facing the country. The 
Plan implies the poaching of population by Fife from adjacent areas of Scotland, and, in particular, 
acquiescence in the long-term decline of Dundee. Its vision for 2026 is so divorced from any 
environmental agenda that it is happy to contemplate the prospect of Methil being “home to an increasing 
number of affluent commuters to Edinburgh”. The Report of Survey (RoS para. 1.21) displays the same 
alarming candour in saying of Edinburgh commuters that “the aim is to increase the numbers that travel 
from Mid Fife”. The FFSP effectively envisages a Fife of dormitory settlements for cross-Forth and cross-
Tay commuters. Although the Transportation section of the FFSP (para. 3.60) pays the usual lip service to 
the principle of guiding development to locations which will “reduce the need to travel by private car”, this 
principle has clearly made no impression at all on the mind-set of those who conceived the major 
strategies of this Plan. In supporting long-distance commuting, the FFSP announces that Scotland will fail 
for the foreseeable future to grasp the green agenda seriously, and will fail to make appropriate use of the 
planning system in attempting to cut the emission of greenhouse gases.  

The need for an Examination in Public
4. We are well aware that it is very rare to hold an Examination in Public of a Structure Plan, but believe 
that one is necessary in the present unusual circumstances, since  

(a) the key concept of Strategic Development Areas has been slipped into the Finalised version of the 
Plan in a manner that circumvents thorough public consultation;  

(b) at the meeting of Fife Council which approved the FFSP the members of the ruling group were 
conforming to a three-line whip rather than attempting to exercise independent judgement;  

(c) the derivations of the housing land requirement and the housing shortfall are methodologically 
unsound and fail to comply with either SPP 3 : Planning for Housing or PAN 38 : Housing Land;  

(d) we cannot recall a Structure Plan that has provoked such widespread and fundamental opposition 
across Fife and here in St Andrews in particular.  

The use of GROS projections  
5. Fife Council purports to build its justification for its Plan around the population and household 
projections produced by the General Register Office for Scotland (GROS), and treats these projections as 
though they were given by God, as inevitable as the changing of the seasons. The reality is that they 
should not even be viewed as forecasts. Had Fife Council read the small print, it would have appreciated 
that the statisticians who produced them were fully aware of the dangers of forecasting processes that are 
at the mercy of policy interventions. In the recent past these statisticians have explicitly indicated that, like 
Dickens’ Ghost of Christmas Yet To Come, one role of their projections is to warn that persisting in current 
practices may lead to a decidedly unpleasant future.  

6. The last few years have seen a major growth around Dunfermline in dormitory settlements for 
Edinburgh. This has a been a major factor in the gross instability of the estimates of net migration into 
Fife, which have risen from 400 a year in the 2000-based projections, to 800 in 2002, to 1500 in the most 
recent 2004-based projections. (2005 RoS para. 5.243; RoS para. 3.262, where 2005 RoS denotes the 
Report of Survey for the Draft Plan). Extrapolated over 20 years, this latest estimate increases the 
population of Fife by 30,000. Whether this projection turns out to be more correct than the corresponding 
2000-based projected increase of 7,500 depends largely on central and local government policy. There is 
nothing inevitable about either figure. The instability in the GROS projections indicates that their selected 
method of projection lays very substantial weight on the most recent observations – a practice which, as 
any statistician will tell you, means that you are more likely to be led up the garden path by short term 
blips. Again, however, it must be remembered that GROS is not attempting to forecast. Rather the 
projections are merely showing where continuation of the current short-sighted policies will lead.  

The St Andrews Strategic Study  
7. Following the public inquiry on the Local Plan in late 1994 and early 1995, Fife Region and then Fife 
Council devoted some considerable effort over several years to the St Andrews Strategic Study (StASS), 
which had been called for by the Scottish Office. This Study should have been treated as a material 
consideration in the future planning of this town. It was well-researched and made a genuine attempt to 
investigate the opportunities and the constraints on the future development of the town, and their 
interaction with the views of its citizens. When it was published in 1998, its conclusions were unequivocal. 
They included:-  

*Conclusion 
2  

St Andrews is at its landscape capacity and no major expansion should take place.  

*Conclusion 
3  

Limited development to meet local need may be acceptable provided it is restricted 
to the selected pockets on the south west of the town.  
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8. Whilst policy in any sphere is subject to gradual evolution, it is possible to move from one stance to its 
exact opposite without total loss of credibility only if there has been some dramatic change in the 
underlying situation. In the present case, nothing has occurred in St Andrews to make a development 
boom any more realistic a possibility than it was in 1998. In fact, apart from small sites, more and more of 
the few remaining suitable housing sites have been used up. We have got ever closer to the point where 
further development will destroy the landscape setting of the town. Fife’s transportation policies have 
failed to effect any significant move from use of the car to more environmentally friendly forms of 
transport, and, as the population has grown, congestion in the town centre becomes ever more frequent. 
The shortage of secondary schools in East Fife has not been addressed, and the position of Madras 
College is no better. In short, St Andrews is less able to sustain a development boom now than it was in 
1998.  

9. The FFSP is a complete volte face, not underpinned by the same careful research that characterised 
the Strategic Study. The authors of the FFSP are implicitly saying that their predecessors were completely 
misguided and that the very many hours spent in producing the StASS were a waste of public money. The 
reality is that it is the FFSP which is attempting to bend reality to fit a pre-chosen prescription. Ironically, 
StASS Conclusion 1 said that “There is considerable further potential for involving the community in 
actively influencing the future of the town”. The approach that has been taken over the last couple of 
years has increased that potential still further!  

*Conclusion 
4  

Major new housing development would result in an unacceptable impact on the 
quality of the town’s environment.  

*Conclusion 
5  

The landscape character of St Andrews is crucial to its character and must be 
protected and enhanced.  

*Conclusion 
6  

There is a need to contain the spread of the town …  

*Conclusion 
7  

There is a shortage of affordable housing which is only likely to be provided in the 
amounts needed through a large housing expansion. This, according to the views of 
the community, is unlikely to be an acceptable price to pay.  

*Conclusion 
9  

St Andrews does not have the potential to support significant amounts of new 
industrial land.  

*Conclusion 
13  

The quality of the town’s environment is under threat from traffic congestion.  

*Conclusion 
18  

Secondary school education facilities at Madras College are seriously overcrowded.  

*Conclusion 
20  

The community supports a new hospital for St Andrews, the preferred site being at 
the existing Memorial Hospital.  

The Executive Summary
10. The FFSP declares (para 1.10) that its strategy “directs major new employment creating development 
to the main towns, particularly within Mid Fife, and to South Fife/Rosyth and St Andrews”. In reality, with 
the possible exception of house-building, this FFSP does very little to direct new employment to St 
Andrews. It decrees the designation of an inappropriately large area of land in the town for employment 
purposes, but there is little reason to assume there would be any more success in using it than there has 
been at the various high-tech sites that have been designated and lain unused over the last twenty years. 
(See also paras. 18 and 31 below.)  

11. Few phrases succeed in riling the population of the town more than the assertion (para 1.14) that “St 
Andrews will be further developed as a world class destination”. It succeeds in embodying the whole 
notion of the town as a product to be marketed to benefit others. Locally the “world-class” priorities imply 
an inappropriate concentration of resources on the parts of the town that the tourists see, whilst allowing 
the upkeep of the rest to slip. Taking a wider perspective, the “world class” emphasis in tourism promotion 
is usually interpreted as trying to attract more rich American golfers, at a time when the world needs air 
travel to be reduced.  

12. Shallow ideas do not gain any greater merit by endless repetition. We are told in para 1.8 of “the 
importance of St Andrews as a tourism destination of international renown”, reminded in (para 1.14) that 
“St Andrews will be further developed as a world class destination” and again in para 1.16 that the 
strategy is to “To further develop St Andrews as a high quality tourist destination and to build on the 
tourism industry throughout Fife”. Yet, as with other bits of dogma within the FFSP, the repetition does not 
yield any more substance.  

13. This Community Council also has considerable reservations about some of the bland certainties of the 
National Planning Framework (paras 1.7 and 1.8) particularly as they pertain to St Andrews. The 
Framework again appears to reflect the views of those who see the town as primarily a resource to be 
exploited and those who lack detailed local knowledge. We note that central government did not see fit to 
consult local residents.  

The Settlement Strategy  
FFSP Para 2.1.  

14. We object to the unqualified endorsement of continued growth in St Andrews. This is a casually 
formulated goal of desk-based theoreticians, who have not even acquainted themselves with earlier 
findings of their own Council as incorporated in the Strategic Study. Continued growth on the scale 
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envisaged by the FFSP is clearly at odds with StASS Conclusion 2 which said that “St Andrews is at its 
landscape capacity and no major expansion should take place”.  

FFSP Section 2.4, Para 1.  
15. We object to the concept of the Strategic Development Area (SDA) as here defined. The SDA is a 
pivotal element of this FFSP, and it cannot be acceptable to make a last-minute addition of this 
magnitude. The notion of large-scale development on greenfield land is clearly at odds with StASS 
Conclusion 6 that “There is a need to contain the spread of the town …” We show below that, if the 
housing land requirement is calculated in accordance with PAN 38, the minimum housing allocation for 
the St Andrews SDA greatly exceeds the housing shortfall for this Housing Market Area (HMA). The same 
would appear to be all the more true for Cupar.  

FFSP Section 2.4, Para headed St Andrews.  
16. As it stands, this paragraph conflicts with the first paragraph of this section. This is symptomatic of the 
hasty and ill-thought out way in which the SDA concept has been added to the FFSP. This paragraph 
says that “Land for 1,200 houses … will be identified; a large proportion of which will be within a Strategic 
Development Area to the west of the town”. This implies that the SDA will contain fewer than 1200 
houses, conflicting with the first paragraph that said, “These areas will be the focus for mixed use 
development containing a minimum of 1,200 houses”.  

17. Our objection to identifying land for 1200 houses is implicit in para. 15 above, but we would also 
object strongly to the location and the proposal for a new link road. After the crucial and highly sensitive 
southern hillside of St Andrews, the intended area to the west of the town is the next most important in 
environmental terms. A western link-road with associated development was one of the options canvassed 
during the Strategic Study, and the ensuing furore provoked the biggest public response that Fife Council 
had seen. As the Council at that time had more interest in public opinion, the idea was shelved. They 
concluded “Major new housing development would result in an unacceptable impact on the quality 
of the town’s environment” (StASS Conclusion 4). It was also recognised that “Limited development 
to meet local need may be acceptable provided it is restricted to the selected pockets on the south 
west of the town” (StASS Conclusion 3). This Community Council has argued consistently for over 15 
years that the least environmentally damaging area in which to site the limited development that is 
required to meet local need is the relatively low-lying ground of the Kinness Valley to the south-west of the 
town.  

18. We also object to the words “A 10ha Science Park and a 10ha general business park will be identified 
to provide opportunities for employment growth”. This overlooks StASS Conclusion 9 that “St Andrews 
does not have the potential to support significant amounts of new industrial land”. It also displays a 
depressing ignorance of the history of sites identified for such purposes in earlier Development Plans.  

19. There are severe limits on the extent to which St Andrews can serve as “an economic driver for the 
whole of Fife”, and the FFSP does not have a coherent strategy to exploit even the opportunities that are 
there. If the tourist industry in St Andrews is to expand further, then an increasing proportion of tourists 
must arrive by public transport. Yet (see paras. 65 and 68 below) Fife Council sees reinstatement of the 
rail link as a minor local issue, which can be consigned indefinitely to the back-burner.  

20. Another disturbing feature of the FFSP is the peripheral role of education, and the contribution that St 
Andrews can make in terms of academic development has not been thought through. The University has 
an international reputation, but its strength is its quality not its size, and the notion that spin-off ventures 
from university research will provide an economic driver for the whole of Fife is scarcely in touch with 
reality. Overall provision of tertiary education in Fife is poor in terms of quantity. The major Scottish 
conurbations of Glasgow, Edinburgh, Aberdeen and Dundee all boast at least two universities. Fife, 
despite being the third largest Scottish Council in population terms, has just one.  

21. The paragraph also fails to acknowledge adequately the extent to which the current success of St 
Andrews, for both tourism and education, is a function of the quality of its environment. The bottom line 
here, as throughout the FFSP, is that the unrealistic developmental goals have to be achieved regardless 
of their effect on the conservation of Fife’s environment. The landscape capacity studies by Tyldsley and 
by Alison Grant have been brushed aside without a mention.  

Implementing The Strategy  
Policy SDA1 Strategic Development Areas  

22. For all the reasons that we have set out above in the section on the Settlement Strategy, we object to 
this policy.  

FFSP Para 3.6.  
23. In the context of St Andrews, and probably elsewhere too, there is a disconcerting naivety about the 
assertion that “New development should not have a detrimental effect upon the communities of which 
they will be a part, or adjacent to. Rather it should contribute to the quality of the environment and to 
these communities”. The notion that development on the proposed scale would improve the environment 
of St Andrews is ridiculous. In the days of more objective assessment it was recognised that “St Andrews 
is at its landscape capacity” (StASS Conclusion 2) and that“The quality of the town’s environment is 
under threat from traffic congestion” (StASS Conclusion 13). The authors of the FFSP again fail to 
apply the principles that they purport to believe. They say (para. 3.61) that “it is also important to guide 
development away from locations where the traffic generated by the development may adversely impact 
on local communities.” There is, however, no evidence that they have given a moment’s thought to the 
effect that the traffic from more than 1200 houses would have on the town centre of St Andrews, which is 
already frequently subject to grid-lock over the summer months.  

24. We draw no consolation from the vague assurance (FFSP Para 3.6.)that “the development industry 
will be expected to make an appropriate contribution” to strategic infrastructure for strategic development 
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sites. The huge expansion proposed would impact adversely on the whole range of public services. A 
small number of developer contributions would not start to repair the damage, even if the Council 
managed to secure them. There has been a failure to foresee all the implications of the Plan, never mind 
make proper provision for them.  

Policy DC1: Developer Requirements – Essential Community Infrastructure
25. No doubt the approach to planning that this policy embodies looks highly attractive to central 
government, being based on the philosophy of something-for-nothing. Five years ago we, as a 
Community Council used to point out cases where the Council had failed to extract some legitimate 
planning gain from a developer. Since then the pendulum has swung so far in the opposite direction that it 
is bringing the whole planning system into disrepute. In recent years, all too frequently it appears that Fife 
Council’s primary considerations in processing major planning applications have not been their 
acceptability in planning and transportation terms, but rather the question of what public works could be 
demanded from the developer in return for consent. The Council has become less an objective judge and 
more an interested party. The FFSP incorporates the same something-for-nothing philosophy writ large. 
The result will again be that the Council’s judgement will be seriously influenced by its own financial 
considerations. Our own experience suggests that it will not be members of the public, or even the local 
Council members, that decide whether or not it is a getting a reasonable deal, but Council officials 
pursuing their own agenda.  

Proposal DC1: Developer Requirements – Strategic Land Allocations  
26. This table includes a weak requirement for developers to contribute towards secondary schools in St 
Andrews and at the Tay Bridgehead, leaving even vaguer the time-scale for any action. In the case of 
Madras College, it is not reasonable to over-develop the town to provide the funding that the Council 
should have found years ago.  

27. This table of largely ill-defined projects also illustrates well how this approach to planning transfers 
power to the hands of unelected Council officials. Many of the items on this list can mean whatever the 
officials choose them to mean. For instance, members of the public reading this list may well have been 
deceived into imagining that, in the St Andrews context, “Strategic transport network improvements” 
meant the obvious rational step of reinstatement of the rail link. Those of us more familiar with the 
negative attitude of Fife Council in this regard would be much less optimistic.  

Policy C1: Strategic Infrastructure  
28. The bullet point on healthcare facilities effectively says that “Fife Council will seek to ensure that 
proposals for new or expanded or augmented healthcare facilities will be supported where they are in 
sustainable locations, supported by public transport”. Such facilities should not be supported if they do not 
conform to other Development Plan policies, so a better wording would be “Fife Council will seek to 
ensure that proposals for new or expanded or augmented healthcare facilities are in sustainable locations, 
supported by public transport”.  

29. The final clause effectively reads “Fife Council will seek to ensure that Local Plans will provide 
positively for the provision and upgrade of ICT infrastructure and support the expansion of networks 
across Fife”. This approach would represent a continuation of the manner in which mobile phone and 
TETRA technology has been introduced in the UK. Public concerns about the unknown health risks of this 
technology have been brushed aside by government and people have had to live with these technologies 
whether they like it or not. Although people’s views still differ widely, a large fraction of the population 
would now, for instance, deem it unwise to site a mobile phone mast or TETRA mast alongside a primary 
school or a hospital, or close to residential accommodation if it can be avoided. Accordingly the FFSP 
should require Local Plans to provide guidance on the siting of such phone masts. As ever, the authors of 
the FFSP have a narrow focus on facilitating economic development: many of the people of Fife believe 
their quality of life is also affected by environmental and health issues.  

FFSP Para 3.25.  
30. The academics of the University of St Andrews already have extensive “links outwith Fife”, and so the 
opening sentence of this paragraph again fails to convince the reader that any dramatic change in the rate 
at which major spin-offs are achieved (see para. 31 below) is imminent. More is needed than the “Science 
Park” label or excessive land allocations. For general business use the emphasis should be on retention 
of the site at Bassaguard and the refusal of consent for housing on existing business sites within the town, 
something Fife Council has often failed to do.  

Policy E1: New Employment Land  
Proposal PE1: Proposed and Existing Strategic Employment Land 

31. We object to this policy and proposal in so far as they apply to St Andrews. The proposal for 10 
hectares of land in St Andrews for a Science Park and a further 10 hectares for business use is either a 
triumph of hope over experience or else was written by someone who had no familiarity with the planning 
history of the town. We are happy to encourage spin-off ventures from university research, but this is not 
a new idea. Enthusiastic attempts were made long before the jargon phrase “knowledge economy” was 
born, but the difficulties of such exercises in the St Andrews context are evident from the limited success 
that has been enjoyed to date. A substantial supporting case is needed to justify a land allocation on even 
a quarter of this scale. Areas brought within the town envelope for this purpose are likely to end up being 
developed for other purposes. This is not a satisfactory way to proceed.  

Housing  
Calculation of the Housing Land Requirement  

The role of household projections  
32. Fife Council’s approach to the GROS household projections is based on a fundamental 
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misunderstanding of the role of such projections. Fife has failed to heed the warnings that “It is important 
to realise that projections are not forecasts” and that “Their purpose is to give an indication of 
possible future numbers of households if trends observed in past censuses continue” (Household 
Projections for Scotland, 2000-Based, Annex A – Full description of methodology – http://www.gro-
scotland.gov.uk/statistics/library/household-estimates-projections/). Fife Council appears to have 
overlooked also the corresponding note of caution in PAN 38, para. 16 covering both population 
projections and trends in household formation. This reads, “While these provide planning authorities with 
a useful starting point in assessing the likely scale of future requirements, it must be recognised that they 
are projections based on past trends rather than predictive forecasts”. GROS also explain that “It should 
be recognised that household projections, like other projections, may indicate that existing trends and 
policies are likely to lead to situations which are judged undesirable. If new policies are then introduced 
they may result in the original projections not being realised. However, this means the projections will 
have fulfilled one of their prime functions; to show the consequences of present trends with sufficient 
notice for any necessary action to be taken.” (Ibid, Annex B - Uses, limitations and consequences of 
projections)  

33. Viewed from any broader perspective, these warnings are highly pertinent. Population and household 
projections for Fife cannot be considered in isolation from those for the rest of the country. To allow past 
trends to persist does indeed lead to what GROS calls “situations which are judged undesirable” 
particularly from the stance of Dundee. The 2004-based projections show Fife’s population rising by 
32,000 in the 20 years to 2024, but Dundee’s population falling by 21,000 to just 121,000 with consequent 
effects on the Council-tax base. For many years significant numbers of those retiring in the West of 
Scotland have sought new homes in St Andrews. Such transitions will do nothing to ameliorate GROS 
projection that the population of Glasgow will fall by 25,000 by 2024 – arguably another of GROS’s 
situations which should be “judged unacceptable”.  

The planning horizon
34. Only an elementary understanding of statistics is needed to realise that the uncertainties of 
forecasting increase greatly as the lead time increases. This point was clearly appreciated by those who 
wrote in SPP 3, para 61, “The structure plan should identify the overall housing land requirement 
for a period of 12 years from the plan’s expected date of approval”. The same unequivocal wording is 
repeated in PAN 38, para. 10. Attempts to predict the future beyond the 12 year horizon become 
increasingly foolhardy the longer the lead time becomes. So whilst para. 61 of SPP 3 and para. 10 of PAN 
38 do also require that a structure plan should “provide a broad indication of the scale of the housing land 
requirement and the location of housing development beyond year 12, preferably up to year 20”, this is 
qualified in para. 15 of PAN 38 by the wise caveat “Beyond year 12, the emphasis should be on giving 
a broad indication of the scale of the requirement rather than firm figures”. Para. 61 of SPP 3 also 
requires the housing shortfall for the first 12 years to be split into two phases. In contrast the FFSP 
provides four phases of land allocation over a 20 year period, but only for SDAs (Proposal H2).  

35. The procedure that Fife Council has followed is in fact specifically condemned in para. 9 of PAN 38. 
This notes that “SPP 3: Planning for Housing indicates that structure plans should where possible provide 
guidance on the scale and distribution of housing land provision over 20 years”. It goes on, however, to 
declare unequivocally that “housing land requirements cannot be determined with precision for such 
an extended period”. Rather than indulging in spurious precision, this paragraph anticipates that 
“authorities should be able to indicate clearly how the settlement pattern is expected to develop over the 
longer term”. As is demonstrated by the string of quotations in this paragraph and the preceding one, the 
advice on the forecasting horizon is not a single casual aside in a single document, but the consistent 
repeated message in the two key publications. Faced by this barrage of advice, it is astonishing that Fife’s 
planners have nonetheless attempted to make a precise determination of the housing land requirement 
over a full 20 years. In contrast, we note that in the current revision of the Edinburgh and the Lothians 
Structure Plan (ELSP), which has to be in place by 2008, the housing land requirement is projected to 
2020, thereby adhering to the recommended 12 year horizon.  

Additional migration  
36. In the 2005 Draft Structure Plan, Fife Council distinguished between “household formation brought 
about by natural change in Fife” and an “additional (net inward) migration” of a projected 8000 new 
households arising at the rate of 400 households a year over a 20 year period. Of these 8000 new 
households, Fife said “In disaggregating this figure below Fife level, it is calculated that the majority -
5,000, will locate in Dunfermline & West Fife, 2,000 in Kirkcaldy and Mid Fife and 1,000 in St Andrews 
and East Fife” (2005 RoS para. 5.249). A more precise disaggregation was given in the 2005 RoS, Fig. 
5.47. In the FFSP, by subsuming the additional migration within the overall total, Fife Council has 
effectively chosen to carry out this disaggregation on a pro-rata basis relative to the present populations 
of the HMAs. No justification is offered for this dramatic change.  

37. As “additional migration” forms one component of the GROS projection, which is merely an 
extrapolation of present realities, the logical approach must surely be to perform the disaggregation 
according to the HMAs into which the current inward migrants move. The total populations of each HMA 
give a very poor indication of this: a somewhat better one is given by RoS Table 3.27 which shows the 
completion rates in each HMA over the period 2000-05. The resulting totals for each HMA over this period 
are shown in Table 1, together with the corresponding percentages. These percentages have then been 
used to disaggregate the 4800 households that result from a net inward migration of 400 households a 
year over a 12 year period. Apart from Cupar where the difference is small, this approach gives figures 
that lie between the two more extreme methods used by Fife Council.  

Table 1 : Additional migration  
HMA Completions 2000-2005 Percentage of total completions Additional migration 
Dunfermline 1 3565 45.7 2192 
Dunfermline 2 441 5.6 271 
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Kirkcaldy 2471 31.7 1520 
Cupar 379 4.9 233 
St Andrews 950 12.2 584 
Total 7806 100 4800 

Household change between 2006 and 2018
38. GROS’s 2004-based projections show the number of households in Fife rising from 157,660 in 2006 
to 177,770 in 2018. This increase of 20,110 is based on an assumption of net inward migration of 1500 
people or 750 households a year. As indicated above, we do not see it as appropriate to concede a policy 
failure of this magnitude, and propose that the 2002-based estimate of 400 households a year should be 
used. This implies that, over the 12 year period, 4,200 fewer households would migrate to Fife than in the 
GROS projection, giving an increase of 15,910 households.  

Disaggregation of household change between HMAs  
39. To disaggregate this total of 15,910 households between the HMAs we have followed the approach 
adopted by Fife Council in its 2005 RoS, which, as we have argued above, is methodologically superior to 
the current approach. The disaggregation of the 4800 households resulting from inward migration is as in 
Table 1. The remaining 11,110 households have been divided between the HMAs in proportion to their 
current populations (Ros Table 3.22), in the manner that Fife has this year used for the complete 
disaggregation.  

Table 2 : Disaggregation of household change between HMAs  
HMA Percentage of 

population 
Household change excluding 
migration 

Additional 
migration 

Total household 
change 

Dunfermline 1 28.3 3144 2192 5336 
Dunfermline 2 9.1 1011 271 1282 
Kirkcaldy 41.0 4555 1520 6075 
Cupar 7.8 867 233 1100 
St Andrews 13.8 1533 584 2117 
Total 100.0 11110 4800 15910 

Housing Need  
40. Table 3 is our proposed revision of Fife Council’s RoS Table 3.24. The total household changes 
derived in Table 2 are augmented as a result of demolitions, vacancies and flexibility. These components 
are discussed in the paragraphs below the table. The reduction of the planning horizon to 12 years 
accounts for the greater part of the differences between Table 3 and Fife’s RoS Table 3.24.  

Table 3 : Housing Need 2006-2018  
HMA Total household 

change 
Demolitions Vacancies Total 

need 
8% 
flexibility 

Housing 
requirement 

Dunfermline 1 5336 260 160 5756 460 6216 
Dunfermline 2 1282 100 38 1420 114 1534 
Kirkcaldy 6075 400 182 6657 533 7190 
Cupar 1100 20 22 1142 91 1233 
St Andrews 2117 20 42 2179 174 2353 
Total 15910 800 444 17154 1372 18526 

Demolitions  
41. The statement that “Most demolitions are expected to occur early in the plan period” (RoS para. 
3.266) suggests that it is appropriate to leave unchanged the demolitions from RoS Table 3.24, despite 
the reduction from 20 to 12 years in the planning horizon.  

Vacancies  
42. The 2005 RoS explained (Para 5.251) that the demolition programme reflected, not surprisingly, the 
“clearance of hard-to-let stock”. It could indeed be argued that the demolition programme would be 
expected to produce some overall reduction across Fife in the vacancy rate at the time of the 2001 
Census. Despite this, in Table 3 we have a retained a 3% vacancy allowance for the Dunfermline and 
Kirkcaldy HMAs. For the period 2007-09, however, Fig. 5.48 of the 2005 RoS showed that no demolitions 
were planned for the St Andrews and Cupar HMAs, so it has to be presumed that there are fewer hard-to-
let properties in these areas. The application of a uniform vacancy rate across Fife would therefore 
appear unjustified, and thus in Table 3 we have applied a 2% vacancy allowance to the St Andrews and 
Cupar HMAs.  

Flexibility  
43. FFSP Para 3.44 says that an additional allocation of 8% has been added to the overall requirement to 
allow for flexibility. This conflicts with FFSP Fig 3.1 which indicates that the flexibility accounts for 8% of 
the total housing land requirement. RoS Para. 3.271 again states that “an additional 8% has been added” 
and makes comparison with the Lothians Structure Plan and earlier Fife plans. It is in fact evident from 
RoS Table 3.24 that a flexibility allowance of 10% has been added; thus the description of this as an 
addition of 8% is simply an elementary error on the nature of percentages. In Table 3 we have applied the 
8% addition that was apparently desired.
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“Population Growth – Housing Requirement”  
44. In Table 3.26 the RoS increases the housing requirement of 29225 units calculated in Table 3.24 by 
almost 6000 units. The only justification given for this appears in para. 3.272, which indicates that “the 
Structure Plan is promoting growth beyond the 2002 Based Population Projections, to start taking account 
of the 2004 population projections.”  

45. At first sight, it might then be thought that we should be proposing a corresponding increase 3,600 
units to allow for our projection being over 12 years rather than 20 years. The logic of our above 
arguments, however, implies opposition to this increment in its entirety. Adjusting to the net migration 
rates under the 2004-based projections means damaging the interests of neighbouring authorities and 
promoting rather than reducing global warming. We therefore do not revise RoS Table 3.26, but propose 
that the housing land requirements should be as specified in our Table 3.  

Summary  
46. We object to the proposed housing land requirement specified in Policy H1 and Proposal PH1. 
To accord with PAN 38 the requirement should only be specified with precision until 2018. We 
believe the number of units required should be revised as shown in Table 3 above.  

Calculation of the Housing Shortfall  
Urban Capacity Supply  

47. RoS para. 3.291 indicates that only 70% of the urban capacity supply has been included. We have 
adopted the same percentage, although, contrary to the text of that paragraph, we would have thought the 
longer time period made it more likely that these sites would be developed. RoS Table 3.31 indicates an 
urban capacity supply over the period 2006 -2016 of 1077 and 36 units for the Dumfermline 1 and 
Dumfermline 2 HMAs respectively. For the Kirkcaldy HMA the corresponding supply is 1426 to 2016, and 
we will assume that one-fifth (i.e 61 units) of the post-2016 supply is applicable to the period 2016 -2018. 
In view of Fife’s concerns about double-counting of windfall sites we have conservatively omitted the 
urban capacity supplies for Cupar and St Andrews.  

Windfall Sites  
48. The contribution from windfall sites is discussed in RoS Para 3.293 and the assertion is made that 
“the current trend is downwards”. This appears to have little statistical validity in the context of a Structure 
Plan with a 12 year horizon, still less a 20 year one. Whilst there has manifestly been a decrease over the 
years 2000-03, the data over the five years in RoS Fig. 3.26 exhibit no statistically significant trend. We 
also note that the information provided is now three years out-of-date and simply matches that in the Draft 
Structure Plan published a year ago. Questions should be asked about why no updating has been carried 
out.  

49. Having no experience of windfall site rates in the Dunfermline and Kirkcaldy HMAs, for a 12 year 
period we have simply included 60% of the windfall figures for these HMAs given in RoS Table 3.32 (the 
sub-division for Dunfermline is given in 2005 RoS Fig. 5.58). Our experience of East Fife, however, 
suggests that it makes no sense to take the contribution from windfall sites to be less than 40% of the 
recently observed level. If Local Plans are kept more up to date than has happened in recent years, some 
reduction in this contribution might be anticipated, but judging by the approach that Fife Council takes to 
applications for sites outwith the Local Plan, it is implausible that this reduction will be other than small. 
Use of the yearly Fife-wide average of 431 units (based on the period 1998-2003) would imply a 
contribution of 5172 units from windfall sites over a 12 year period, and RoS Table 3.32 suggests that the 
Cupar and St Andrews HMAs account for 1/16 and 1/8 respectively of the total, implying 323 and 647 
units respectively. As a conservative projection, we propose taking 80% of these totals. Para. 5.265 of the 
2005 RoS indicates that the aim of the calculation is to produce an “estimated output” from windfall sites, 
and this approach would appear likely to give a far closer approximation. By omitting urban capacity 
supplies for these HMAs we have removed any possibility of that overlap.  

Small sites  
50. We would agree with RoS para 3.296 that, of approved applications, “the vast majority will result in 
development”, and therefore regard an assumed 80% completion rate as the minimum that could be 
realistic. Much less pertinent, however, is the expectation, in the same paragraph, that “over the next 20 
years scope for further farm conversions and infill development will diminish.” As a Community Council we 
have often deplored the willingness of Fife Council to grant consent for infill development, but, whilst the 
loss of open space between buildings is regrettable, not even we would argue that it would start to 
become physically impossible in the next 20 years. Two further points should be noted. Firstly there 
appears to be an increasing belief on the part of developers that phasing developments in batches of four 
dwellings so that they count as small sites is an effective way to gain planning consent. Secondly, if as we 
have argued, this Structure Plan should be producing firm figures only for a 12 year period rather than a 
20 year one, the plausibility of a major diminution of the present rate appears still further reduced. The 
assumption of just 30 units and 20 units per annum for the St Andrews and Cupar HMAs respectively thus 
looks completely unrealistic.  

51. As with windfall sites, the goal should be to produce realistic estimates for the two HMAs for which a 
small sites contribution is appropriate. We see the proposed 80% completion rate as already being a 
conservative assumption and see no case for a further reduction in the estimate below that level. 
Accordingly an assumption of 120 units on small sites over a 12 year period implies a total of 1440 units. 
Dividing this between the St Andrews and Cupar HMAs in the 3:2 ratio employed by Fife Council yields 
contributions of 864 and 576 units respectively.  

52. Taking the Contributing Supply from RoS Table 3.33, the effects of the changes that we propose on 
the calculation of the housing shortfall are shown in the following table:-

Page 15 of 19St Andrews Community Council – Agenda September 2006

23/04/2008file://H:\ccproject\old\standrewscc\2006\0609agenda.html



Table 4 : Calculation of the Housing Shortfall  
Housing 
requirement 

Contributing 
Supply 

Urban capacity 
supply 

Windfall Small 
sites 

Shortfall 

Dunfermline 1 6216 1958 1077 600 0 2581 
Dunfermline 2 1534 1311 36 120 0 67 
Kirkcaldy 7190 3106 1487 840 0 1757 
Cupar 1233 185 0 258 576 214 
St Andrews 2353 138 0 518 864 833 
Total 18526 6698 2600 2336 1440 5452 

Summary  
53. We object to the shortfall figures specified in Proposal PH1, and propose that they should be 
revised as shown in Table 4 above. We object also to the Strategic Land Allocations in Proposal 
PH2.  

Policy H2: Meeting the Housing Land Requirement  
54. We wish to see this policy strengthened significantly. The requirement that Local Plans will “provide 
for a range of sites, tenures and house types” is much too vague and weak to tackle the major housing 
problems of St Andrews. It cannot be assumed that appropriate housing types will naturally emerge as a 
result of market economics. For housing sites in St Andrews, private developers typically seek consent for 
developments in which four and five bedroom properties are the norm. A large proportion of these are 
sold over many months to those from outwith the town, until, after about three years, a more realistic 
assessment is made of the market and the developer reapplies for rather smaller properties on whatever 
fraction of the site is still undeveloped. It cannot make the slightest sense to generate housing projections 
on the basis of households of size two, as this Structure Plan does, and then give consent to housing 
sites full of four and five bedroom properties.  

55. We will only see progress in this regard if Policy H2 requires Local Plans to disaggregate the housing 
land requirement for each HMA by both tenure and house size. If there is any substance at all in the 
housing projections in the Plan, there is also an implied distribution of house types. To simply come up 
with a grand total and then allow developers to build whatever they (often mistakenly) believe will 
generate the largest and quickest profits is an abdication of responsibility. If we need, for instance, 200 
affordable two-person homes in St Andrews but do not have finance currently available, what good is 
achieved by permitting a developer to erect 200 luxury ones instead? The result is simply to waste the 
scarce housing land still available and to intensify the future conflict between the need for housing and the 
need to conserve the environment. From any logical perspective, this is the housing policy of the mad-
house, yet it is what has been happening for years, and the FFSP offers little prospect for change.  

56. The corresponding policy in the 2002 Structure Plan opened with the words “Local Plans, rather than 
planning applications, will be the preferred means of identifying sites for development”. We can see no 
argument for weakening it by omission of the subsidiary clause.  

Policy H4 : Provision of Affordable Housing  
57. The Community Council does not believe that this policy is adequate to meet the exceptional 
circumstances that pertain in St Andrews. Para 3.54 says, “It is important that affordable housing should 
remain available to meet the future needs of local people”, but the FFSP does not appear to provide any 
substantive mechanism to ensure this. We would expect to see a continuation of past practice, where 
affordable housing remains affordable for at most 10 or 15 years, and frequently much less than that. 
Such developments give the deceptive appearance of progress while the reality of the situation gets 
worse. St Andrews does not have housing land to squander in this way. Our reaction to developer-funded 
affordable housing is moulded by this shortage of suitable housing land. Under Fife Council’s proposal of 
30% affordable housing in the St Andrews HMA, we end up getting seven houses for which we have little 
need for every three houses of the type that is sought. In terms of the dilemma identified in StASS 
Conclusion 7, this implication of the developer-funded approach “is unlikely to be an acceptable price to 
pay”. In such circumstances, it is preferable for the land to remain undeveloped until a better funding 
mechanism can be secured. If, despite our arguments, the Scottish Executive continues to believe 
developer-funded affordable housing can contribute, we would wish to see included in Policy H4 the 
stipulation that the affordable component should be completed within a similar timescale to the non-
affordable.  

58. In seeking above the disaggregation of the housing land requirement by type and tenure, we 
recognise that the most important categories for St Andrews needs are those types of affordable housing 
that remain affordable in perpetuity, including rented accommodation from housing associations and 
housing cooperatives. We wish to see sites earmarked exclusively for this purpose, and indeed believe 
that the housing needs of St Andrews will only be met when the greater part of the housing land allocation 
is so designated.  

Transportation  
Policy T1: Transport and Development.  

59. The version of this policy in the 2002 Fife Structure Plan included a number of useful extra clauses. 
We object to the omission of the clauses saying that development proposals must:-  

provide adequate cycle facilities where appropriate;  
not exacerbate a recorded air pollution problem  
not create or exacerbate a road safety problem; and
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not prejudice identified ‘Safer Routes to School’.  

FFSP Para 3.62.  
60. We object to the inclusion of the words “Over the Plan period this will include a range of strategic 
improvements, including the potential requirement for a replacement or an additional multi-modal crossing 
at Queensferry. The strategic development strategy will support the case for a crossing. The principle of a 
further multi-modal crossing is considered vitally important in the context of growing the national economy 
and those of Edinburgh and Fife. It is important for Fife’s economic and social inclusion agendas to 
achieve a further crossing.”  

61. As indicated above, we see the proposal for a new Forth crossing as contrary to the “broad consensus 
that land use planning policies should seek to minimise the need for travel” (Royal Commission on 
Environmental Pollution, 1994). No case has been made that it is vital for the economy of Edinburgh and 
Fife: it is obvious that it will not assist efforts to reduce global warming.  

Policy T2: Safeguarding of Existing and Potential Transport Routes  
62. Structure Plans should not be written on a “we know what we mean by it” basis, and the notion of “St 
Andrews public transport route” must surely fall into this ill-defined category. We object to this vague 
wording. We propose that it be replaced by “land for a rail link, following an alignment on the 
southern side of the A91, from the East Coast Main Line to a new station in St Andrews, located at 
or very close to the former station site.” To maximise the contribution that the rail link can make, it is 
important that the track reaches a position close to the centre of St Andrews. Development pressures 
near St Andrews are such that a failure to act at this time is likely to render this impossible. Consideration 
should also be given to safeguarding land for car and taxi parking near a new St Andrews station. A 
masterplan is required for the eastern end of the North Haugh, determining where new University 
buildings would be acceptable and what land is required for transportation purposes. (This should be a 
key component of the essentially undefined Campus Plan of para. 1.20 of the FFSP.) At the point where 
the rail link joins the East Coast Main Line, land for both southern and northern chords is required.  

63. We certainly do not object to the safeguarding of the Kingdom of Fife cycle route, but recognise that 
this route is only a small first step in encouraging more people to cycle. Bearing in mind that much of the 
route consists of minor roads, carrying vehicular traffic moving at 60 mph or more, it is definitely not a safe 
environment for children or inexperienced cyclists. We wish to see an additional sentence added to this 
policy requiring Local Plans to identify and safeguard a connected network of off-road routes which can 
be developed when finance permits.  

64. For the reasons given above we object to the inclusion of the words “landfall for approach 
infrastructure for a potential new multi-modal crossing of the Forth”.  

Proposal PT1: Transport Proposals  
65. We object to the clause in this proposal which reads “further consideration of transport link options for 
St Andrews to the rail network will be addressed through the review of the Local Transport Strategy”. This 
Community Council has long argued for the reinstatement of the rail link to St Andrews and we are 
appalled at the feebleness of this proposal. In particular, the need to safeguard the route of the rail link in 
the 2002 Structure Plan formed one of our objections to the previous FFSP. The subsequent revision fell 
short of what we would have liked. The 2002 Structure Plan (para. 2.2.5) said “The Local Transport 
Strategy identifies the need to review the requirement for new stations at Leven and St Andrews 
(including a new rail link)”. Proposal PT2 of the same Plan read “Land for the following routes and 
facilities will be safeguarded from prejudicial development and identified in Local Plans, in accordance 
with the Local Transport Strategy”, and the list thereunder included “The Leven and St Andrews lines 
including new stations (subject to review through Local Transport Strategy)”. Even this rather grudging 
wording is better than the latest, rather garbled, proposal which amounts to a fairly frank declaration that 
Fife Council would like to put the issue on the back burner for the next twenty years.  

66. In contrast, this Structure Plan should be providing a vision for the future of better and more 
sustainable transport for those who live and work in St Andrews, and providing a means for more tourists, 
golfers and academic visitors to access the town more easily without causing continual gridlock on our 
roads. We believe that, as well as bringing major benefits to St Andrews, it would pay dividends to Cupar 
and other parts of East Fife. We envisage that likely customer numbers for such a link are significantly 
higher than has been suggested. The Tay Estuary Study, for instance, was focussed on traffic to and from 
Dundee.  

67. A more far-sighted Council would have built the Structure Plan proposals for St Andrews around the 
target of reinstating the rail link. It offers a way for tourism to expand without suffocating the town. 
Moreover, although the need to conserve the landscape setting of St Andrews means, as we have noted 
above, that little suitable housing land now remains in St Andrews, an increasing number of university 
staff and others employed in St Andrews need housing within easy reach of the town. The rail link offers a 
real prospect of squaring this circle. The methodology advanced by Prof. George Hazel of E-Rail Ltd in 
the context of the Edinburgh South Suburban scheme and elsewhere, has shown how rail projects can be 
made viable by linkage to associated development. Clearly in the St Andrews setting restrictions on the 
location and nature of associated developments would be needed, but the characteristic desperation of 
developers to acquire sites near St Andrews mean that the methodology should be more readily applied 
here than in many other places.  

68. For these reasons, we seek the insertion under the National/International heading of the words:- 
“reinstatement of a rail link from the East Coast Main Line to St Andrews”. The tourism industry in St 
Andrews is of national importance and University of St Andrews is of international importance, and so 
provision of environmentally friendly transport to the town must surely merit inclusion under this heading.  

69. For the reasons given above we object to the inclusion of the words “new multi-modal cross-Forth 
bridge and associated approach networks at Queensferry – initial feasibility study with potential for a new 
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bridge”.  

Environment
Landscape Setting  
FFSP Para 4.3.  

70. This paragraph attempts to re-write history by implying that in the 2002 Structure Plan the sole aim of 
the Green Belt for St Andrews was “To ensure that critical views to and from historic cores are protected”. 
The reality is that para 2.1.14 said, “To maintain existing landscape settings (including critical views to 
and from historic cores), to plan for all forms of growth in this context and prevent coalescence and to 
strictly control any intrusive countryside, recreational or institutional developments, Green Belts will be 
established around St Andrews and to the West and South West of Dunfermline in accord with 
Government Policy set out in SDD Circular 24/1985.”  

FFSP Para 4.4.  
71. We object to, and seek the removal of, the words “to direct planned growth to locations not in the 
Green Belt”, which are clearly intended to ensure that the inner boundaries of the Belts are very slack. 
The same idea is repeated, and better expressed later in the paragraph in the words “The Local Plans will 
define the boundaries to accommodate growth of the towns”. We also seek the removal of the words “and 
allow for suitable and appropriate development, including golf courses, within the Green Belt.” St Andrews 
does not need any more golf courses in the Green Belt, and certainly no more clubhouses there.  

FFSP Para 4.5.  
72. We propose that this should be re-written to say “As was recognised in the 1998 Strategic Study of 
the town, St Andrews is at its landscape capacity, and the Green Belt should therefore encircle the town. 
The key issue is how to accommodate affordable housing to meet local needs, and a limited area of 
employment land, without destroying the landscape setting of the town. The Local Plan will identify robust 
Green Belt boundaries to satisfy these objectives, taking full account of all available landscape 
assessment work on the area.” The present wording introduces a gross inconsistency into the Plan and is 
a distortion of the truth. If the FFSP were to be approved in its current form, the Local Plan will be unable 
to “set out . . . the extent to which St Andrews should grow over the next 20 years”. The Local Plan will 
have to implement the huge expansion set out in the FFSP – an expansion which will inevitably destroy 
the landscape setting of the town, and mean that a primary goal of the Green Belt is unattainable.  

Policy ENV1 : Landscape Setting of St Andrews and Dunfermline  
73. We object to the weakening of the Green Belt policy compared to that in the 2002 Structure Plan. We 
also wish to see a minimal set of exemptions from the presumption against development. We propose the 
following amended version of Policy ENV1:-  

Green Belts will be identified to the West and South-West of Dunfermline and on all the landward 
sides of St Andrews to limit urban expansion, to control long-term growth and to preserve the 
landscape setting and character of these towns, conserving in particular the existing views to and 
from their historic cores. There is a presumption against any development or change of use in the 
Green Belts unless it for the purposes of agriculture, horticulture, or forestry. Local Plans will 
identify Green Belt boundaries. Development proposals likely to prejudice this process will be 
considered premature.  

FFSP Para 4.7.  
74. We seek the removal of the words “Define appropriate forms of development within the Green Belt” 
and “Provide a landscape structure for areas where development is appropriate” The tighter formulation of 
Policy ENV1 that we seek means that the first of these clauses becomes redundant. The second clause is 
already at variance with Policy ENV1 as that policy concedes that some uses may be acceptable rather 
than some areas being appropriate for development.  

The Coast  
75. This Community Council objects to the omission of policies for protecting the coastal environment. 
Environmental protection policies were present in the 2002 Fife Structure Plan, and we are unconvinced 
by arguments from Fife Council that such policies can be left to Local Plans. It appears obvious to us that 
the main thrust of the FFSP is to facilitate development wherever possible, and that environmental 
postures such as (para. 4.24) “Safeguarding and improving the character and distinctiveness of Fife’s 
landscapes and coastline” are deliberately intended to be as toothless as possible. We seek a formulation 
at least as strong as that in the adopted ELSP, namely “Local plans should define the detailed 
boundaries of the developed and undeveloped coast. Development on the developed coast will be 
supported where it demonstrates a need for a coastal location, or contributes to the renewal and 
regeneration of an area. Development on the undeveloped coast will only be permitted where it 
demonstrates a need for a coastal location, that the benefits outweigh any detrimental 
environmental impact and that there is no alternative site”.  

76. The definition of coastal areas in this formulation appears particularly valuable as the application of 
existing policies in Fife has been so inconsistent as to be close to farce. The coastal protection policies 
were applied to the relatively unobtrusive “Hungry Horse” site, well back from the Eden Estuary, but not to 
the Kingask site above the cliffs at Kinkell Braes.  

Built Heritage  
77. This Community Council wishes to see the retention of policies to protect the built environment. We 
find it disappointing that, unlike the 2002 Plan, Conservation areas are not even defined in the glossary of 
the new Structure Plan, and the section on the built environment now has no accompanying policies. We 
propose the following formulation, based on an ELSP policy:-
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Development which would harm the character, appearance and setting of the following designated 
built or cultural heritage sites, and/or the specific features which justify their designation, should 
be resisted.  
• Conservation Areas  
• Listed Buildings  
• Scheduled Ancient Monuments  
Local plans should include policies, and where appropriate proposals for their protection and 
enhancement.  

Sports grounds  
78. We wish to see the retention of Policy C3 of the 2002 Fife Structure Plan, which protected sport and 
recreation facilities.  

Archaeological Protection  
79. We wish to see the retention of Policy B3 of the 2002 Fife Structure Plan.  

Flooding and Coastal Erosion  
80. We wish to see the retention of Policy C1 of the 2002 Fife Structure Plan, which restricted 
development in areas of known flooding risk. We regard the one line in the new Policy SS1 as 
inadequate.  

Appendix : Summary of non-standard abbreviations  
ELSP : Edinburgh and the Lothians Structure Plan 2015 (Approved June 2004).
FFSP : Finalised Fife Structure Plan, 2006. 
RoS : Report of Survey for the FFSP 
2005 RoS : Report of Survey for the Draft Fife Structure Plan 
SDA : Strategic Development Area 
StASS : St Andrews Strategic Study, 1998 
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