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1
Statutory Requirement

1.1
This statement has been prepared in accordance with Section 22 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as inserted by the Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006, which requires planning authorities to consult on Supplementary Guidance they have drafted, and to prepare a statement setting out the publicity measures they have undertaken, the comments they received and an explanation of how these comments were taken into account.
2
Background
2.1
The Falkirk Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) was adopted on 7th August 2020, and links to 14 supplementary guidance notes (SGs). It is our intention to consult the public on SGs separately from LDP2 to ensure they are given adequate publicity aside from the LDP process. This Statement of Publicity relates to the following four SGs:


SG01
Development in the Countryside
SG06
Affordable Housing
SG07
Biodiversity and Development
SG13
Developer Contributions
2.2
SG01 Development in the Countryside provides guidance on the interpretation of policies on housing and business development in the countryside. It also contains design guidance on new buildings in the countryside. The updated guidance has been rolled forward from the previous LDP1 version with only minimal changes.  Revisions include the Reporter’s recommended wording revision to Criterion 2 of Policy HC05 contained in the Examination Report in relation to the restoration or replacement of houses in the countryside. The guidance on Infill Development has also been expanded to include criteria for cluster development within an established building group.
2.3
SG06 Affordable Housing provides guidance on affordable housing requirements within private housing sites. Again the updated guidance has been rolled forward from the previous LDP1 version with relatively few changes. One change of note is that the updated guidance now considers the all tenure wheelchair accessible housing target contained within the Local Housing Strategy, and allows wheelchair accessible housing to contribute towards the affordable housing provision required on sites. The Council’s preference for affordable housing delivery remains the same with social rented properties being the preferred option for delivery on private housing sites.
2.4
SG07 Biodiversity and Development provides guidance on integrating biodiversity considerations in the design process and techniques for protection and enhancement of biodiversity in new development, and mitigation and compensation of impacts. This SG is considered to have worked well in LDP1 and has required minor textual changes to roll forward to LDP2. 
2.5
SG13 Developer Contributions is a new SG consolidating and updating the previous SGs on Education and New Housing Development and Healthcare and New Housing Development, and providing new advice on other areas where Policy IR02 of LDP2 states that developer contributions may be sought. The SG describes the circumstances in which contributions will be sought, and how amounts payable will be calculated. It covers contributions for various matters including green infrastructure, transport, community facilities, placemaking and the historic environment. Detailed guidance is also given on evidencing and considering viability issues linked to developer contributions.
3
Publicity and Consultation Arrangements

Advertisements

3.1
To fulfil the statutory obligations ensuring that adequate publicity was given to the Draft SG01 SG06 SGO7 and SG13, public advertisements were placed in two local newspapers Falkirk Herald (14th October 2020) and the Linlithgow Gazette (15th October 2020) at the start of the consultation period. An announcement was also made on Falkirk Development Plan Facebook page.
Document Availability 
3.2
SG01 SG06 SG07 and SG13 were available to view and download from Falkirk Council’s website. A dedicated webpage for Supplementary Guidance gave details of the consultation period and how to submit comments by email (www.falkirk.gov.uk/sg2).
3.3
Due to restrictions imposed by COVID-19 we were unable to make hard copies of SG01 SG06 SG07 and SG13 available at the usual deposit locations (Abbotsford House, Council Libraries and Advice and Support Hubs). 
Letter to Interested Parties
3.4
Over 900 key agencies, organisations and individuals were notified by email of the commencement of the consultation process and the availability of SG01 SG06 SG07 and SG13 on the Council website. 

Consultation Period

3.5
Comments were invited for 6 weeks from Friday 15th October and Friday 26th November 2020. All comments received during that period have been taken into account in finalising SG01 SG06 SG07 and SG13.
4.
Comments Received 
4.1
Over the 6 week period, responses were received from the following seventeen individuals/organisations:

· Yvonne McBlain (SG01)

· Scottish Badgers (SG01, SG07)

· Sandy Paterson (SG01, SG07)
· Transport Scotland (SG01, SG13)
· NatureScot (SG01, SG07)
· SEPA (SG01, SG07, SG13)
· Scottish Water (SG01,SG13)
· Development and Environmental Services Limited (SG01)

· Persimmon Homes East Scotland (SG06, SG13)

· Scottish Government Planning and Architecture (SG06, SG07)

· Justin Lamb Associates (SG06)
· Woodland Trust Scotland (SG07)
· Corporate and Housing Services (SG13)

· Link Group (SG13)

· Loretto Housing Association (SG13)

· NHS Forth Valley (SG13)

· Paths for All (SG13)
The issues raised by representations and the Council’s response are summarised in Appendix 1 which is appended to this report. 
4.2
Eight consultation responses were received to SG01. Most were supportive of the guidance, or sought minor changes. These have been accommodated where possible in the draft finalised version. One respondent sought more radical change to the guidance on restoration of houses and infill development which has not been accepted.

4.3
Three responses were received to SG06, mostly seeking clarification of certain matters. Some amendments have been made clarify the approach to wheelchair accessible housing.
4.4
Five responses were received to SG07 which were mainly of a technical nature or for clarification in response to the consultation.
4.5
Nine responses were received to SG13. These raised issues around the application of developer contributions and viability testing to social housing, and specific questions around the determination of contributions for green infrastructure, community facilities and transport, the responses to which are recorded in Appendix 1. Some changes have been made to the section on transport in response to comments by Transport Scotland.
4.6
Representations received to SG01 SG06 and SG13 and the Council’s proposed responses were presented to Falkirk Council’s Executive Committee for approval on 9th March 2021. The Committee agreed that the SGs, with recommended amendments, should be submitted to Scottish Ministers for final clearance to adopt.  No further referral to Committee was necessary for SG07, as authorisation was previously approved that referral back to Committee, prior to submission to Scottish Ministers, would only be required if comments received were more than a minor or technical nature.
5.
Conclusion
5.1
The SGs outlined in this report have been subject to publicity through mailshots to relevant consultees, local press advertisements, social media announcement and the Council’s website. The documents have been made available on a dedicated webpage on the Council’s website. All consultation comments received have been thoroughly considered by Council officers, with all responses and proposed amendments recorded in Appendix 1. 
Appendix 1
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES – SG01, SG06, SG07 and SG13
SG01 Development in the Countryside

	Organisation
	Para/Section
	Comment
	Response

	Yvonne McBlain


	General
	Comprehensive, informative and visually attractive document. 

SG protects the natural and built heritage of Falkirk Council countryside while encouraging appropriate development. 
	Comment noted.

	Scottish Badgers


	Para 2.9
	Para 2.9 specifically mentions “presence of bats and birds”, however “protected species” may better cover all licensable species. Redevelopment can result in the loss of spaces for wildlife, therefore the incorporation of integrated features, such as nesting spaces, can be discrete and more effective than off site mitigation.
	Comment accepted. At the end of the second and fifth sentences in para 2.9 replace ‘bats and birds’ with ‘protected species’.

	Sandy Paterson
	General
	All new developments should address in the planning application, how it will encourage or increase healthy outdoor leisure activity, and how it will integrate with the current network of facilities. Development should not be allowed to detract from the established network of outdoor facilities.
	Comment not accepted. It would not be reasonable or within the scope of this SG or existing LDP policy to require all planning applications to address outdoor leisure issues in the manner described.  There are other policies in the LDP which protect and promote certain key recreational assets such as open space and core paths. Any impacts on these assets would be addressed in the context of the relevant policies.

	Sandy Paterson
	Para 5.3
	Add ‘Developments should embrace the benefits of healthy outdoor activity and support or supplement the existing network of local facilities’.
	Comment not accepted. Para 5.3 in the Design Guidance refers to the 6 qualities of successful places set out in the Scottish Government’s Policy Statement, ‘Designing Places’. It would not be appropriate to add to this approved Government Guidance.

	Sandy Paterson
	Para 5.25
	Typo, Amend ‘waterbourne’ to ‘waterborne’ 
	Comment noted. This will be corrected.

	Sandy Paterson
	Para 5.50
	Add a key to clarify the green lines and brown dots.
	Comment noted. The drawing shows mainly specialised landscape and ecological mitigation features. The purpose of the drawing was to broadly illustrate the concept of enabling development. However given this scheme has stalled it will be replaced by another example in progress (Larbert House). 

	Transport Scotland
	Para 2.8
	Reference to engagement with Transport Scotland is recommended for any proposals which may impact upon trunk road network. It would be beneficial for developers to discuss proposals with Transport Scotland who can advise on any potential improvements. 
	Comment accepted. Insert additional sentence at the end of para 2.8 which states ‘Where schemes would impact on the trunk road network, developers should discuss their proposals with Transport Scotland who can advise on any potential improvements.‘ 

	NatureScot
	General
	Support and welcome the content of SG01
	Comment noted.

	NatureScot
	Para 2.9
	SG provides good context on biodiversity in para 2.9. However, it could be clearer and more directive by highlighting that accommodating the presence of some protected species may require a licence from NatureScot. 
	Comment accepted. Insert additional sentence at the end of para 2.9 which states:

‘Accommodating the presence of some protected species may also require a licence from NatureScot’.

	NatureScot
	General
	The focus on local distinctiveness and unique character in the Design Guidance section of the SG is welcomed. 
	Comment noted.

	NatureScot
	General
	Images used are generally helpful to readers but some do not provide a good illustration of the guidance. In some respects this undermines the clearly considered advice. To maintain the quality and usefulness of the document in places it would be better illustrated by drawings rather than photographs.
	Comment noted. Drawings have been used in the document where considered pertinent. Given resource constraints photos have been used to illustrate the guidance where appropriate. 

NatureScot do not specifically identify where a drawing rather than photo would better illustrate the guidance.

	SEPA
	General
	Main concerns are flood risk, cumulative drainage impacts from private drainage where there is limited or no public sewer, watercourse engineering and water dependent habitats.  Strong preference that explicit reference be made to these matters in SG01 however we acknowledge that these matters are covered to our satisfaction within LDP2.  
	Comment accepted. Insert additional para numbered 2.10 entitled ‘ Flooding, Drainage and the Water Environment’ which states:

‘Flooding, Drainage and the Water Environment

Development in the countryside will frequently have implications for the water environment, through impact on watercourses and other water bodies. The requirements of Policy PE22 should be addressed. Proposals should be checked for flood risk and where this is an issue, Policy PE24 should be complied with and, where necessary, a flood risk assessment prepared. The provision of drainage infrastructure should address the requirements of Policy IR10.’

	SEPA
	Appendix 1
	Concerned that list does not include a number of policies which would be relevant to assessing proposals.  These include policies PE14, PE16, PE17, PE22 and IR14. Strongly recommend Appendix 1 is either amended to include all relevant policies, or is deleted on the basis that all adopted LDP2 policies are potentially applicable and to include a selection at Appendix 1 may be misleading which policies are relevant. 
	Comment accepted. Applicants need to be aware of all other policies in LDP2 as it could be confusing by just referencing some of them. Accordingly Appendix 1 is removed and para 2.5 and 2.6 are amended to take out reference to HC06, PE18 and PE19, with additional text added to para 2.6 which states:

‘These key policies are supported by a number of general environmental and planning policies which may also apply depending on the circumstances of the individual proposal. Applicants should ensure that they address the requirements of these other policies.’

	Scottish Water
	General
	No specific comments on SG, however early engagement with Scottish Water is always

encouraged so the developer understands where the nearest water and sewer infrastructure is in relation to their development. This can be found out by submitting a PreDevelopment Enquiry Form via our online Portal, www.scottishwater.co.uk/portal, which is a free service.
	Comment accepted. Add contact information to Appendix 2 – Useful Contacts.

	Development and Environmental Services Limited


	Page 7
	Remove the words “substantially intact but”; and remove first bullet point worded “The existing house is substantially intact”.  Whilst it is logical to require a house that is to be restored to be substantially intact (with the SPG definition being - “external walls and gables intact and structurally sound”), it is totally illogical to require a house that is to be replaced (i.e. demolished) to be substantially intact. The requirement is restrictive and unnecessary. 
	Comment not accepted. The phrase ‘substantially intact’ reflects the wording contained in LDP2 Policy HC05 Housing in the Countryside. This wording was considered at the recent Examination into LDP2 and upheld. The wording gives clarity that a house has to be still recognisable as a house in order to be replaced. The policy is not intended to extend to a site where a house previously existed but the structure has been largely or totally removed.

	Development and Environmental Services Limited


	Page 10
	Delete “(1) Linear Situations” and add the entire wording of Policy HC06 in the same manner as HC05 is included at page 4.  At first paragraph delete – “between two residential buildings” and replace with “on small gap sites or within the curtilage of existing properties.”  At first bullet point – delete the word “residential”.  At third bullet point – delete the entire sentence which reads “the existing residential buildings must front a road or access lane and be less than 80 metres apart”.  
	Comment not accepted. Pages 10 and 11 provide the principal guidance on infill development in the countryside, expanding on sub section 4 of Policy HC05. This guidance is specific to infill development in the countryside, and is additional to Policy HC06 which provides more general guidance for infill development in all locations, including urban situations. The general HC06 criteria alone does not provide sufficient guidance and control on infill development in the countryside.

	Development and Environmental Services Limited


	Page 11
	Delete entire page on building clusters.  Makes no sense that HC06 is referred to on pages 2,10,11 and 36/a1, but the policy is not included in SG01.  Much of page 11 is duplication of page 10.  

The Building Cluster section introduces a new requirement that “The proposal does not expand the cluster by more than 50% of the number of houses”.  This contradicts para 5.47 page 34 and the checklist on page 35 which refers to a figure of up to 3. 50% reference could also be interpreted that a single house in the countryside with a large garden could not subdivide the curtilage into two.  

Requirements that “buildings within the group have “a strong physical and visual cohesion” and the comments on “containment” of sites complicate the clearly defined provisions of LDP2 HC06. 
	Comment partially accepted. 

As noted above, Policy HC06 is just a general policy on infill development. Whilst it is referenced within this SG, it does not provide the specific guidance on infill development in the countryside which is the focus of the SG. Page 11 is an essential part of this specific guidance, dealing with what is acceptable in cluster situations. 
No contradiction with the Design Guidance on infill development in para 5.48 on page 34 exists, as para 5.48 directly cross-references the section on infill development on page 11. Notwithstanding this, it  is accepted that the text in the check list on page 35 under ‘Infill Development’ which limits such development to ‘up to 3 houses’ is not compatible with the detailed guidance on pages 10 and 11, and it will be deleted accordingly.


	Development and Environmental Services Limited
	Page 34
	Delete “and cluster” from second last line in para 5.48 to achieve consistency. 
	Comment not accepted. ’Infill Development’ is the overarching heading for the relevant section, comprising subsections on linear situations and building clusters, so this is the correct term to be used in this context. The page numbers referred to will be amended to page 10 and 11.

	Development and Environmental Services Limited
	Appendix 1
	Add Policies HC05 and JE05. These are fundamental policies which seem to have been left out by mistake. Correct Policies HS06 to HCO6, HS08 to HC08 and HS09 to HC09, due to typographic errors. 
	Comment partially accepted. Appendix 1 is removed. Applicants need to be aware of all other policies in LDP2 as it could be confusing by just referencing some of them. Policies with typographical errors highlighted will be corrected.


SG06 Affordable Housing

	Organisation
	Para/Section
	Comment
	Response

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Para 2.2/2.3 Policy. Wheelchair Accessible Housing
	Clarify that the reference is to 5-10% of affordable provision.
	Comment noted. The target for wheelchair accessible housing applies to all tenures. The percentage achievable on any site will be assessed on a case by case basis but could be delivered as private tenure, offsetting the number of affordable units on the site. See amended paragraphs 2.3 and 7.3 below.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Para. 6.1 Delivery
	Support the preference for the delivery of affordable housing on site.
	Comment noted.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Para. 7.1/7.2 Development Management
	The Affordable Housing Statement should not delay the submission of a planning application where the proposal includes the required level of affordable provision. 
	Comment noted.  The statement is a brief summary which aims to reduce delay by demonstrating engagement with local housing strategy requirements. 

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Para 9.8 Design and Housing Standards
	The principle of tenure blindness and the Council’s preferred approach is supported. A segmented approach is generally adopted in layouts. 
	Comment noted.

	Scottish Government Planning and Architecture
	General
	Welcomes the reference to wheelchair accessible housing targets.
	Comment noted.

	Scottish Government Planning and Architecture
	Para 2.3 Policy. Wheelchair Accessible Housing
	Revise to make clearer what steps will be taken in support of this approach.
	Comment accepted. 

Amend paragraph 2.3 to read:

‘The Council will seek the delivery of wheelchair accessible housing on sites which are subject to the affordable housing policy (i.e. 20 or more units). The target will be 5-10% of the total units on the site, and these can be part of the market or affordable provision. Where they are provided as market units, the Council will count them as contributing towards the affordable requirement. For example on a 100 unit site, where the affordable requirement is 25% (25 units), the developer could provide this as 20 affordable housing units and 5 market wheelchair accessible houses. This is consistent with Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) para 129 which states that “Where permission is sought for specialist housing, as described in paragraphs 132-134, a contribution to affordable housing may not always be required”. The Council will take a case by case approach to each proposal, taking account of local circumstances and housing needs, and considering the advice of District Valuer where appropriate. Wheelchair accessible homes across all tenures means homes suitable for wheelchair users to live in and should as a minimum comply with the design criteria indicated as a ‘basic’ requirement for wheelchair users, as outlined in Housing for Varying Needs (HfVN) (column ‘B’ in ‘Summary of Design Criteria’)’.

Amend paragraph 7.1 to add new point 3:

 ‘3. Confirmation of how wheelchair accessible housing targets are to be met on the site, whether as affordable or market units.’

Insert new paragraph 7.3:

‘For wheelchair accessible housing, pre application discussions will help to confirm the number and tenure of the units to be provided and how the units will be maintained as wheelchair accessible in perpetuity.’

Insert new paragraph 7.6:

‘Consideration will also be given to the District Valuer’s advice. The cost of obtaining advice from the District Valuer will be split evenly between the Council and the developer.’

	Scottish Government Planning and Architecture
	Para. 4.9 Types of Affordable Housing. Wheelchair Accessible Housing 
	Consider whether an occupancy restriction is appropriate as seems to be suggested here to ensure a property is wheelchair accessible in perpetuity. Circular 3/2012 sets out the policy on occupancy restrictions. 
	Comment noted. The intention is to ensure the property is maintained as wheelchair accessible rather than any restriction on occupancy. For clarity, amend last sentence in paragraph 4.9 to read:

‘The mechanism to ensure that wheelchair accessible properties are maintained as such may be through a planning obligation or other legal requirement on the property.’ 

	Scottish Government Planning and Architecture
	Para. 6.2 Delivering Affordable Housing. On Site Delivery
	Revise to reflect the Housing Service’s role correctly. 
	Comment accepted. Amend second sentence to read: 

‘The tenure type, mix and size of the properties must be agreed with the Housing Service which is responsible for the Local Housing Strategy and the Strategic Housing Investment Programme for the area.’ 

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 2.1 Policy
	The threshold of 20 units and the application of different requirements of 15 or 25% across the local authority is welcomed. 
	Comment noted.

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 2.3 Policy
	The initiative to deliver more wheelchair accessible housing is welcomed. Query about whether there will be detailed guidance on how and when this could be provided and under what circumstances the Council would favour this approach. 
	Comment noted. Additional text in paragraph 2.3 and 7.3 has been added to provide more clarity on the requirement (see above). Otherwise, the Council will take a case by case approach for each proposal. Early engagement pre- application is recommended. A mechanism may be required to ensure that units remain wheelchair accessible in perpetuity.  

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 4.2 Types of Affordable Housing
	Query whether intermediate rent would be considered as an approved tenure, this is unsubsidised mid-market rent, delivered by the developer with no public subsidy. 
	Comment noted. The Council’s preferred approach is to deliver social rented properties. Unsubsidised mid-market rent is not favoured as the margin between private rent and the local housing allowance rate is minimal in the Falkirk Council area. 

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 5.2/5.3 Priority Groups for Affordable Housing
	Preference for the term “eligible households” rather than “key worker” which changes focus to earnings and affordability and ability to purchase rather than occupation. Would inclusion of the self-employed or sole traders be considered, as low cost ownership can help this group?
	Comment noted. Figure 5 highlights the main priority groups so is not exclusive. People on low incomes are included as a priority group and the key worker definition can include private sector employees providing essential services.  Self-employed people working in the roles listed in paragraph 5.4 can be classed as key workers.

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 6.1 Delivering Affordable Housing
	Clarify if this relates to identified local housing need with an approved tenure which is viable and well integrated in design terms. 
	Comment noted. The preference is for social rented housing, if this cannot be provided, local needs assessments carried out by the housing strategy team can provide further detail on the tenure mix required on site. Social rented housing must be built to housing for varying needs standards.

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 6.7
	Third bullet point add “Where possible” at start to reflect difficulty of alignment of planning applications on different sites.
	Comment accepted. Assumed to relate to fourth bullet point. Agreed, each planning application would have to be assessed on its own merits in any case. Amended wording:

Add ‘Where possible if’ at start of fourth bullet point.

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 6.8/6.9
	Note that there is no national consensus on this process. The Council could more closely align with paragraphs 19 and 22 of PAN2/10 by valuing a commuted sum on the percentage of land required on the principal site and applying the land value of the principal site to that fraction. 
	Comment noted. The Council uses the District Valuer to calculate the commuted sum in accordance with PAN 2/2010 and takes into account the cost of providing serviced land in the same housing sub market area to give a better indication of the land value.  

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 7.3 Development Management Procedures
	Request for renewals to be made exempt.
	Comment not accepted. Applications need to be considered against the current circumstances and policy position in the area and it would not be appropriate to base contributions on the situation pertaining at the time the original consent was granted. 

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 7.6
	Clarify what approach is adopted if a S.75 obligation cannot be agreed within 6 months. 
	Comment noted. Where good progress is being made on S75 negotiations the Council will agree to extend the period for consideration. Amend third sentence to read: 

‘If not concluded, the planning application may be considered for refusal where sufficient progress is not being made on the agreement.’

	Justin Lamb Associates
	Para 9.4/9.8 Design and Housing Standards
	RSLs prefer to consolidate stock in one location on site and the Council’s preference seems to suggest pepper-potting is preferred. Clarity is requested on the preferred approach.
	Comment noted. Pepper potting relates to single homes and a grouping of properties is preferred. An integrated approach favours this option as stated in para 9.8 and notes that the final distribution will agreed on a site by site basis.  


SG07 Biodiversity and Development
	Organisation
	Para/Section
	Comment
	Response

	Scottish Badgers


	Para 4.23 

	Size of development should be factored in when creating new habitat, as it can lead to a higher number of recreational users. Greenspace created for wildlife is often used by new residents, leading to human/wildlife conflicts. Options are to plant native shrub species (blackthorn and hawthorn) to provide cover and a natural barrier in areas that may require it. 
	Comment accepted. Include additional bullet point: ‘Creation of habitat as part of new development should where possible offer places of refuge for wildlife where conflict with recreational use can be minimised.’

	
	Website address
	Drop http:// from prefix so in line with the other website addresses in the list.
	Comment accepted, the prefix will be removed.

	
	Refs to SNH
	SNH are now Nature Scot
	Comment accepted, all references will be corrected.

	Sandy Paterson
	General
	A section on roe deer management would be useful. There are traffic accidents arising from deer population, damage to gardens and people not going into the countryside because of the possibility of picking up a tic. 
	Comment noted. While it is accepted that deer populations are causing problems in urban areas, such issues are beyond the scope of the SG. The focus of the SG is to help developers making a planning application to the council comply with biodiversity objectives.

	
	General
	SG could address the issue of canal birds, becoming entangled in abandoned fishing line, which is becoming more common and can be distressing for the bird and observer.
	Comment noted.

However, this issue is beyond the scope of the SG.

	
	General
	SG is riddled with acronyms which should be expanded to their full status.
	Comment partially accepted. The glossary will be expanded to ensure that all the commonly used acronyms are explained



	Scottish Government
	Para 2.5
	Suggest removing the sentence ‘It looks likely that the Scottish Government will require at least larger infrastructure developments to apply the approach in the near future too’.

NPF 4 is not yet developed. Current policy sets out that the planning system should seek benefits for biodiversity for new development where possible.

NPF4 is being developed, with a final version anticipated in spring/summer 2022.

The Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 sets out that securing positive effects for biodiversity will be one of six key outcomes of future iterations of NPF.


	Comment accepted. It is premature to speculate on the approach which may be adopted in NFF4. Delete as suggested and replace the last sentence  in para 2.5 with:

‘Although not mandatory in Scotland in Scotland, developers are encouraged to apply this principle’.

Note that there are two para 2.5s on page 4. Amend accordingly.

	NatureScot
	General
	Good, clear SG that provides useful advice which should lead to improved outcomes for biodiversity in Falkirk. 
	Comment noted.

	
	Para 2.2
	Remove reference to the ‘Habitats Directive’ and ‘Birds Directive’ in the table. The Directives do not apply now that the UK has left the EU. Protection for European sites is maintained by domestic legislation / Habitats Regulations.
	Comment accepted. Delete ‘Habitats Directive’ and ‘Birds Directive’ from Key Legislation and Guidance column in the table in para 2.2.


	
	Sections 4 & 5 Appendix 1

Para 6.1
	Section 4 provides a clear overview of what is required to ensure biodiversity is included in the planning process. Step 3 includes an undertaking to consult with relevant bodies such as NatureScot. Recommend this is amended as it may lead to consultations out with the scope of the service. General reference should be removed, and replaced by our Standing Advice here and in Section 5 Development Checklists. Change also required to Appendix 1, para 6.1 which recommends consultation with us if protected species are identified.
	Comment accepted.

Delete various references recommending consultation with SNH/NatureScot and replace with link directing readers to NatureScot ‘Standing Advice’ where appropriate.



	
	Para 4.6
	The reference to ‘significant impact’ should be changed to ‘likely significant effect’ as this para deals with HRA. Also suggest that as the need for ‘formal Appropriate Assessment’ is ‘to establish that proposals will not have an adverse effect on site integrity’ that this additional caveat is added to the final sentence.
	Comment accepted. Make amendment as specified.

	
	Section 5
	Checklists setting out requirements is useful. Suggest a link to NatureScot website. Aware that links are provided in Appendix 6 but suggest a further link in Section 5 would round off the accessibility of information.
	Comment accepted. Link will be provided in Section 5

	
	General / Appendix 7
	Change the contact information in Appendix 7 and references throughout the guidance from SNH to NatureScot.
	Comment accepted. Make amendment as specified.

	SEPA
	General
	Welcome the SG and are pleased to see the linkages to other policies such as PE19 PE16 and PE22. Also pleased to see reference to the biodiversity aspects of designing SUDS.


	Comments noted.

	
	Wetland habitat protection 


	Development should not impact detrimentally on water dependant habitats. Recommend SG includes the requirement for a phase habitat 1 survey to identify wetland habitats on the site using ‘A Functional Wetland Typology for Scotland’. A National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey should be completed for any wetlands identified. The results of these findings should be submitted.
	Comment accepted. Add additional sentence at the end of para 4.3: ‘Habitat Surveys should, where relevant, identify wetland habitats on the site using ‘A Functional Wetland Typology for Scotland’. A National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey should be completed for any wetlands identified’.

Reference: ‘A Functional Wetland Typology for Scotland’ in Appendix 6: Further Information

	
	Peat
	Support that the SG references the requirement to assess the impact of development on peat soils.   Note LDP2 PE25 provides more detailed guidance on the management of peat on development sites.  Therefore satisfied the protection of peat and carbon rich soils is adequately covered by LDP2 and further detail is not required in SG07.
	Comments noted.

	Woodland Trust Scotland
	General
	Overall supports the aims set out in the SG. However would like SG to place a larger significance on the importance of protecting ancient woodland as a habitat of significant biodiversity value.
	Comments noted.

	
	Para 2.2 
	Section should explicitly acknowledge the high biodiversity value of ancient woodlands and trees and include reference to ‘PAN60’ and ‘The Scottish Forestry Strategy (SFS) 2019-2029’.
	Comment partially accepted. Ancient woodlands and trees will be added to the table. PAN60 already referenced in the table. A reference to ‘The Scottish Forestry Strategy (SFS) 2019-2029’ will be added.

	
	Para 2.5
	Would like to see the requirement for new planting on a development extended. To ensure that development land includes trees, we would like the Council to commit to a minimum of 30% tree canopy cover target for new development land. 
	Comment not accepted. SG05 will set out standards on the provision of green infrastructure in new development.

The suggested 30% requirement would be too onerous, and would likely to render sites unviable. It would also prioritise woodland potentially at the expense of other types of habitat and the provision of various types of open space.

	
	Para 3.1 /4.11
	Would like to see a clear statement in paras 3.1 and 4.11 recognising that the loss of ancient woodland cannot be compensated for. 

The Woodland Trust’s “Planners’ Manual for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees”
 contains more information on appropriate mitigation measures on page 16. We would like to see this reflected in section 4.29. 


	Comment partly accepted. The importance of ancient woodland is accepted, and protection is given in LDP policy PE20 (2). Insert additional bullet point in para 4.21 under ‘Other features of ecological importance’ as follows: ‘Ancient, long established and semi natural, including sites identified in the Scottish Ancient Woodland Inventory, should be protected as a resource of irreplaceable value’. Insert additional text at the end of para 4.27 as follows: ‘The loss of some habitats, e.g. ancient woodland, cannot be adequately compensated for.’

The document cited will be referenced in Appendix 6 under ‘Woodland’

	
	Appendix 1
	Would like to see the requirement for a tree survey to ensure proper consideration of trees / woodland to be protected and retained. This should also form part of Appendix 1 – Initial Site Audit.
	Comment not accepted. The requirements for tree surveys are more appropriately dealt with in SG10 ‘Trees and Development’.

Amend table 6.2 to also reference SG10 in relation to woodland.

	
	Various
	For the most accurate assessment of ancient woodland WTS recommend NatureScot’s (SNH) Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) as a guide, alongside:

-NWSS to identify the location, extent, type and condition of native woodlands within the planning authority area.

-First Edition OS maps from the 1840-60's

-Tree surveys where additional assessment of the woodland’s antiquity is necessary.

WTS want this wording about using the AWI and the additional digital mapping resources included in paragraphs 4.3, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5 and
5.6. 
	Comment partially accepted. The textual references are too detailed. However the various data references and 

The Woodland Trust’s “Planners’ Manual for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees”  will be added to Appendix 6 : Further Information

	
	Appendix 6
	Although not a statutory agency, WTS should be added as a contact in relation to advice on native woodland: 

Woodland Trust Scotland, South Inch Business Centre, Shore Road, Perth PH2 8BW, 01738 635544, scottishcampaigns@woodlandtrust.org.uk
	Comment accepted. Contact details will be added.

	
	Appendix 6
	Recommend the inclusion of the following publications:

Planners’ Manual for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees - Scotland: https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/07/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-scotland/
Residential Developments and Trees: https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/media/1688/residential-developments-and-trees.pdf
Emergency Tree Plan: https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2020/01/emergency-tree-plan/
	Comment accepted. Publications will be added.

	
	Para 4.3
	Would like to see Falkirk Council use the data available in the NWSS to help planners and developers to understand the relative value of native woods for biodiversity and other benefits in order to guide planning decisions away from ancient woodland.
	Comment noted. Falkirk Council staff do have access to the NWSS as well as integrated habitat network data to inform decisions

	
	Para 4.10 / 5.2
	Reference to Ancient Tree Inventory (ATI) required.

The first step in establishing whether proposed development is likely to impact veteran trees is to refer to the ATI to identify their presence on or near to a proposed development site. Therefore a full tree survey (in accordance with guidance in the BSI Standards publication BS 5837) is required for development sites.

If any trees are identified to be ancient, veteran or mature, these should be added to the ATI. Ancient and veteran trees outside ancient woodland, along with wood-pasture and parkland, should be classified as “A3” according to BS 5837. It is our view that all trees within priority habitat such as ancient woodland would be classified as A3 even if not individually ancient or veteran (including dead trees).


	Comment accepted. Amend text in para 6.2 to indicate the need to check the Ancient Tree Inventory where veteran trees are identified on site.

Reference will be made to Ancient Tree Inventory in Appendix 6: Further information

	
	Paras 2.21 / 4.23 / 4.25


	WTS would like to see the inclusion of a requirement for a buffer around ancient woodland adjacent to development sites. Damage and impacts posed to ancient woods by adjacent developments, are not widely appreciated. The cumulative effect of development is more damaging to ancient woodland than individual effects which should not be considered in isolation. 
	Comment noted. The SG already references the need for buffer zones around ecological features in para 4.21. Detailed guidance on tree buffers and root protection zones is provided in G10 ‘Trees and Development’.

	
	Para 4.23
	WTS would like to see a policy that schemes source trees sourced and grown in the UK, to support local nurseries and help avoid the spread of disease. Also would like a policy that tree species will be native, diverse and appropriate to the local ecology (acknowledging exceptions where other species may be more appropriate in urban environments).
	Comment noted.  Para 4.23 states: ‘Where possible native species should be used in planting schemes -….. However, carefully selected horticultural varieties and

structural planting can also offer wildlife benefits.’



	
	Para 4.25
	WTS are pleased that translocation should ‘only be considered as a last resort’. However urge that the following provision be included: “Translocation cannot be viewed as mitigation for ancient woodland loss, since the latter is irreplaceable”. WTS advocates no further loss of ancient woodland, and believes translocation is not an appropriate alternative to conservation of an ancient woodland in situ. 
	Comment accepted. Add text to para 4.25 as follows: ‘Translocation cannot be viewed as mitigation for the loss of irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland.’

	
	Para 4.26
	WTS would welcome the acknowledgement that the loss of even individual trees and small woods, albeit gradually, has a high impact on natural heritage and biodiversity. The planning authority should seek ways to reverse the fragmentation of habitats.
	Comment noted. The SG already covers the issue of habitat fragmentation in its biodiversity checklists.


SG13 Developer Contributions 

	Organisation
	Para/Section
	Comment
	Response

	Corporate and Housing Services
	General comments regarding affordable housing
	Affordable housing projects should be exempt from developer contributions. The costs of contributions are negatively impacting on the viability of new affordable housing and cannot be met by rental income or by Scottish Government grant funding. We question the need for contributions all together given most new tenants in affordable housing are existing local residents and already paying for local services through council tax and rent. 

Falkirk Council is also out of kilter with the rest of Scotland by imposing contributions on social housing.
	It is fair, reasonable and legitimate to seek contributions from social housing in order to fund supporting infrastructure which is needed to make development acceptable in planning terms. SG13 recognises contributions can affect the viability of a development, and provision is included that would allow developers’ viability issues to be taken into account through submission of a Developer Viability Statement. This is a robust way of considering viability issues with respect to a development. 

Falkirk Council is not the only planning authority which seeks contributions from affordable housing, and it is a matter for individual councils themselves to decide what and how to charge contributions. Exempting all social housing from contributions raises questions of fairness for private development, and infrastructure providers which would need to bear more of the costs of supporting infrastructure in lieu of contributions. 

	Link Group and Loretto Housing Association
	General comments regarding affordable housing


	Affordable housing should be exempt from developer contributions as RSLs do not have the same ability to meet the costs of contributions like the private sector.
	See above response. 

	Loretto Housing Association
	Development Viability 
	The advocated residual valuation approach in Paras 8.2 and 8.4 is specific to private development so referencing an affordable housing project’s residual profit within a development viability assessment is not appropriate. The option of phased or timing payment of contributions is not available to affordable housing developers.
	Comment partly accepted. The residual valuation approach to viability is standard practice advocated by RICS. However, it is accepted that for social rented housing, developers’ profit is not relevant and that viability is dependent on budget and external grant funding. 

Replace last sentence of Para 8.2 as follows: 

‘For private developments, the Council will normally assess viability using the residual valuation approach, which establishes the developer’s residual profit once all the development costs of a scheme have been deducted from its gross development value. In the case of affordable housing, the Council will assess the viability implications of developer contributions after discounting all the development costs of the scheme from the maximum available budget including external funding sources.’

Replace the last bullet of Para 8.4 as follows: 

‘The residual developer’s profit after all development costs are deduced from the gross development value. Please note the maximum available budget rather than profit will be used to establish the viability implications for new affordable housing development. This may be determined on a cost per unit basis agreed with the Council as planning authority. Evidence of budgetary limits should be provided.’

	NHS Forth Valley
	Community Infrastructure -Healthcare Facilities
	We welcome the section on healthcare facilities. Para 5.33, criterion a) details that proposals for fewer than 20 units (including flats) will be exempt from healthcare contributions. It is considered that this can be increased to 50 units.
	Comment noted and accepted. The requested modification will enable NHS Forth Valley to prioritise, and improve, engagement with the Council on large scale residential proposals. Amend Para 5.33, criterion (a) as follows: 

‘(a) Proposals for fewer than 50 units;’

Delete Para 5.33, criterion (c) as, with the increase in the general threshold, this is no longer relevant.

Delete the reference to criterion (c) in Para 5.34. This is a consequential change arising from criterion (c)’s deletion in para 5.33. 

	Paths for All
	General comments


	SG13 will provide greater clarity and transparency to applicants regarding the basis on which contributions will be sought.
	Comment noted and welcomed.

	Paths for All
	Transport Infrastructure
	We welcome that SG13 makes provision for securing contributions towards active travel and public transport.
	Comment noted and welcomed.

	Paths for All and SEPA
	Green Infrastructure
	We support the inclusion of developer contributions for green infrastructure. 
	Comment noted and welcomed.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Introduction, Para 1.1
	There are a number of requirements stated that will not allow the cost implications of contributions to be established before land purchase or the planning application submission. Paragraph 1.1 should include a commitment from the Council to early consultation, information and guidance on contribution requirements.
	Comment noted. SG13 outlines the process and guiding principles for the Council, landowner or the developer to establish the likely need, scale and nature of contributions from a specific development. Contribution requirements are very specific to the circumstances of a proposal and it is wholly unrealistic for the guidance to set out costed contributions for every site and conceivable situation.

Pre-application discussions are strongly encouraged by the Council, and this is stated in Para 7.1. Commitments are already made in the guidance to provide more upfront information on establishing contribution requirements e.g. it is stated in SG13 that the Council will produce an annual capacity statement for education.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland


	Green Infrastructure - Habitat Creation and Management
	It is unclear to what extent the costs of off-site measures on land outwith the control of the developer could be considered fair and reasonable and relevant to a development; particularly in the scenario of Paragraph 3.18 where the purchase of land would be required. This would be a complex scenario which would create uncertainty for developers. SG13 should provide further clarity on where this could potentially be sought and evidenced details on the scale of the anticipated contribution.
	Comment partly accepted. As with all proposals, the Council will only seek planning obligations where they meet all the policy tests in Circular 3/2012 Planning Obligations (SG13, Para 2.7). Council officers do accept land purchase would be complex to instigate for an off-site measure, but this is rarely likely to be required. Generally, most provision is secured on-site through the use of planning conditions.

Para 3.14 and 3.17 generally and sufficiently explain the circumstances in which off-site contributions for habitat creation and management may be sought. However, Para 3.18 will be amended as follows to clarify how the value of land required for an off-site measure will be determined:

‘If the purchase of land is required to implement an off-site measure, the value of the land will be assessed by a suitable, independent valuer, and will be incorporated within the overall developer contribution.’

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Transport Infrastructure, Para 4.9-4.10
	It is stated that cost of transport improvements will be charged to a single developer where only one proposal is involved or apportioned to each development if there cumulative impacts from more than one proposal. This approach means that developers will not be able to determine the cost implications in advance of a planning application. Further thought should be given to apportioning costs to each allocated site that will have an impact rather than penalising a single development for the timing of their application/development.
	Comment not accepted. Chapter 4, SG13 advocates an equitable approach to apportioning developer contributions across sites which require transport improvements to address their cumulative impacts on the transport network. The guidance strongly encourages pre-application discussions to establish the likely cost of contributions at an early stage.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Community Infrastructure - Schools and Nurseries, Para 5.5
	Previous guidance indicated that contributions would be sought where occupancy was projected to increase above 100% of capacity, or 90% in some specific circumstances. This has been revised down to 90% across the board. The planning threshold in Para 5.5 should be 100% unless lower thresholds are evidenced and set out on a school by school basis.
	Comment not accepted. The 90% benchmark for school capacity has been carried forward from Revised SG10, which was recently adopted in November 2019 following Scottish Ministers’ approval. The benchmark has never been set at 100% in previous Council guidance, as this is purely a theoretical capacity. 90% is a practical working capacity, taking into account schools with composite classes and the design of old school buildings which can restrict the number of pupils a school can accommodate. In large schools, 90% also provides a degree of flexibility to manage year to year class size variations.

A Reporter confirmed at the recent Crownerland Farm appeal (DPEA ref: PPA-240-2065) that the 90% benchmark is a reasonable position for the Council to adopt in the forward planning of its school estate.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Community Infrastructure - Schools and Nurseries, Figure 2
	The pupil product ratios (PPRs) in Figure 2 do not take account of house moves within the existing catchment area of a school and therefore overestimate the impact of new development on existing schools. The ratios should be discounted in some manner to take account of children who are already attending the same school
	Comment not accepted. The Council’s PPR methodology is a tried and tested approach, providing a workable basis to forecast the number of children that will occupy new housing development. The PPRs in Figure 2 are taken from Revised SG10 and considered to be statistically robust having been directly derived from the actual number of pupils generated by past housing completions in the Council area. Pupil residence movement in the same school catchment area is impractical to track and estimate; and it is not accepted practice to factor pupil residence movement into school roll projections.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Community Infrastructure - Schools and Nurseries, Para 5.14
	It is unclear why permanent extensions will likely be the required solution, or which schools have the physical ability to be extended. An indication of which LDP sites would be expected to contribute to increased capacity would be helpful.
	Comment noted. Generally, school catchment areas with growth pressures will require permanent school extensions to meet additional demand for school places arising from new development. This conclusion has been drawn from forward planning of the Council’s school estate which takes into account many factors including programming of sites, floorspace needs, Scottish Government policy etc. The Council has committed in SG13 to publish more information on school capacity in an annual statement which will indicate capacity issues per school catchment area and the likelihood of education contributions being sought from LDP proposals. The first edition of the statement is expected to be published in spring 2021. 

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Community Infrastructure- Community Space, Para 5.20
	Para 5.20 details that Falkirk Council are in the process of reducing the number of existing community facilities and utilising more school buildings for community use outwith school hours. A reduced/rationalised portfolio should allow the Council to fund upgrades to the remaining facilities, particular if developers are already contributing to extensions to school buildings.
	Comment noted. However, it is an oversimplification that rationalised community facilities will automatically negate the need for contributions to new or improved community facilities. Contributions to create school capacity will not necessarily address adaptations to allow community use of schools.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Community Infrastructure- Health Care Facilities
	It is critical contributions are not sought to resolve pre-existing deficiencies in healthcare provision. It is also important that any methodology takes into account residents moving into new housing but not moving GP practice. Para 5.30 and 5.35 suggest there is no information on which GP practices have capacity issues or what is the required mitigation for a particular practice. Until this is known, evidenced and fully costed, it is not considered appropriate to seek contributions for unplanned and unknown provision.
	Comment noted. As stated in Para 5.28, contributions towards primary health care will be sought where development creates a direct need for improved facilities. The SG sets out a detailed approach for NHS Forth Valley to establish and evidence this need.

The level of primary healthcare contributions are established through negotiation with the Council, NHS Forth Valley and landowner/developer using the best available information at the time. In the absence of actual project costs, it is accepted and established practice to determine contribution requirements for improved public facilities, such as schools and health, using appropriate cost metrics. NHS Forth Valley is progressing work to define solutions to capacity issues. Para 5.30 states that a primary healthcare capacity statement will be prepared.

Lastly, it is impractical to model or take into account residents moving into new development, but not moving GP practice.

	Persimmon Homes East Scotland
	Placemaking and the Historic Environment
	There is no mention of developer contributions in Policies PE06-PE08 regarding placemaking and the historic environment. Persimmon would generally expect standard conditions for this type of provision rather than financial contributions.
	Comment not accepted. Contributions can be legitimately sought to make a development proposal acceptable in terms of PE06, PE07 or PE08. In addition, Policy IR02 cross references Table 4.1 which provides the direct hook for seeking specific contributions in relation to placemaking or the historic environment. 

	Scottish Water
	Green Infrastructure - Public Water and Waste Water Infrastructure
	Change the last sentence in Para 3.29 from “depending on the type of asset and is usually a non planning matter” to “depending on the type of asset and if the asset will be vested by Scottish Water”. Replace the second sentence in para 3.30 with the following: ‘Scottish Water is funded for growth at their water and wastewater treatment works. If growth is required to meet the demands of new development the Developer will be asked to provide evidence to show they meet Scottish Water’s five growth criteria, which will allow a growth project to be initiated.’ We welcome para 3.31, which encourages developers to undertake early engagement with Scottish Water.
	Comment accepted. Para 3.29- 3.30 will be modified as per Scottish Water’s suggested wording.



	Transport Scotland
	Transport Infrastructure 
	The document details, within Figure 1 on page 10, the transport infrastructure to be delivered within the area and the funding mechanisms. Figure 1 indicates that with regard to the M9 (T) Junction 4, contributions and improvements will be phased in agreement with Transport Scotland; and para 7.17 states that the trigger points for contribution payments will be subject to negotiation between all the relevant parties and specified in the legal agreement.  This reflects the current position with Transport Scotland. However, while the approach details that the scheme will be funded by developers, the actual costs are not detailed, nor who is responsible for delivery of the improvements.


	Comment partly accepted. SG13, page 10, Figure 1 comments will be amended to state the estimated costs (£1,360,600) for the M9 Junction 4 improvements at December 2020 prices and that Falkirk Council is responsible for delivery. For consistency, the estimated costs for other strategic transport improvements will be stated in Figure 1, if known. However, it should be noted actual costs can only be determined with any certainty following completion of the improvement works.



	Transport Scotland
	Transport Infrastructure
	The guidance details within paragraph 4.7 that the Council will carry out an exercise to determine the proportion of the cost to be borne by all the committed developments which are linked to a particular project. This has not yet been undertaken and should form part of the Supplementary Guidance and not left to a later date. The Guidance should provide such detail to enable a more informed response to applications, enabling agreed suspensive conditions regarding scale of development prior to the works being undertaken.  The responsibility for delivery of improvements should also be made clear.


	Comment partly accepted. The Council has a degree of certainty about contributing developments and the nature of the schemes to apportion the contributions for DEAR and M80 Junction 7. Indeed, SG13 already states the indicative share of DEAR contributions for remaining sites. 

Page 10, Figure 1 wrongly states the M80 Junction 7 will be funded by TIF. This will be corrected to acknowledge the improvement will be funded by developer contributions and the Scottish Government’s Housing Infrastructure Fund. Contributing sites for this improvement will also be listed in Figure 1 along with a comment referring readers to the Banknock and Haggs SIRR Development Framework for the apportioning of contributions. 

The following comments are made with regard to the other improvements, listed to be developer funded: 

M9 Junction 3 Improvements: The improvement is required to support future growth within West Lothian, but not needed to serve LDP sites in the Falkirk Council area. West Lothian Council has already prepared draft supplementary guidance for attributing contributions among contributing sites in West Lothian.

M9 Junction 4 Improvement: The following shows the current apportioning of contributions among the contributing sites listed in Figure 1. 

Crownerland       15.6%

Manuel Works    37.8%

Gilston                  45.6%

It is based on various assumptions and was accepted as a basis for apportioning contributions to the Crownerland planning application (P/17/0797/PPP; LDP site H29) by the appeal reporter who considered this matter. The application is subject to a notice of intention to grant, with the Section 75 obligation still to be concluded. 

Notwithstanding this, there is still uncertainty as to the content of contributing developments which suggests that it is premature to insert this provisional apportioning into SG13 at the present time. A decision has yet to be reached for planning application P17/0792/PPP, which is not consistent with LDP2, while a new PPP application (P/20/0493/PPP) has been submitted for the Gilston site which may give arise to different cumulative impacts than the previous, refused proposal (P/17/0332/PPP). 

Falkirk A803 Corridor Improvement/Grangemouth Access Improvements: There is insufficient information about the nature of the works, the contributing developments and external funding sources at the present time to apportion contributions for these improvements. 

As requested, Page 10, Figure 1 will be modified to indicate which agency or agencies has lead responsibility for delivery in relation to the each improvement. 

 








