
DPEA Case PPA-230-2172: Appeal by Holder Planning on behalf of Miller Homes (MH) against 
the decision of City of Edinburgh Council refusing permission for the erection of 10 dwelling 
houses etc.  on land (the Playing Field) at East Suffolk Road, Edinburgh.

Submission by the Craigmillar Park Association

The Craigmillar Park Association (CPA) has read the Appeal documents in the light of its objection to the 
original application (14/03632/FUL) and submits that there is no good reason for the MH appeal to be 
granted. There are three principal issues: the continued use of the Playing Field as open space, the viability 
of the proposal to use part of the site as a public park and the impact on the Conservation Area.

1. Designation of the Playing Field as Open Space

There is a long history of proposals to build housing on the Playing Field, each of which was turned down, 
reinforcing the designation of the Playing Field as Open Space.

In particular, following a 12-day planning enquiry relating to an appeal by MH against an earlier application 
(98/00797/FUL) to build housing on the site, the Reporter dismissed the planning appeal (Ref 
P/PPA/230/338, P/LBA/230/78 & P/LBA/230/86; MH Document 19 in the Appeal). In paragraph 240, the 
Reporter referred to the planning history:  

"The option of building on the playing field had been explicitly considered and rejected by the 
council in the 1991 planning brief, following public consultation, and the proposal to allocate the 
playing field for housing was once again discounted in accordance with the Reporter's 
recommendation following the local plan enquiry in 1995. The planning history therefore indicated 
that the council was opposed in principle to the development of the playing field,"

In paragraph 244 he went on to say, in drawing all of his thinking together: 

“I conclude that there are no other material considerations which would justify granting planning 
permission for the proposed development, which would detract from the character and appearance of
the conservation area, result in the demolition of a listed building, and conflict with the development 
plan and Government guidance on sport, recreation and open space”.

The present Appeal statement by MH refers to the Reporter’s 2002 decision in merely perfunctory terms, 
claiming, most surprisingly, in section 5.47 that the the present proposals deal satisfactorily with all the 
concerns raised by the Reporter. This is, we submit, plainly incorrect and astonishingly inaccurate. On a 
superficial level, the main difference between the present and previous proposals may be thought to lie in the
number of houses proposed; in truth the Appeal does not even begin to address the principle of not 
developing the site for housing or advance any argument as to why that principle should be set aside.

Nothing material has occurred since 2002 to alter the validity and importance of the Reporter’s conclusion. 
On the contrary: as the previous Reporter notes in paragraph 29, the field at that time was included in a large 
blanket designation in the adopted local plan for ‘housing and compatible uses’. Following the result of the 
Public Inquiry into the Miller’s housing application, the Council decided to designate the Field as Open 
Space on the Proposals Map of the subsequent Local Development Plan. So in fact, the Field has even 
greater Open Space protection now than during the last Inquiry.  The designation of the Field as Open Space 
has continued; it is shown as such in the Proposals Map (South East) in the emerging LDP2 of 2014. Miller 
Homes objected to this designation during the consultation period, when the Council also received many 
letters of support for the Open Space designation. After considering all the representations, the Council 
decided to continue to retain the Open Space designation.

The Appeal does refer to the LDP2 in its section 5.28, but does not challenge the marking of the Field as 
Open Space. Instead, it notes that the most relevant policies i.e. open space, playing fields, conservation and 
listed buildings were very similar in terms to those contained within the adopted local plan: "We therefore do
not think it necessary to undertake a separate assessment of the appeal against these policies." This seems, 



with all due respect, totally inconsistent with their comments on the adopted (2010) Local Plan in section 
3.6, which is said to be out of date on account of its age and shortfall of housing. The two statements read 
together appear to suggest that both Local Plans can be ignored, which we fundamentally disagree with. 
Considerable work has gone into the 2014 plan and it has been going through an examination of its own.

We note the offer by Miller’s to pay £130,000  supposedly to improve playing fields some distance from the 
Playing Field in question, even further away than the alternative provision proposed in 2001. We agree with 
the previous Reporter’s conclusion (paragraph 230) that this alternative provision does not provide equal 
community benefit and accessibility. We totally refute the assertion in the Appeal Statement that the open 
space is inaccessible. Even in its poorly maintained state by the owners, Miller Homes, it is a popular space 
for dog walking and informal recreation. Many local residents testify to that.  It has a scarcity value as the 
only public open space for a considerable distance (see also point 3 below).
 
The supply of housing land in Edinburgh is also covered in the draft LDP2 (paragraphs 60-69) and 
contradicts the assertion in Section 3.6 of the Appeal that housing land is short. The Appeal recognises the 
weakness of this argument in its proposal for only 10 new houses, and emphasises the upper end of the 
housing market. Frankly, we do dot consider that there is a housing supply argument justifying the loss of 
valuable, designated, Open Space of great value to the community to achieve only 10 very expensive new 
houses.

2. Creation of a Public Park and future of the Pavilion

The first point is that this proposal for "... an area of formal green space, footpaths and seating." (Section 
2.11) will prevent any use of the Field for sports. Once the land is developed, it is taken out of open space 
use for all time coming. We append an indicative plan commissioned by the CPA showing how the Playing 
Field could be used for junior sports as well as informal recreation. We have been involved in discussions 
with interested parties in this part of Edinburgh, who confirm there is a shortage of such pitches. 
Unfortunately, Miller Homes's ownership of the site has been a major barrier to pursuing these options.
Section 2.13 of the Appeal is completely unclear about the long-term maintenance of the proposed Public 
Park and Pavilion. If it is gifted to the Council or some other appropriate public body or community group, 
the land and pavilion will continue to require maintenance. There is no funding for this and Miller Homes do
no offer any. The list of outcomes in Section 6.36 of the Appeal includes "Long-term funding for the future 
maintenance of the public space" but there is no indication of where this funding will come from. Is this a 
commitment by Miller Homes to provide such funding? Plainly, it is not so. Indeed, the Council has said that
it is having trouble finding funds to maintain the open space it already is responsible for, never mind any 
additional space such as the Playing Field. CPA is, we regret to say, but, we suggest, understandably cynical 
about such promises of future open space for the community. During the 2001 Public Inquiry, we were told 
in evidence for the appellants, (paragraph 38 of the Report) that there would be a big gain in public open 
space, including the tennis courts, azalea garden and
quadrangle in East Suffolk Park. When the housing was
developed there, a large number of signs, such as that
shown here,  appeared on all these spaces, resulting in no
gain at all for the public. These “sweeteners” tend to be
thrown in during the planning process and public
inquiries but, in our experience, are seldom implemented,

The issue of long-term maintenance was discussed in
detail in the objection to the 2014 proposal by the CPA
(para 8.10), particularly the implied public funding
requirement and the question of whether the applicants
had discussed this with the Council. Have they done so
since planning permission was refused in November
2015? We are not aware of it.

If the applicants shift the responsibility to the owners of the proposed new houses, what legal entity will own
the public park and pavilion? What guarantee do other members of the public have that they will not be 



excluded from use of the park and pavilion by those paying for its upkeep? Will the site become a gated 
community? Has a local enterprise company been suggested by Miller Homes? No, it has not. Any serious 
suggestion of a new public park would include such a suggestion, but Miller Homes have not even scratched 
the surface in this regard: they have initiated no discussion or consultation with any local group or 
organisation which might advance the notion that a public park is, even remotely, a runner as regards the 
future of the Playing Field. It should be noted that the proprietors of the adjacent East Suffolk Park estate 
have exclusive rights of private land in joint ownership, which excludes, in all probability, the freedom of the
public to roam across their estate - and have erected signage to this effect. The proprietors of the proposed 10
new houses on the Playing Field might have good reason to expect the same rights if they take on 
responsibility for the park and pavilion. It is highly unlikely that the owners of 10 private houses would 
welcome the responsibility of maintaining a public park opposite their homes.

The concern (Section 8.9 of the CPA objection) remains that, when the public park proposal fails, the 
applicants - or another developer if the site is sold on with planning permission - will apply for permission to
develop the whole of the site for housing. It would be completely disingenuous to think otherwise.

3.  Contribution of the Field to the Conservation Area

We agree with the previous Reporter’s conclusions that 

“I consider that there is a well-founded objection in principle to residential development on the 
playing field, as the loss of this open area would detract from the character and appearance of this 
part of the conservation area.” (paragraph 218), 
“I consider that the development of the playing field would damage the character and appearance of 
the conservation area, and hence that it would affect urban amenity.” (paragraph 223), 
“the development of the playing field would cause a significant reduction in visual amenity” 
“I regard the playing field as an important and longstanding amenity to the area” (paragraph 229), 
“It is these extensive green spaces which create the unusual and most attractive illusion of 
countryside within the town. This rus-in-urbe impression derives not only from the open spaces 
themselves but also from the views which they allow of the wider landscape” (paragraph 215). “I 
attach particular weight to the evidence of local residents on the previous uses of the field” 
(paragraph  232) and 
“The fact that the Newington playing field is currently unused is the result of the actions of the 
landowners, rather than any evidence of lack of need or demand” (paragraph 233).

Since the last Appeal decision in 2002, the Council has approved the Craigmillar Park Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2003), a material consideration in this current appeal. This further strengthens the value
of the field to the Conservation Area. “The only major recreational area within the Conservation Area is the 
playing field at the end of Crawfurd Road” (p. 16). “In particular, the field at the north end of the site (East 
Suffolk Park) allows dramatic and uninterrupted views of Arthur’s Seat to the north, as well as contributing 
to the setting of the listed buildings” (p. 10). “The East Suffolk Road quadrangular former arts and crafts 
residence halls set in substantial open space, give a semi-rural feel to the area, which is further enhanced by 
its playing field lying adjacent to Newington Cemetery” (p. 12). “The feeling of spaciousness in the 
Conservation Area depends largely on the scale of its gardens, and the small but significant network of green
open spaces formed by the quadrangle within the former halls of residence at East Suffolk Road and the 
adjacent former playing field at Crawfurd Road” (p. 18). “The extensive green spaces within their mature 
landscape framework provide a pleasant open outlook at the ends of Suffolk Road/Crawfurd Road and views
to the wider landscape” (p. 18). The first “priority for action” (p. 21) is “New tree planting and enhancement 
of gardens and open spaces, including Crawfurd Road playing field.”

The main view that the public has of the site in question is from the end of Crawfurd Road and East Suffolk 
Road. Filling up half the site for housing would inevitably change the “semi-rural” character of this 
important open space forever and therefore cause demonstrable harm to an important aspect of this 
Conservation Area.

Nothing in the Appeal addresses these questions satisfactorily. The Association believes that the Appeal 



should be dismissed and the original decision of the Council upheld. This is an important open space, 
protected by both the existing and emerging local development plans by a specific open space designation on
the Proposals Map. It is strongly valued by the local community, with significant playing field potential, and 
positively contributes to the character of the Conservation Area. The housing development as proposed 
would create demonstrable harm to this essential character and preclude its future use for playing fields 
forever. 

Indicative plan commissioned by the CPA from an experienced landscape architect  showing how the 
Playing Field could be used for junior sports all year round, as well as informal recreation. 


