FURTHER INFORMATION REQUEST 100 – ISSUE 18 AUCHTERMUCHTY
ALLOCATED SITE AUC002 AND CANDIDATE SITE LDP-AUC002
RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF MUIR HOMES LIMITED
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
BACKGROUND
This FIR response addresses the submission made by Fife Council in response to FIR
100 and should be read in conjunction with Muir Homes Local Development Plan
submissions, the terms of which are not repeated in this response for brevity. The
earlier LDP submissions by Muir Homes comprehensively assess issues related to
access/integration, landscape impact, infrastructure capacity/provision and compliance
with TAYplan and the emerging FIFEplan development strategy. This site remains
within the control of a recognised housebuilder and fully effective within the LDP
timescales. For ease of reference this response is set out following the structure in Fife
Council’s response

GENERAL COMMENTS
As with the initial FIR for this site (FIR 37) Fife Council’s response lacks sufficient
assessment of the issues impacting the site and sets out conclusions without objective
analysis. For example, in the initial paragraph of their response it is stated that “Fife
Council considers that the scale of the development proposed by the site promoters on this
site is inappropriate for the size of the village and existing facilities and is unlikely to fit in
with the existing character, scale and form of the settlement”. How are these conclusions
reached? Detailed assessment of Auchtermuchty, its landscape context (including an
assessment of the potential impact of the development) and the ability to provide for
the relevant infrastructure has all been set out in the submissions made on behalf of
Muir Homes Limited through the Local Development Plan process albeit where this
information factors into the Council’s assessment, if indeed it does, is far from clear.
How are the Council’s conclusions reached/justified?
Fife Council suggest that the scale of the development, either the 50 or the 120 units, is
“inappropriate for the size of the village and existing facilities”. On what objective basis?
Settlements of similar size and smaller, with no greater a range of facilities, are being
supported for this scale of new residential development (often more) by Fife Council
through FIFEplan. It is also noted that the Council proposed new development for up to
90 new houses in the last Local Plan which, at that stage, was somehow considered
acceptable. There has been no demonstration that either the 50 or 120 unit
development would be anything other than appropriate for Auchtermuchty, the
identified site, and supportive of the settlement and the FIFEplan strategy.

Looking at the “constraints” outlined by Fife Council the following conclusions are
considered relevant.
SCOTTISH WATER
A detailed assessment of the existing network and constraints would occur at the point
where a Drainage Impact Assessment and Water Impact Assessment are carried out.
The Scottish Water letter dated 11 May 2016, as contained within Fife Council’s
submission, states that “Scottish Water is however funded for domestic growth and the
provision of additional capacity at its treatment works, under its current funding regime
and Ministerial Objectives.” The assessment and upgrade (where required) of existing
water and drainage networks is commonplace for new development and experienced
developers such as Muir Homes work regularly with Scottish Water to resolve such
matters. At the outset of the LDP process, written confirmation was given by Scottish
Water that the subject site would be “serviced adequately” in order to allow the
development to proceed (letter from Scottish Water dated 3 April, 2012 as submitted to
Fife Council at the initial stage of the Local Development Plan) . This position has not
altered.
With respect to the Scottish Water Assets identified within the site boundary these
mainly lie within the area of the land proposed to be allocated for 30 units. No matter
the extent of the site/scale of allocation supported these assets will require to be
addressed as part of the development proposals but are not such as to undermine the
delivery of the development no matter the scale. The larger scale development may
however provide more flexibility with respect to layout, etc.
In short, Water and Drainage network upgrades are a common factor with all new
developments. The exact impact and upgrade requirements will only be identified once
both the Water Impact and Drainage Impact Assessments are completed but there is no
concern being expressed from Scottish Water over the delivery of such upgrades where
required. Any mitigation works required to either system would be implemented by the
developer, at their cost, as is common practice to progress the development of the land
for housing. Water and drainage capacity should not be seen as a constraint to the
larger development options.

SEPA
It is confirmed that SEPA has no objections to any of the site proposals (letter dated 13th
May, 2016). The comments related to the 120 unit development and the potential
requirement for the mitigation of the risk associated with the small watercourse at
Mournipea Road acknowledges that the masterplan already addresses any potential
issues arising due to the setback from the northern site boundary. SEPA will need to be

satisfied with respect to any emerging proposal but it appears that this should be
readily achieved.

TRANSPORTATION
The larger site allocation options (50 and 120 units) would provide additional potential
links beyond the smaller allocation and provide for a high level of integration with the
existing built fabric of Auchtermuchty. As part of the Site Assessment scoring process
undertaken by Fife Council as part of the LDP process the 120 unit proposal had one of
the highest scores for any site in Fife with respect to its accessibility from/integration
with surrounding development. The access options are numerous and include
Mournipea, The Riggs, and Lochiebank Crescent for direct 2 way vehicular access and
Leckiebank Road, Millflat, and High Road for additional pedestrian and cycle links. It is
considered preferable not to take a direct vehicular access from High Road due to the
impact on the existing site frontage (stone wall) albeit a pedestrian link may be
appropriate (or directed through Millflat) The 50 unit site (as per the plan submitted
by Muir Homes as part of the LDP submisions) would still allow links from The Riggs
and Lochiebank Crescent for 2 way vehicular access and from Leckiebank Road, Millflat,
and High Road for additional pedestrian and cycle links. In both cases a high level of
integration would be secured. The Local Development Plan proposed site has less
access/integration options and would likely require an access direct from High Road if 2
vehicular accesses to the site was seen as a requirement.
Fife Council accepts the potential for multiple access points for both the 50 and 120 unit
proposals. With respect to their comments related to the 50 unit development the
following response is considered appropriate: 



It is not agreed that a new vehicular access from High Road would be required to
serve the development due to the other options outlined. Such an access is more
likely to be required in order to serve the smaller 30 unit proposal. The 50 unit
development would therefore have little, if any, impact on High Road traffic or on
its junction with the A91; and
The access options related to the 50 unit proposal would allow greater dispersal
of the “small increase in traffic” noted by the Council and therefore be of
potentially lesser impact on the road network than the accepted 30 unit
development. Neither development option could reasonably be considered to
have any material impact on the capacity or safety of the existing road network
(which appears to function adequately despite having some localised
constraints).

With respect to their comments related to the 120 unit development the following
response is considered appropriate: -







Discussions related to the improvement of the visibility splays at the junction of
Mournipea and the B936 Newburgh Road has occurred with Fife Council. The
land required to improve the visibility splay is within the same ownership as the
promoted site and Muir Homes, as part of their land option, retain the right to
use the defined area in order to upgrade the subject junction. An initial proposal
was discussed with Fife Council in 2013 largely requiring the increase in
pavement width at the south side of the junction and some other alterations
within the highway boundary (plan attached). Richard Simmons (Fife Council’s
Transportation Officer), who I understand also provided the Council’s most
recent transport comments, confirmed that “The junction improvements shown on
your plan are in line with what was previously discussed. The exact detail would
have to be agreed following detailed design. However the principles of improving
visibility are fine”. The email exchanges confirming this position are attached for
information. The upgrading of this junction can therefore be addressed directly
as part of the development.
It is not agreed that a new vehicular access from High Road would be required to
serve the development due to the range of other options outlined. An access
from High Road is more likely to be required in order to serve the smaller 30 unit
proposal. The 120 unit development would therefore have little, if any, impact
on High Road traffic or on its junction with the A91 and therefore concerns to
this end are misplaced; and,
It is accepted that a Transport Assessment would be required for the
development in order to identify and address any matters of concern arising. In
some parts of the network the standard of the existing roads and junctions fail to
meet model standards but that is not uncommon in established settlements and
new development can often be accommodated without detriment; indeed this
can often provide opportunities to enhance the concept of place, pedestrian
accessibility, etc (Designing Streets approach) in effect reducing the dominance
of vehicles and encouraging walking and cycling. The ability to achieve so many
separate accesses to the site for a relatively modest development provides many
opportunities to disperse movements on the road system/network. In effect,
there is no basis to conclude that the development could not be successfully
integrated and function appropriately as outlined in Muir Homes LDP
submissions.

OTHER MATTERS
Fife Council is continuing to mis-represent the findings of the earlier Local Plan
Reporter with respect to the subject site despite my comments in response to FIR 37.
In effect, the Council is implying that the comment made by the Reporter to the effect
that “…the scale of the housing proposed would significantly undermine the spatial
strategy of the Local Plan” relates only to the subject site at Leckybank and Lochiebank
Farms. The comment made related to the combination of the development of 2 sites in
Auchtermuchty, was that to occur, not specifically related to the site being promoted by
Muir Homes. The Reporter actually stated that “The proposed additional sites, not in the

local plan allocation, south east of Auchtermuchty and at Leckiebank Farm would be on
greenfield land. I accept that it is probable that these sites could be readily developed and
would meet many of the criteria for sustainable development sites promoted by Scottish
Planning Policy. The addition of around 210 new houses, however, would significantly
undermine the spatial strategy of the local plan referred to above”. That is simply not the
same as being suggested by Fife Council.
It is also correct that the conclusions reached in 2011 should be placed in the context of
the understanding at that time based on the information available. This position is not
applicable to the present assessment of the site as suggested by Fife Council. It is
proven that, in the period since these conclusions were reached, a land supply failure
of circa 70% in the Cupar and North West Fife Housing Market Area has been recorded
(Fife Council Housing Land Audit figures as presented as part of FIR 11, Issue 2b Homes
- response to Question 3 on behalf of Muir Homes and others –LDP Refs: 1820 and
1910) and it is further noted that the Cupar North SDA is only just at an application for
Planning Permission in Principle stage. In 2011 the site promoters at Cupar North
assured the Reporter of initial house occupations in Spring 2014 and 185 house
completions by 2017 – neither is correct (letter from Montgomery Forgan dated
October 2011 attached for information) albeit potentially influencing the conclusions
reached. What has been proven is a delivery shortfall in this Housing Market Area that
requires to be addressed and that the failure to address this (as has occurred to date
based on the 2015 Housing Land Audit findings) has no material benefits to the delivery
of the Cupar North SDA but a range of dis-benefits to the local communities affected by
lack of new residential development. Additional allocations are required and the Muir
Homes site in Auchtermuchty represents an appropriate, sustainable and deliverable
location for additional housing development to meet identified needs.

CONCLUSIONS
Fife Council’s assessments related to these sites in Auchtermuchty again reflect a degree
of inconsistency of assessment/approach throughout the Local Development Plan and a
range of conclusions being reached without any objective basis to do so. It remains
unclear why a development of 120 or even 50 units (which was initially proposed by
Fife Council at the Main Issues Report stage) is inappropriate for a settlement of circa
2000 residents when much larger housing allocations are proposed in other smaller and
similar sized settlements throughout the Local Development Plan area, settlements with
similar or less facilities/amenities to serve additional development (Cairneyhill, Saline,
etc). It is also unclear why, having supported the development of 90 additional houses
in Auchtermuchty during the last Local Plan process, only 48 units (the proposed AUC 1
and AUC 2 allocations) is acceptable now.
It is considered, and supported by the stated position of Scottish Water, that any
capacity constraints related to water supply and drainage provision should be readily

addressed following the further assessment required at the detailed planning stage
(Water and Drainage Impact Assessments). Any system upgrades, where required, will
be delivered in conjunction with Scottish Water as is common practice with Muir Homes
Limited having a well-established delivery record for new housing projects. SEPA have
no material issues with the development.
With respect to access the multiple points of access for the larger sites provides a great
deal of flexibility and also the ability to mitigate any impact on any particular route
to/from the site. Muir Homes Limited has already addressed, with Fife Council, some
localised upgrading works (Mournipea) and the result of the detailed TA will indicate
what, if any, further works may be required. This is all positive for the site’s
development on whatever scale is considered appropriate.
Despite the Council’s assertions, there is clearly a housing delivery failure in the Cupar
and North West Fife Housing Market Area. This is readily evidenced by past
completions outlined in the 2015 Housing Land Audit. Additionally, this is not 2011,
nor is the development being proposed for 210 units. This relatively modest
development (even at 120 units) will have no material impact on the already stalled
delivery of the Cupar North SDA but will positively assist the delivery of the
development strategy (TAYplan and FIFEplan) for the area.

Attachments
Plan detailing proposed improvements at the Mournipea/B936 Newburgh Road
junction
Email correspondence with Fife Council related to proposed improvements at the
Mournipea/B936 Newburgh Road junction (5th February, 2013)
Letter from MFA Associates related to Cupar North SDA proposals (7th October, 2011)
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For the attention of Ms Jayne Hollas

Dear Ms Hollas
St Andrews and East Fife Local Plan Review
Cupar North Strategic Land Allocation
VGH

Further to our exchange of emails, I now write on behalf of my clients who comprise VICO, Gladedale
and Headon Developments to the Reporters following , and in response to, the Housing Needs
Hearing which was held on 22 September 2011.
Having listened carefully throughout the day my clients and I are very concerned with the one sided
discussion which took place in respect of the 'non effectiveness' of the housing elements within the
Cupar North SLA. With comments from consultants that there was "consensus around the table that
Cupar North SLA would not deliver any units within the next 10 years" left unchallenged, my clients
are compelled to respond through this letter to provide balance and to allow a degree of realism to be
brought back into the consideration of this matter.
My clients do appreciate that the Reporters will be familiar with the lines of argument pursued by
parties who have land interests outwith the SLA and why they are being used here. To give balance
however, my clients set out their intended programming for the delivery of housing within Cupar
North as follows. This assumes a date of adoption of the local plan in early 2012, development
commencing in mid 2013 and the occupation of houses in spring 2014.
2012- 2017

2017-2022

Post 2022

185

300

715

Rather than the nil contribution over the local plan period claimed by those attending the Hearing, it is
realistic to expect the delivery of 485 units within the 10 year local plan period.
What is critical to the delivery of these units in a timeous manner is for the temptation to allocate new
and additional land outwith the SLA for development to be resisted. Whilst this approach of
allocating additional land is being promoted by the parties who attended the hearing, there is no
evidence that within current market conditions, identifying additional land would actually secure the
earlier delivery of housing, particularly given the many challenges in securing funding for small scale
development, a position confirmed by Homes for Scotland at the Hearing.
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Whilst development finance maybe slightly more available for medium size sites, the allocation of
such would undermine the spatial strategy of the Fife Structure Plan and seriously undermine the
ability of the Cupar North SLA to be delivered.
Instead, it must be far more appropriate to ensure that the spatial strategy is supported and for the
Cupar North SLA to progress and to secure the best positive context which will help secure both the
housing and, critically, the major infrastructure project of the relief road; the delivery of which
underpins the identification of the SLA.
As you will be aware the Council and my clients await the completion of a Deliverability Report by the
Council's consultant's GVA Grimley.
Following on from the work undertaken by VGH which
supported their objections to the finalised local plan, the GVA Report will allow meaningful progress
to be made in discussions with the Council over the next few months, including discussions around a
Progressing Agreement for the subsequent Cupar North SLA planning application(s) which will
include further detailed masterplanning work with full community engagement.
My clients remain absolutely committed to the Cupar North SLA and to the delivery of the proposed
houses and relief road at the earliest possible opportunity despite the current economic conditions.
Whilst it is acknowledged that there is a current housing land supply shortfall, the allocation of new
housing land to meet this shortfall will not guarantee that any new houses are actually delivered on
site. What this approach would do however, is to significantly undermine the prospects of securing
the timeous delivery of Cupar North SLA, a position which runs counter to the requirements and,
indeed, aspirations of the Structure Plan.
I trust that these comments clarify both my clients' position and commitment to delivering the Cupar
North SLA. I also trust that the comments set out within this letter go some way to balancing the
comments made by non SLA developer interests at the Housing Needs Hearing.
I look forward to receiving the Reporter's response to this letter and to the points raised therein. In
the interim, I would appreciate if you could confirm receipt.
Yours sincerely

cc

Malcolm Smith
From:

Sent:

05 February 2013 13:13

To:

Subject:

RE: Proposed junction improvements at the corner of Mornipea and Newburgh
Road, Auchtermuchty

Apologies for not getting back to you sooner.
The junction improvements shown on your plan are in line with what was previously discussed. The exact detail
would have to be agreed following detailed design. However the principles of improving visibility are fine.

>>>

Further to our recent discussion I attach a plan detailing proposed junction improvements at the corner
of Mornipea and Newburgh Road, Auchtermuchty related to the proposed development of land for residential
purposes at the northern end of Mounipea. This land is presently being promoted for residential development as
part of a larger site (attached plan refers - circa 120 units in total) thorough the emerging Fife Council Local
Development Plan and we wish to ensure that we have, as per your earlier discussions with Donald Ritchie,
addressed the relevant access and roads issues, in this case, in respect of the Mornipea/Newburgh Road
junction.

It is my understanding that the junction improvement details on the attached junction were

discussed/agreed previously with Donald on the basis that the use of Mornipea/Newburgh Road junction would be
for less than 30 units with no connecting road through the remainder of the site (albeit pedestrian and cycle
connection would be included).
I am seeking clarification at this time as the indicated junction improvements (the footpath widening) has
implications for another development site at the corner on Newburgh Road and we wish to ensure that we make
provision at this time for these improvement works to be carried out (where required).
I would also be pleased to discuss the other aspects of the wider site development with you in due course. I attach
a copy of the Transport submission made for the larger site FYI.
Kind Regards
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