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Abstract

The PhD is driven by a need to analyse what Segblenning has come to represent
in practice. It does this through a focus on howtf&h planning reform (Planning
etc. Scotland Act, 2006) has been used to resmotitetkey public policy issues of
achieving ‘sustainable growth’ and particularlynpieng for housing in growth-
pressured city-regions.

In England, Allmendinger’s (2016) recent criticahsideration of the current state of
planning despondently sees ‘neoliberal spatial gawece’ where planning is
focussed on ‘facilitating growth,” through ‘postlical’ process and driven by
‘narrow sectional interests’. This thesis analytbesextent to which such critique is a
relevant way of understanding Scottish planninglamd planning has come to be
criticised from some perspectives as a tool fdinglout growth, while for others

planning is still perceived as a drag on growth.

It does this by analysing planning practice in tity regions — Aberdeen and
Edinburgh - which have faced pressures for gropdinticularly housing growth. Both
have used the reformed Scottish planning systemeabwith these pressures. In
Aberdeen, it reveals why an ambitious growth agexadaly emerged, where planning
actors utilised the reformed Scottish planningeysto advocate an ‘ambitious
strategy’. In Edinburgh, it reveals why, despitdéisihg the same planning system, a
more complex and conflictual relationship arourahping and housing growth has
remained in place, as the city-region strugglecttdise a spatial strategy that adapts
to existing local political tensions. In each cdserole of global and local structuring

economic conditions are foregrounded.

This qualitative comparative case study analyse®feration of Scottish planning in
the period (2007-2016) in two growth-pressured t&iotity-regions. It involves 48
interviews conducted in the period 2013-2015 witblr sector officers, councillors,
developer interests and community and specialasteggroups and the analysis of
documents associated with planning strategiesadtiteen conducted by a planner

who has worked ‘in the field’ in the public andya@ie sectors in both cases.

It applies a broadly Gramscian analysis, utilissn8§trategic Relational Approach,
where planning actors pursue differing agendasattiethpt to address wider and



competing public policy concerns while operatinghivi evolving structural
conditions. It demonstrates the ways in which pillagins a means by which particular
interests can formalise their ambitions for growth can equally be used to constrain
and defer decisions around growth. However, boslesaeveal planning as a form of
‘neoliberal spatial governance’ where the contréains of current state-market
relations mean Scottish planning is unlikely to ttsecomplex objective of

delivering ‘sustainable economic growth’.
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Glossary and acronyms

AFFORDABLE HOUSING: Housing reserved for those wrom it would be
impossible or inappropriate to pay full market prfor housing in a particular area.
This may be low cost owner occupation, co-ownershigent from a Registered
Social Landlord (RSL).

ALLOCATED SITE: An area of land which has been ayad in principle by the

planning authority for a certain type of future dlpment e.g. housing.

APPEAL/LOCAL REVIEW: The process by which an appli¢ may challenge the
decision of the planning authority on their apgdica, a refusal of permission,
condition attached to a permission or the lack déasion. Refer to our separate
information sheet on Appeals and Local Reviewstiore information. (See also
NON-DETERMINATION/DEEMED REFUSAL)

APPLICANT: A person, business or organisation mglarplanning application.
There is no requirement that they own the landcédfi by the application as long as
they notify the owner. (See also AGENT)

BROWNFIELD SITE: A site which has previously beesvdloped or used for some
purpose which has ceased.

CIRCULAR: A document produced by the Scottish Goweent containing guidance

on the policy implications of legislative or procedl change.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL: A local body with a statutoryght to be consulted on
local issues and a duty to reflect the views ofittwal community to the local

authority on various issues, including planning.

COMMUNITY PLANNING: A process, delivered through @onunity Planning
Partnerships, aimed at helping public agenciesai wogether with the local
community to plan and deliver better services, willnmunity engagement as a key
aim. Community planning is, however, separate ftbenland-use planning system,

and how it is implemented generally depends ofdbal authority.

CONSERVATION AREA: An area designated by the plaignauthority as being of

special architectural or historic interest, theralster of which it wishes to protect and



enhance. Refer to our separate information shegtd.iBuildings and Conservation

Areas for more information.

CALL IN (AND NOTIFICATION): Scottish Ministers haa the power to intervene
and call in any planning application for their odetermination. This power is rarely
used, although sometimes a proposal raises is$sestoimportance that call in is
reasonable. To monitor the progress of such cbsiessters issue a direction to
planning authorities requesting notification if yrere considering granting
permission. Planning permission may not be graated this notification has taken

place.

COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER: Notice issued by theegoment or a local
authority to acquire land or buildings for publiterest purposes. This may include
property to enable private development to achiepaaity aim of the Development

Plan.

DEPARTURE (from the Development Plan): A plannimpglcation considered not
to be in accordance with a Development Plan butlwtdue to exceptional
circumstances, the planning authority intends foreye. Significant departures must
be notified to Scottish Ministers. All national d&depments and major developments
which are significantly contrary to a DevelopmetarPmust also be subject to a pre-

determination hearing.

DEVELOPMENT: The carrying out of building, miningngineering or other
operations in, on, over or under the land or th&inggof any material change of use
in the use of any buildings or land (as definedHgyplanning acts). Development so
defined requires planning permission. (See alsoMERED DEVELOPMENT)

DEVELOPMENT PLAN: A generic term for the Structu?éan and/or Local Plan, or
Strategic Development Plan and/or Local Developriéann, which apply to a
planning authority area. Refer to our separaterimédion sheet Development Plans
for more information. Any planning application slibbe determined in accordance
with the Development Plan unless material constamra indicate otherwise.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN SCHEME: A document required to fagblished annually
by every planning authority, outlining their timbta for preparing and reviewing
their Development Plan; and also a participatiateshent outlining when, how and

with whom, consultation will take place.



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA): EIA is requed for certain
developments and is the process of gathering irdbam to ensure environmental
effects are taken into consideration. The assedsmes reported in an
Environmental Statement which must be submittedgdle the planning application

to inform the decision.

EUROPEAN SITES: Nature conservation sites (e.@sSif Special Scientific
Interest (SSSIs)) which are designated under tmed&an Habitat or Birds Directives
as Special Protection Areas (SPASs) or Special Al@aSonservation (SACs).
Development affecting such sites is subject toigpeontrols and may be called in

by Scottish Ministers.

GREEN BELT: An area designated in a Development Rlaere there is strong
presumption against development, with the aim ofqating landscape settings,
promoting bio-diversity and providing open spacerézreation, encouraging
regeneration within the urban area and directimguigrowth to appropriate
locations. According to Scottish Planning Polic@12, 49) “where the planning
authority considers it appropriate, the developnpdgmt may designate a green belt
around a city or town to support the spatial stratey: directing development to the
most appropriate locations and supporting regeioeraprotecting and enhancing the
character, landscape setting and identity of thiéesgent; and protecting and

providing access to open space.

GREENFIELD SITE: Land which has not been developeeéjther urban or rural

areas.

HIERARCHY OF DEVELOPMENT: As of 2009, planning pragals are divided into
3 categories: National, Major and local. Nationeelopments are set out in the
National Planning Framework. For information on andge.g. 50 houses or more) and
local developments, refer to our separate inforomasheet on Development
Management) and see Scottish Government Planniegl@i 5/2009 Hierarchy of
Developments. Note - National and major proposadsiire pre-application

consultation.

INFRASTRUCTURE: Utility services (roads, sewersdanpplies of gas, water,
electricity) or social/community services (schoalsmmunity halls, health centres

etc.) which are needed to allow a developmentke fdace.
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LANDFILL/LANDRAISE: Methods of disposing of wastestow or above ground
level, nowadays subject to stringent measuresttagoleacheate and methane, but

which was not always the case.

LEGAL CHALLENGE: Apart from applicants’ right of geal, the law provides for
legal challenge of some planning decisions by dfected party; but only on the
basis that there was an error in law and procedhatepn the planning merits of the
decision itself. The best outcome is that a degisiay be quashed and sent back to
the decision maker (who may end up making the sdeunision). Such proceedings,
by way of statutory challenge or by judicial reviaway only be heard in the Court of

Session and are extremely expensive if unsuccessful

LISTED BUILDING: A building designated by Historfscotland on behalf of
Scottish Ministers for its special architecturah@toric interest and accorded special

protection.

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (LDP): Part of the DevelopmiPlan - a statutory
document required to be prepared (as of 2009Y, faflepublic consultation, by all
planning authorities in Scotland to replace exgtiocal Plans (see below). The LDP
is the basis for making planning decisions in @&gigrea. It must contain a spatial
strategy and a vision statement, planning poliaie maps. In the four city-regions,
the LDP will be supplemented with a Strategic Depetent Plan; elsewhere the

Development Plan will comprise only the Local Degghent Plan.

LOCAL PLAN: Part of the Development Plan - a statytdocument prepared after
full public consultation - containing maps, andnpiang policies which are the main
basis for assessing planning applications. As 6B2@lanning authorities are
required to replace Local Plans with Local DevelepirPlans (see above).

LOCAL REVIEW: see entry for APPEAL.

MASTERPLAN: A document, usually comprising a schémplan, 3-dimensional

images, and text, which illustrates and explaing has intended to develop a site.

MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS: Matters in addition to tHeevelopment Plan
which a planning authority is required to take iatmount when making a planning
decision. Material 5 considerations in planning trhesfactors relating to the use and
development of land and not to the personal cir¢cantes of individual applicants,

for instance.
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MEDIATION: A process involving a neutral, indepemdetrained facilitator who
aims to assist parties with differences to commateieffectively to resolve their

differences. Mediation is not a statutory parthef Scottish planning system.

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS: Designated in the NationdaRning Framework,
these are the Scottish Government’s priority pitsjéar the development of Scotland.
For more information, see Scottish Government Carcd/2009 (Development

Management Procedures) & Circular 5/2009 (Hierahevelopments).

NATIONAL PLANNING FRAMEWORK (NPF): The Scottish Gernment’s

strategy for the long-term development of Scotlandivns, cities and countryside. It
sets out a vision for Scotland’s development ferriext 20 to 25 years and designates
developments of national importance (National Depeients — see above).
Development Plans must have regard to the contehed\PF.

NATIONAL PARK: An area of land or sea - usually extensive area - identified as
being of the very highest value to the nation ferscenery and wildlife, and often for
its cultural heritage value. Scotland has two Nald®arks — Loch Lomond and The

Trossachs and the Cairngorms. Both have their daimpg services.

NATIONAL SCENIC AREA (NSA): Areas of land designdtby the Scottish
Government and considered of national significancgcotland due to their
outstanding scenic interest; and which must bearved as part of the country’s
natural heritage.

NON-DETERMINATION / DEEMED REFUSAL: If a planningpgplication remains
undetermined after either two or four months (dejpemon the type of application),
the applicant can demand that a decision be madapfrealing to Scottish Ministers
or to the Local Review Body. The appeal or reviswnio the non determination of

the application which is considered as if deemeubiee been refused.

OPEN SPACE: Areas of greenspace or water withinamthe edges of settlements,
including allotments, trees, woodland, paths; anit space consisting of squares,
market places and other paved or hard landscaped arnth a civic function.

PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT: Certain classes of developmtnehich do not
require express planning permission through aniegtjmn to the planning authority,

because permission is 6 automatically grantedetasug in The Town and Country

12



Planning (General Permitted Development) (Scotl@rder 1992.(Note: this

document is reviewed and amended as required on-going basis.)

PLANNING ADVICE NOTES (PANSs): Documents producedtbe Scottish
Government providing advice on good practice ahemotelevant planning

information.

PLANNING AGREEMENTS: Legal Agreements made undect®a 75 of the Town
and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, and ratyud) the future use of the land.
Such agreements are registered in the Land Registelegally binding on future
owners of the land. Where the agreement is nobd#e to tie future owners, other

simpler forms of agreement may be used under ctaautes.

PLANNING APPLICATION: An application to a plannirguthority seeking
planning permission for development. Refer to @pasate information Sheet:

Development Management.

PLANNING BRIEF/DEVELOPMENT BRIEF: A document whidets out the
planning authority’s requirements and guidelinesiie development of a site. These

may be prepared as supplementary guidance.

PLANNING GAIN: Aspects of a development proposajuiged for the development
to go ahead (including financial contributions tdbfic services), secured by the local

authority to mitigate the impact of the developmemthe local community.

PLANNING PERMISSION: Formal permission granted bglanning authority or

Scottish Ministers for development of land or bunfgk.

PLANNING POLICIES: Contained in Development Plamsrosupplementary
planning guidance, these set out criteria agaihgtiwplanning applications are
determined.

PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION (PAC): Public eventsquired to be held by
prospective applicants prior to submission of aggpions for national developments
and major developments, to enable local commurtibide better informed about
significant development proposals in their areaspective applicants must notify
community councils (and other parties as agreel g planning authority) and hold
a minimum of one public event (to be advertisecysdn advance in a local

newspaper) at which members of the public can makanents. (Note — there is no

13



requirement that views of those consulted are takenoard.) See Scottish

Government Circular 4/2009 (Development ManagerReotedures).

PRE-DETERMINATION HEARING: National applications arajor applications
significantly contrary to the Development Plan mgisto a Pre-Determination
Hearing if one is requested. This must take plaferb a committee of the council
and be determined by the full council, and enatiiese who made representations to

have the opportunity to be heard.

PROCESSING AGREEMENT: A non-compulsory agreemeanipiing the advice
of Scottish Government Circular 4/2009 (Developnmdahagement Procedures),
between the applicant for a national developmemajor development and the
planning authority to ensure smooth processinqaplication, or related group of

applications.

SCOTTISH PLANNING POLICY (SPP): A documents statlgpttish Government

policy on nationally important land use and othianping matters.

SINGLE OUTCOME AGREEMENT (SOA): An agreement betweke Scottish
Government and each of Scotland’s 32 local auilesrisetting out strategic priority
issues based on the Government’'s15 National Outeo8@As aim to improve
partnership working and allow maximum freedom fonding decisions to be taken at
a local level. Planning issues such as affordablesimg and community engagement
are among topics covered by SOAs, although contames according to local
priorities. Since 2009-10, SOAs have been develeptdthe full involvement of
Community Planning Partnerships, with each stayypartner (of the CCP) signing
the SOA. (See also COMMUNITY PLANNING)

SITE OF SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC INTEREST (SSSI): A siteentified by Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) as requiring special praotecbecause of its flora, fauna,
geological or physiographical features under th&llté and Countryside Acts. SNH
must be consulted by a planning authority wherlaarnpng application may affect an
SSSI.

STATUTORY CONSULTEE: A generic term for an organisa with expertise and
statutory responsibility on certain subject matteyde consulted by planning
authorities if an application may affect the instseof that organisation e.g. Historic
Scotland, Scottish Natural Heritage, Transport [8odt 8
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STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (SEA): The regeiment to
undertake and publish environmental assessmeras$ porogrammes or strategies at

a strategic level.

STRATEGIC DEVELEOPMENT PLAN (SDP): Part of the Démgment Plan — a
statutory document prepared after full public cdtagion. SDPs apply to the 4 city-
regions (Aberdeen, Dundee, Edinburgh, Glasgow laeid $urrounding areas) and
cover several local authority areas. SDPs are redjtio be prepared jointly by
planning authorities acting as Strategic DeveloprR®gnning Authorities (SDPAS)
as of 2009 to replace existing structure plans lfgb@wv). SDPs will set parameters
for Local Development Plans; contain Vision Stateteend Spatial Strategies; and
will consider how land use proposals for neighbogiareas will impact on the SDP
area. Refer to our separate information sheet Dpwatnt Plans for further

information.

STRUCTURE PLAN: Part of the Development Plan -agbry document prepared
after full public consultation containing strategilicies which can cover several
local authority areas. As of 2009 all planning awities are required to replace these
with Strategic Development Plans in the four cégions; elsewhere Local
Development Plans only are required. (See also LOBEVELOPMENT PLAN

and STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN)

SUPPLEMENTARY GUIDANCE: Documents used by plannaghorities to
provide additional detailed guidance on certaindgpolicies or proposals which are

set out in Development Plans.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT: Development that meets theeds of the present
without compromising the ability of future genecais to meet their own needs (as
defined by the Brundtland Commission 1987 for tmét&dl Nations). The Planning
etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 requires Development Péntsthe National Planning

Framework to be prepared with the objective of eainig sustainable development.

USE CLASSES ORDER (UCO): The Statutory Instrumenhed The Town and
Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Orde7 188 ch sets out various classes
of use for the purpose of clarifying when a chaofyjese requires planning

permission.
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WINDFALL SITES: Development sites which are notntiéed through forward
planning processes but become available for vaadusoc reasons. Allowance for a
certain level of windfall sites is usually madegsnning authorities when
calculating the forward supply of development l&mdwhich Development Plans
will make provision.

Glossary Sources: Planning Aid Scotland (2009)&eattish Planning Policy (2014)
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Aberdeen

Used in in-text interviewee identification to referone of the two local

City Region | planning authorities in the Aberdeen city-region

LPA

ACC Aberdeen City Council

ACLDP Aberdeen City Local Development Plan 2012

2012

ACS Aberdeen City and Shire

ACS SDPA | Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Develamni®Planning Authority
ACS SDPA | Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development RtanAuthority
2009 Structure Plan 2009

ACSEF Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Future (pytivate-partnership)
ALDP 2012 | Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012

AWPR Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route - bypamsndrcity due to open 2018
CE LDP2 City of Edinburgh Local Development Plaréferred to as LDP 2016)
EBF Edinburgh Business Forum

EDF Edinburgh Development Forum (public privatetparship)

EDI Edinburgh council arms-length development conypa

EDSP European Spatial Development Perspective

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment

EIBG Edinburgh International Business Gateway

GES Government Economic Strategy

GFC Global Financial Crisis

HFS Homes for Scotland - Housebuilder represemtativscotland

HNDA Housing Need and Demand Assessment

LDP Local Development Plan

LPA Local Planning Authority

NESDA North East of Scotland Development Agency

NESJPAC North East Scotland Joint Advisory Planm@ognmittee
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NEST 2002 | North East Scotland Together. The Aberd&ity and Aberdeen Shire
Joint Strategic Planning Committee

NESTRANS | North East Scotland Transport Partnership

NIMBY ‘Not In My Backyard' (anti-development sentemt)

NPF National Planning Framework

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Dmpraent

SDA Scottish Development Agency (precursor to SstoEnterprise)

SDP Strategic Development Plan

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment

SEG Scottish Enterprise Grampian

SESplan South East Scotland Strategic DevelopmantAuthority

SESplan South East Scotland Development Planning Auth&itgtegic

2013 Development Plan 2013

SNP Scottish National Party

SPR Scottish Planning Reform

SSCI Scottish Sustainable Communities Initiative

SUSTRANS | South East Scotland Regional Transpoth&aship

UNESCO United Nations Educational Scienctific andt@al Organisation

WEPF West Edinburgh Planning Framework

18



Acknowledgements

This thesis would not have been possible withoaitiélp, support and
encouragement of many people. First and foremagank to thank all my
participants for their enthusiasm in engaging wityhresearch. | greatly appreciate
your willingness to give up your time to speak te about your lives and

experiences.

| am grateful to the Urban Studies Foundation feaming me a scholarship, without
which | could never have undertaken this resedrbh.subject area of Urban Studies
at the University of Glasgow has been an inspigraup to be part of, and | want to
thank all the staff and fellow PhDs for creatingugportive learning environment.
Special thanks, of course, to my supervisors, BsafieDavid Adams and Dr Amini
Kamete. Without your encouragement, insightful cants, and willingness to
guestion and challenge, this thesis would nevee haached completion.

| would like to thank my officemates who over theays have put up with and to the
friends that | have made along the way here ingahas Aisha, Kristina, Sarah,
Fabrice, Matt, Minna, Jim, Sharon, Karen, Mulletev8 and Andy. And of course to
my partner Maureen for all the love, fun and amg@auapport — and particularly for
her careful reading of chapters and general alidifyut up with me over the last few

months.

Of course, | would also like to thank the friendsl d&amily who have been important
to me before and throughout the PhD process. Tonomy, Kate, who has battled
serious illness in the last few years and hasratithaged to be the most supportive
mum in the world. And of course to my dad, Turloughd my brothers Sean and
Barry - none of this would have been possible wittitbe love, support and sacrifices
you have all made.

19



Author’s declaration

| declare that, except where explicit referencmagle to the contribution of others,
that this is the result of my own work and hashexn submitted for any other degree

at the University of Glasgow or any other instibuti’

Printed name

Signature

20



CHAPTER 1 — Introduction

Introduction

This PhD is driven by a need to understand whattiShglanning represents in
practice. It does this through an analysis of thg that planning has been utilised in
growth-pressured Scottish city-regions. Taking npnaportant debate in
contemporary planning studies, it analyses thengéxtewhich planning, as it is
practiced in Scotland, has undergone ‘neoliberatisa It particularly analyses the
extent to which planning represents what Allmendmand Haughton (2012a; 2012b)
have, in an English context, termed planning asliberal spatial governance’. |

want to understand what planning as ‘neoliberaligpgovernance’ might mean in
terms of democratically planning for growth and éx¢ent to which the aligned
critique of planning as ‘post-political’ (McClymaori2011; Allmendinger, 2011, 2016)

is relevant and useful in understanding contemgdsaottish planning.

Understanding the role of strategic spatial plannig in practice

The Scottish Government’s explicit aim, as state8gottish Planning Policy 2014 is
for planning to contribute to “increasing sustaieadconomic growth” (Scottish
Government 2014 b, 24). This in itself is a compdbjective, fraught with differing
interpretations of what ‘sustainable economic glowttually means and whether it
can be achieved within the confines of Scotlandisent political-economic
conditions. Like other governments, the Scottislv&oment is attempting to create
the basis for what it deems to be an internatigra@mpetitive economy (Scottish
Government, 2011, 2015). The ultimate aim of suckteygies is to raise the standard
of living for citizens, but the agenda that dritkeis and the means to achieve it are
guestionable. In comparison, the UK Governmentsivase 2010 pursued a more
blatant approach to growth. In England, planning &gain come ‘under attack’ (Lord
& Tewdwr-Jones, 2012) as it is seen to be holdackbrather than aiding economic
recovery. In Scotland, whilst subject to similangesses of neoliberalism, and
operating in the same global conditions, planniiibappears to have the support of

government in terms of its potential contributioridustainable economic growth’.
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Planning reform, rolled out via the Planning efcdtland) Act 2006, strengthened a
Scottish tradition of city-regional planning in Slemd’s four key cities: Aberdeen,
Dundee, Edinburgh, and Glasgow. The introductioa néw National Planning
Framework was a justification for removing ‘strugyplans’ in other areas. But in the
four cities, a bolstered three tier: national; ¢igional; and local approach reflected
a view that strategic spatial planning and cityiwag, as a concept in practice, were

important to national economic success.

This qualitative research provides a comparatiwe caudy of planning in Scotland
which focuses on the city-regional tier and itsalosutcomes. In doing so, it offers a
unique analysis of the Scottish approach to a dfpstrategic spatial planning’ in
practice. It focuses primarily on the years 200&&&nd the research period ends in
2016 just as Scotland again set about reforminglaisning system. The thesis
analyses the way in which strategies around grdwatte been imposed, formed, and
resisted in Aberdeen and Edinburgh. These are taeessful regional economies
where there have been particular pressures fola@went. More specifically, it
focuses on the interrelation of housing as a keypmment of economic growth. This
is a key public policy concern: how to deal witlgimmal housing pressures in places
where there is a high demand for people to livewaork, but where there are also
complex infrastructural issues as well as traddldacal resistance towards housing
growth to deal with as well. The research is foduse the perspective of planning
actors, in a range of positions and representiragnge of interests, who find
themselves at the heart of operating the Scottatmpmg system. In providing a
practice-focused case-study it makes a timely dartion to understanding what this

system has come to represent.

Variegated neoliberalism and capturing a period inScottish planning

In the period from 2006-2016, through the unrestiobal Financial Crisis and at a
time of significant flux in terms of Scottish natitood and constitutional questions,
Scotland’s political-economic structures were regllquite profoundly. In this
period, a major reform of Scotland’s planning sgsteas rolled out and, especially
since 2008, planning has been expected to do madredst economic growth.
Concurrently, continued devolution has providedSkettish Government with more

powers. Under SNP administration, planning hasrakea significant role as a
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signifier of national aspirations as well as aitfadal means for resolving land-use

based public policy concerns.

As an important lever in spatially-based Scottigblig policy, planning is often seen
as a ‘drag on growth’ by some business interestis. flarrative has been pushed by
development interests in particular. Yet at theeséime planning is seen as a means
by which ‘the state’ ‘pushes growth’ upon commuasti The current study captures
the implementation of Scottish planning reform @@D16). This comes just as the
Government, capital, and other interests, agagkssto forge an elusive ‘it for
purpose’ planning system through the Planning (8odj Bill, 2017. This research
analyses whether such a system, delivering ‘susté@reconomic growth’, could ever

be possible.

More specifically, this study analyses the extenwhich the critique of planning as
neoliberal spatial governance - implying a movearfra system that once operated in
the ‘public interest’ to one that facilitates grémand supports narrow interests
(Allmendinger, 2016) - applies in Scotland. It asals how regional housing crisis
could exist when ‘neoliberal’ planning has appdsebéen structured to channel
market forces and create the conditions necesesacbnomic growth and housing
growth across the country. Indeed, in Aberdeeroegpowth agenda has emerged,
while in Edinburgh a more problematic politics andwrowth has remained. Yet in
each case, regardless of local politics, turnirgelinto actual development remains a
process fraught with complexity. This thesis quesithe possibility of achieving
sustainable economic growth and resolving housiisgsovithout far more radical
structural reforms than have been seen in Scotlanderstanding planning in
practice in each case reveals much about whatiSitptnning represents and will
provide a useful contribution to debates surroug@ixisting neoliberalism and

particularly neoliberal planning.

A study of planning practice and theory: the intenekd contribution

In the thesis, planning processes are studied fhenperspective of key planning
actors in the Aberdeen and Edinburgh regions astthee attempted to plan and
deliver sustainable growth within a context of pblysneoliberal political-economic

institutions and practices. It places this withgo®and'’s traditional neo-corporatist
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approach to governance and its perceived leaningrtts a social-democratic

ideology.

This study intends to add to debates on the pdisgibf ‘sustainable economic
growth’ and specific debates around the provisibinousing and infrastructure
through a market-led system. Planning’s role wallumderstood within a context of
wider city-region economic growth strategies. Thalyg utilizes a range of critical
theories to deepen our understanding of planniagrthin practice. The idea that
sectional interests could have ‘captured’ plannuilgbe rigorously analyzed from a
variety of perspectives and understandings. Fompi& the thesis asks if a ‘growth
agenda’ formed by powerful sectional interests #tatially responded to a housing
crisis should really be considered a malevolered®rShould such growth and
strategy be resisted? If so, who by, and why? $paading to this critique in a
Scottish context, the thesis provides new evidémaigh which important debates in

planning can be applied and developed.

This study of the implementation of Scottish PlagnkReform (2006-16) allows
broader understandings of ‘spatial planning’ ataamqng concept in practice. Spatial
planning as an integrative and inclusive and gjretaction focused form of planning
was blended with Scotland’s traditional regulatapproach to land-use planning. The
aligned critique of ‘spatial planning’ in the UK psst-political neoliberal
governance, by Allmendinger and Haughton (2012 wctared the spatial planning
approach as doomed to fail for two reasons. Tis¢\iias that a ‘plan-led’ approach
merely postponed conflict. This was because houslingations still had to be
allocated into local plans and, following this,wdtplanning permissions still had to
be granted through what was still a discretionay legalistic system. The second
was that the system was not flexible enough or canttimg of sufficient political
support to adapt to the structural impact of thabgl financial crisis. In comparing
Aberdeen, as an area where a growth agenda wasmggesimple to formulate
politically, to Edinburgh where an approach to deaWith growth imperatives
proved nearly impossible to agree without centaalegnment intervention, this study
offers new insights into what ‘post-political ndmgral governance’ implies and what
Scottish planning represents as a system. It fallthe planning process as it is
carried out through the three tiers of developnpégmining process and how growth

strategies are translated into allocations ‘ongifoeind’.
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Conceptually, this thesis helps to establish aaattarization of planning in Scotland.
It takes neoliberalism as a political project thas become a structuring condition;
one that exists but that still requires rigoroustegtual analysis. This is required in
order to reveal if ‘neoliberalism’ is conditionimdanning processes and outcomes in
a way that favours the objectives of certain pouleattors at the expense of wider
societal needs and interests. In doing this, fjoeds to calls for more studies of
‘actually existing’ neoliberalism in terms of thewwit differs as an ideological project
in different contexts and places (Brenner and Themd2002). Specifically, it
responds to calls for more fine-grained case ssudi€ontemporary planning in
practice (Valler et al. 2013).

Research questions

This key aim of this thesis is to understand whett$sh planning represents in
practice by analysing the way the planning systasibdeen utilised to deal with
growth pressures in Scottish city regions. It dies by asking three key research

guestions:
1. To what extent is planning driven by narrow el interests?

2. How is planning used to deal with the politi€gmwth in growth-

pressured locations?

3. What factors explain the main variances and conatities in the way
Aberdeen and Edinburgh have dealt with growth pres®

Thesis structure

The following chapter places the Scottish planrgggtem into its structural context

of state-market relations, framing planning asasesstructure used to resolve
spatially-based governance concerns. Scottish filased policy, and planning
specifically, have all been the subject of recesearch (Peel and Lloyd, 2006; Inch,
2017). These generally high-level studies arecatlity analysed in order to establish a
deep understanding of how Scottish planning — p086 —has been considered in the
literature. This chapter develops the concept effthird Way strategic spatial
planning approach in the UK, seeking to establisinglevance to Scotland today. It
places planning within a wider political-economiusture of neoliberalism that acts
as a pervasive ideology in the UK and Scotland]endeeking to define a possible
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Scottish difference. It then goes on to establighitnportance of place
competitiveness and of the city-region scale witunh literature. By doing so, the
second chapter sets out the important drivers oftiSh planning reform as an
institution of capitalism and of state-market rglas and its potential shift towards

neoliberal spatial governance.

Chapter 3 explores the theoretical understandihgiategic spatial planning
including its theoretical roots in communicativesiired frameworks for planning
that influenced planning reforms such as the Plametic. (Scotland) Act 2006. It sets
out the literature on neoliberalism, post-politiaed depoliticisation and why this is
important when studying planning in practice. Brtcritically analyses the planning-
specific literature that views planning as a forimeoliberal spatial governance with
traits that depoliticise the true objectives andgngeof planning as market-led growth.
It assesses the potential relevance of this arappication to Scotland. Through this,
it then develops a theoretical framework basedritical theories which analyse
urban governance. To determine the relevance sttitique and why a single
planning system has dramatically different outconegsending on place, it frames
this within a Gramscian understanding of city pcditin action. This places planning
actors as agents operating strategically withiraleo structural conditions, where
planning strategies take the form of ‘hegemoni€ké analysis enables an
understanding of what Scottish planning represamdgisthe extent of the critique of

planning as ‘post-political’, particularly in groladpressured contexts.

Chapter four presents the methodology and meth@dsgytiided the research. It
presents the comparative case study research dmsigexplains its value in studies
of planning practice. It identifies a theoreticarhework, drawn from chapters 2 and
3, to understand planning in practice. Broadlys #iiuates planning actors as agents
who are conditioned by and, in turn work to rectindi structural forces. The
planning strategies that emerge do so throughtieeaiction of these actors within
structural powers of the state and the markehigdhapter | summarise the research
design and the specific methods used in the ddiiection process. | also reflect on
the ethical considerations that arose in the rebganocess, particularly the issue of
returning to research a case study site in whighd formerly employed as a planner.
Finally, I explain how | analysed the data whiclpissented in chapters 5 to 8.
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Chapter five introduces the case study contextalb@rdeen and Edinburgh. It
presents existing research on each city-regionwisicelevant to understanding the
way that the reformed Scottish planning systemtwde used as a means of
resolving key spatially-based historically situatedsions that existed in each

context.
The data and its initial analysis are presentezhapters 6, 7 and 8:

e Chapter 6: ‘Rolling out growth? Understanding thigortance of context,
and putting Scotland’s planning system in its place

* Chapter 7: ‘The crucial ‘Where’ of growth: Politlcstrategy and the
location of development.’

« Chapter 8: ‘Whose plan? Do ‘narrow, sectional ie$¢&s’ dominate

planning?’

Chapter 6 deals with the process of planning forin in the Aberdeen city-region
and the Edinburgh city-region. It first problematzhe idea of ‘growth agendas’ as a
term, particularly in a context of a localised ‘lsg crisis’ in each case study. The
remainder of the section deals with the procegdasfning and why, in each case, the
same state structure - Scotland’s planning systemas-operated by planning actors to
arrive at very different ends. It presents four arignt elements for understanding
how growth strategies were formulated: the meaniriglanning for growth’; the
technical rationales for planning strategies; thpartance of new governance
arrangements in each case; and the importanceottisbcplanning reform. This
chapter critically analyses the rationales usegintieans by which each strategy was
formulated, and how the politics of growth was ngaththrough Scottish planning

reform.

Chapter 7 builds on the previous chapter by anadysie point where planning
strategies ‘hit the ground’; that is, in the alltboa of development from the strategic
plan level down to the local plan and site leved.shich, it assesses what action-
focused strategic spatial planning means in praciibis chapter focuses first on the
Aberdeen city-region, questioning whether a sbitdrds major urban extensions in
the City’s greenbelt really demonstrates an amimtiaeliverable, change in planning
strategy. Relatedly, the chapter explores whetiegspatial strategy in the Aberdeen

Housing Market Area may in fact represent the ‘defeof politics to a future point
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in time, ‘displacing’ or shifting politics of growtto other groups (including planners)
and ‘transferring’ the politics of growth away fraaommunities and representative
processes into less democratic ‘fuzzy’ conceptspadesses (Allmendinger and
Haughton 2015). It then considers the experien&inburgh, where the City has
faced conditions which may transfer more readilgtteer UK cities: a significant
brownfield area which the Council does not coninatl wishes to see developed, and
a greenbelt that developers control and are eadairild upon but where

communities have been resisting development. Easé provides a level of insight
that brings to light the political strategies that operated to manage growth, the
limitations of neoliberal planning which emergedadhe complexity of identifying
‘winners and losers’ and the ‘good and bad’ in plag strategies as they manifest on
the ground.

Chapter 8, the final data chapter, focuses on astitlg approaches to growth in
Aberdeen and Edinburgh, exploring the extent tactvithe relative power of business
interests explains the differences in each cass.cHapter builds on chapter 6, by
considering the planning system in a wider senae that of ‘development plan
processes’, and chapter 7, by moving beyond tha pdiere development plan
strategies ‘hit the ground'’. It investigates plarghas ‘spatial governance’ through the
formal and informal structures that planning opesatithin. The chapter explores
both the role of private-public partnership andibess interests in each city and
focuses specifically on housebuilding interesta apecial interest group in each case.
In doing so, it establishes the extent to whiclrpling is dominated by narrow
sectional interests’: a charge set by Allmendin(@@1.6) as demonstrating the shift
away from planning in the public interest and ttiadial conceptions of the public
good.

Chapter 9 concludes the thesis. It first reviditsriesearch questions, then draws
together the key findings that have emerged thrahglanalytical framework and
presents the central arguments of the thesis. \Woltpthis, it discusses the
contribution of the thesis to academic and othevkadge before providing potential

avenues for further research from the themes ihigtgighted.

28



CHAPTER 2: Planning, growth, and
the economy: a review of the

literature

Introduction

The preceding introduction has set out the keydithis thesis: that is,
demonstrating what Scottish planning represengsantice by analysing the way the
planning system has been utilised to deal with ¢gmgqwessures in Scottish city
regions. This chapter critically reviews the litewr@ that helps us to understand what
drove Scottish planning reform (SPR) in the mid<{2Qt largely focuses on the
context of reform in this period but provides nesagg background, in terms of the
historical evolution of the planning system, anitieits on more recent events as well.
This chapter uncovers the drivers of such aimautingdhe use of Lloyd’s (2011)
conception of three narratives driving SPR and thrganises the study of Scotland’s
planning system under three themes of ‘efficiemutggration, and inclusivity’ (Inch
2017).

For Lloyd (2011, 13), ‘principle narratives’ help understand planning in Scotland
today. Firstly, at a political-economic level, ‘iberalism’ as the dominant economic
paradigm framed what was and was not possible gwrplanning and the primacy of
economic growth as an objective of the planningesys Secondly, partly as a
consequence of neoliberalism there was a subsempaignment of ‘state-market-
civil relations’ in contested institutional formis. Scotland this realignment consisted
most markedly of ‘devolution of government, therpagion of governance and joint
working, regionalism and an attendant modernisaticthe public sector’ (ibid).
Thirdly, the idea of spatial planning was for Llofikid) “a potent force for change in
re-crafting thinking and practices in land use plag.” These forged the spirit and
purpose of a statutory land-use planning systeanmodern society and economy
(Lloyd, 2011, 12).
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The chapter focuses largely on the UK and Scotiisttext, borrowing from
Allmendinger’s (2016) conception of spatial plarmas ‘a new ethos’ of the time
which the planning community used to suppose #ofixxomplex economic and
societal divisions and contradictions. Doing thigyides the foundation for the
subsequent chapter 3 which focuses on the theakdtivers and means of
understanding SPR and the extent to which it regotssa ‘new politics’ of growth
promotion at the expense of the public interesinggdhdinger, 2016).

While it addresses the academic conceptions ofedgddénning as an ethos, it does
this through focusing on the public policy probletinat spatial planning was
supposed to deal with: that is, helping provideugfiohousing and infrastructure in
the places where economic growth is strongest.s€bend section of this chapter
focuses on SPR as a specific hybrid of spatialrpfanin dealing with these driving
forces and public policy concerns. The forging epatial planning influenced system
is important in understanding what SPR was supptwsbd achieving, with what

means, and for which particular interests and pgepo

In understanding these drivers and systematic ouspit helps towards developing a
framework that can be deployed to analyse two ddfgrent case studies that reveal
what contemporary planning in Scotland represengsactice. The chapter maintains
a constant attention to problematizing the conaretegradictions of neoliberal
planning while examining its extent and form in taad. It does this with a view
towards understanding how ‘growth focused neolibgpatial governance’
(Allmendinger, 2016) could still result in the digshioned political problems of
building housing and infrastructure in the econaltycsuccessful places where they
are needed most.

A short history of UK and Scottish Planning

The stance taken in this thesis is that a hightIS#R is a regulatory fix applied to
help ensure the functioning of capitalism (Prid¥Q32), this responds to changing
political economic conditions and imperatives. Bus ‘regulatory fix’ has to be
placed into the specific context of the public pplconcerns that SPR was to deal
with in the first place. The focus for this thesi®n planning as a means of dealing

with the politics that surrounds the provision &mchtion of housing and
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infrastructure in growth-pressured places. As biesis has shown already, SPR is not
only another ‘fix’, but one which is dealing withparsistent and wicked public policy
problem. It is therefore important to understantlardy the evolution of planning in
the UK and Scotland but why specifically planniragtsince its inception appeared to
be unable to deal with a key public policy concdinis provides a sense of
perspective to the argument that planning in libeapitalist democracies such as
Scotland, might represent a form of ‘growth-focu§sabt-political’ neoliberal spatial
governance’ (Allmendinger, 2016).

The following section shows that Scottish planrtiag been adapted to various
structural factors and its regulatory function harmained quite stable in form but has
changed significantly in function. It demonstraéesontinuous reforming of planning
which largely derives from its use a tool, like antiier public policy, which is to
regulate the contradictions of capitalism. The eixt# such intervention produces
tensions that have been addressed cyclically. Aliegito Ward (2004), the story at a
UK level is basically one of a more interventionedt-wing and a less

interventionist right-wing but where policies arttitades have tended to arise from
structural circumstances and have flowed from aneegiment to another with a
traceable lineage between each. As this chapteodlsinates later, even after
devolution and the establishment of a pro-indepeoel SNP Government, that
similarity and traceable lineage remains and sthdassues planning is tasked with.
This is because planning, as a ‘fix’ for capitaljszan only ever reflect the settled

social-relations and conditions of any particulantext at any one point in time.

Planning before the Planning Act 1947

What we now consider to be urban planning grewobutarious housing and public
health acts and bye-laws of the mid to late 19thearly 20th centuries. These were
largely aimed at improving living conditions in arpareas, reflecting evidence that
unsanitary conditions and the poor health of adargrtion of the working population
bore economic costs. At a time of social revolutgtsewhere in Europe, there were
also fears that such conditions could lead to aersmcial disorder. By the early"20
century there was also an emerging sense of atngedtect the environment, to
check the sprawling growth of the cities and towand generally improve the

aesthetics and amenity of urban development (H888). Britain had been
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comparatively lagging in economic terms since tie L9 century. There was a need
to deal with a persistent housing crisis, to buagdional infrastructure on par with
Britain’s rising economic competitors, and to boBstain’s industries particularly in
the declining industrial northern regions (Hall arelvdwr Jones, 2010). So, the idea
of a statutory town and country planning emergedeal specifically with economic
competitiveness, housing shortages and conditaordsenvironmental concerns. This
can be seen as having a clear economic imperatitegms of national and regional
competitiveness, but also a democratic imperatsvaneagitating working class
pressured government action on wider urban poliattens while an emerging middle
class pressured for improved urban environmentéed the protection of the

countryside.

Post War ‘Consensus’

After World War Two, Keynesian macro-economic maragnt successfully
challenged the laissez-faire basis of the prolorrgedssion of the 1930s that had
enhanced geographical and social inequalities anthded national economic
competitiveness. The planning system finally createl947 nationalised private
development rights and created a betterment td>ctimpensated landowners and
then retained the uplift in land value of newlyoakted development land for the
public purse. Planning was part of the new Welfstiage. It was to be used to grow
the economy and rebuild Britain, tackling povettyough guiding public investment
in housing and infrastructure while controlling therst effects of development. West
Central Scotland, as one of the most problematits pd the UK, was selected for
strong state intervention in the form of the Glaggmd Clyde Valley Regional Plan
(1946).

In 1951 the Conservatives were elected and mowedrtts a mixed market economic
approach, rolling back some of the state’s infringat on private wealth and land
rights. They abandoned the betterment tax. Siree tifie issue of how to capture the
land value gain accrued through planning permis&@aod help fund public
infrastructure and high quality place making) i€ ¢hat has never been fully resolved
despite numerous reforms. Cullingworth and NadG0@) consider this the
fundamental change that has affected planningtar@itcomes since 1947. This

means by which this issue can be resolved, antbpaddress the issue of housing for
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economic growth, is something which SPR and plapmrthe present day continues

to wrestle with.

This particular issue aside, in the period fromrthid 1950'’s through to the mid
1970’s the planning system was part of a mixed ptankelfare state that enjoyed
sustained economic growth. The 1950’s social artitiged consensus was for better
housing, employment and social security. The Coagiees, broadly like Labour,
were committed to meeting housing needs by lardpigpbousing development
schemes, often through private sector builders tlaraaigh direct private
development and ownership as well. The pragmatistmi®policy (McKay and Cox
1979) fitted with what became a more explicit Conatve pursuance of the property
owning democracy ideal (Pinto-Duschinsky 1970). Dieis not unique in Europe in
terms of this approach to mass home ownership, Wewthe politics of housing
growth have undoubtedly been shaped by the poweropferty owners and their use
of the planning system to defend their propertiitsgand value. There are few who
would argue against growth per-se, but housing a@enoatstripping housing supply
in areas that are growing does undoubtedly procherey perceived ‘winners’ as well

as ‘losers’. This is an issue which shapes thesatipolitical context in this thesis.

The Labour governments of the 1960s pursued a pumigive role for land use and
economic planning. It continued with the approath mixed economy based upon
the popular pursuit of private affluence throughhijoublic sector provision and a
property-owning democracy. It aimed to positivelgmpwith developers, marrying
profitable development with good planning (Wardd2) Private and public sector
housing development levels remained high, and toitgredevelopment and new
town developments continued to pull a large praporof the population out of
substandard housing conditions. Allmendinger (2@Ehonstrates how during this
‘high point’ of strong state planning, the privatctor was far more involved in the
provision of housing and infrastructure than haerbexpected. It is important to
remember that planning at its high-point was sffiéctively about governance
(Allmendinger, 2011) in terms of bringing the pwdind private sectors together to
deliver publicly driven priorities. However, plamgi was more regulatory and less
about positive powers of state control that hachlee/isaged (Allmendinger, 2016).
Plan making and plan-delivery were considered st@md less effective than had

33



been expected and lacking public inclusion. Thenexad quality and social

consequences of its planning were increasinglydirbinto question (Prior, 2005).

In 1968 UK planning reform implemented in the Ukd&cotland attempted to
address these issues with a requirement for contyncomsultation and a two-tier
system of structure and local plans followed. Iotfnd this was eventually operated
through a broader re-arrangement with two-tieraegi and local municipalities in
1974. Prior (2005) considers this period as tharptay system’s first modernization:
The Corporate Agenda. It was designed to speedammipg, making it more

effective through aligning instrumental rationapegaches to strategic planning with
regional economics (Healey, 1996), work with thiegde sector more effectively, and

at the same time allow for more public influence.

Claims that planning was bureaucratic and undentioa#fien came from the right
and from property owning, middle-class interestd,flom the left it was judged to
have become socially and environmentally regresamieetoo easily captured by
special interests with greenbelt policy in parteowat fault (Hall et al 1973). Rather
than a ‘golden age’ for planning, Ward (2004) cdess this period one of a ‘fragile
consensus’ where it failed to capture widespredadipsupport and the expert-driven
planning community failed to develop a clear basid potential for the diverse
interests in planning. In many ways with broad #lfvagile consensus politics played
out en-masse through expert-driven argument adaohmg a public good, this if

anything represented a ‘post-political’ period larming.

This fragile consensus and basis for planning wtedste planning open to attack.
The real economic story of the period was one wBeitain’'s economy grew but was
lagging its competitor economies. The oil pricedhof 1973 triggered a
destabilising of the world economy and the collapiskeynesian economic systems
worldwide. For Britain the effects of this were difipd by deeper existing structural
problems that land use planning and economic praninad been tasked with dealing
with. In a position of global weakness, the Labgovernment of 1974-79 has already
begun to move away from Keynesianism and towardsetasism as a global
ideological shift away from tax and spend polic@®dicated on growing economies
and populations, began to take hold. PlanningZX9'malaise’ (Allmendinger,
2001) meant it was particularly susceptible togheergence of a Thatcher’s radical
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right-wing government. Scotland as an economicagk and heavily industrialised

part of the UK was especially vulnerable to theaets of Thatcherism.

Neoliberalism and Entrepreneurial Planning

As a reaction to global economic restructuring gnacrisis of Keynesian economics,
the period of 1979-90 of Thatcherism is synonymwitk the reinterpretation of
liberal economics and a move towards a residudawneettate including a
downgrading of planning. Prior (2005) considers thi be planning’s second

modernisation: the Market Agenda.

National and regional economic planning and stiatglginning was practically
abandoned and replaced by area-based initiatiVasniAg was seen to be slow and
bureaucratic and planners were seen as part giudatery state holding back
enterprise and as a system that was unresponsplertgistic social concerns there
was little public support to defend the originalljfic benefit’ purpose of planning
(Allmdendinger, 2016). According to Harvey (1989ban governance moved firmly
away from public sector induced welfare provisiowards locally-based growth
facilitation and inter-urban competition. Planniogk on an entrepreneurial approach
where the public sector de-risked development ginaovestment and light-touch
regulation allowing the private sector a more igfitial role in, and a greater accrual

of the profits from, development.

The planning systems across the UK were, accotdiighornley, 1991) ‘affected in
tangible ways’. It was modified (General Developtgmanges), bypassed (Urban
Development Corporations) and periodically downgrhttevelopment plans) whilst
local government suffered cutbacks and more povesrwested in central
government and its quasi-public agencies to proeassistency to business interests.
This made co-ordination around public issues mdfieualt. The market was
increasingly being tasked with the provision of fprigoods. However, despite this,
the system itself remained largely intact (Davig98), and Cullingworth and Nadin
(2006, 28) question whether the anything changguifgiantly. For Hall (1988) the
attack on planning was mainly rhetorical. For P(R005) the system of the
separation of development plans and discretioni@myning approval remained intact.
Allmendinger (2011) considers that this continuepasation of plan and approval

today still makes planning in the UK and Scotlamcbimpatible with Europeanised
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concepts of strategic spatial planning which assarsteong state and a strong plan
with little room for political intervention aftergns are adopted. However, Healey
(1997) cautions against overemphasising the siityilaf the container (planning
system design) at the expense of the contentsr(isiagaon of society and economy
and planning practice). Planning might look the sdomt SPR was required because

new means were required to deal with long-runnasges.

There are various reasons for the survival of glamat this time, despite the
undoubted attack on planning. The UK Governmenttbadconsider the benefits of
regionalism and structure planning as it looke&woope for regional funds to
support economic development. This was particulaehtinent in Scotland where the
Scottish Development Agency, and Strathclyde Regi@ouncil organized
successfully to attract such funding. The emergentee environmental agenda
would eventually lead to the planning system'’s k@g in delivering the emerging
idea of ‘sustainable development’. The inconsisenof the entrepreneurial era also
hint at the difficulty in balancing the differerdtironales and forces for planning and
this is very important in terms of the need for SREhe 2000’s. In the 1980s as
planning was residualised, there were concerns besimess and developers who
called for stability and certainty rather than expentation in the planning system,
business was not anti-planning in the way manygintthad imagined (Allmendinger,
2016). Crucially, local politics was also a facésrthe anti-regulation side of
Conservatism eventually had to give way to theiti@thl property-owning and
amenity protecting vote in the urban peripheried @untryside where there were
backlashes against planning deregulation. SPR wastempt to deal with the
contradictions of capitalism which planning musg¢fen check.

However regardless of the actual regulatory changest, changes in the form of
public utility privatisation, public service fundircuts and privatisation, local
government restructuring and centralisation, tleevtin of the service sector, and the
financialisation of the UK economy were very retotland was particularly affected
by the economic impacts of neoliberal Thatcherigspite the Scottish Office’s and
the regional government’s substantial attemptetaim the legitimacy of the system
through a more responsive interventionist appro@chtop of this, the popular Right
to Buy policy essentially ensured there was li¢ion other than the ‘property

owning democracy’ and public housing was residedli® the poorest in society. It is
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worth remembering that around 50% of the Scottgbupation lived in public
housing in the mid-1970s and Right to Buy in th8@8 and 1990’s was as popular a
policy in Scotland as it was elsewhere in the Ule\({iDe, 1999).

As public sector housebuilding had declined seyetkE private sector was tasked
with meeting the UK’s housing supply and demandas it has never managed to
fulfil before or since. House prices boomed (anergwally busted) accordingly. The
guest for small government, and the abolition gfaral government in Scotland in
1996 looked like it would make planning for housargd infrastructure an even more
difficult task. Politically, the end of any altethee to the ‘property owning
democracy’ shifted the politics of housing as a porrent of economic growth
towards one of housing as a store of personal ivediich needed to be protected
from both planners and developers. SPR had tovd#athis legacy and attempt a
new political approach that would form a conserswosind the benefits of new

housing in communities.

It is important to remember that the 1980’s and01®%ere then not just notable for
the ideological attack on planning but for the fanmental changes to the way the UK
is owned and organised. Also of major importanasoisonly the imposition of
market-based neoliberalism as an ideology butthlsancreasing calls for
‘sustainable development’ in response to environtalegendas and local anti-
development agendas. The period in Scotland wasalsble for the growing
support for an end to Conservative London domimatvbich New Labour would
eventually form towards a Third Way approach toyplag and a new devolution

settlement for Scotland.

Planning for Sustainable Development and the emergee of spatial planning

Planning reform under New Labour was deliveredaatand through a process of
devolution, voted for by referendum in 1997 andwéeéd in 1999. Planning was
reformed in this time across the UK without overti-golanning rhetoric but as a key
way of achieving ‘sustainable development’. Susthie Development was intended
to respond to capitalism’s essential requirementémtinued economic growth but
tempered with achieving this in more socially irste and environmentally
sustainable ways. “Sustainable development is dpwent that meets the needs of

the present without compromising the ability ofuitt generations to meet their own
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needs” (Bruntland Commission, 1992). In the UK, dabcombined this with
approaches which accepted the New Right's econonperatives of market-based
neoliberal economic policy, blended with a resiggeal left-wing notion of social

justice and inclusivity.

Planning reforms under New Labour from 2002 to 2d@&nded to facilitate
economic growth and a competitive national econamy at the same time allow for
greater and more meaningful public participatioeglRand Lloyd, 2006). This meant
that planning was to become a way of joining upgpatial elements of various
public and private and quasi-public organisatiovis)e bringing business,
communities and particular interest groups on beantlinto the functioning of the
planning system. Prior terms this It is this pdnehich this chapter focuses upon as
it was then that Scottish Planning was reformedh aitiew to resolving the long-
running public policy concerns of delivering grovethd housing in the places that
needed them most. This period brought in a stakieha@lpproach to planning with a
rephrasing of growth itself and the function ofrpiang that of ‘sustainable
development’. Prior (2005) considers this to nping’s third modernisation,
terming this blend of a positive planning focusedsustainable’ growth, reorienting
but not abandoning neoliberalism (Tewdwr-JonesAdindendinger, 2000), as the
‘Stakeholder Agenda’.

This historical context has provided a tracealedge of planning in a UK and
Scottish context up to the point at which SPR wasiemented. It borrowed from
Prior’s framing of planning as a means of regutatiapitalism with the system since
1947 going through three phases of modernisatiahd Ithis by reframing this as a
period of Post-War ‘Consensus’, which was in-fatriagile period which resulted in
the Corporate Agenda reforms of the late 1960€rd@repreneurial Planning era in
which planning was downgraded and market-focusexitth neoliberalism, and a
‘Stakeholder Agenda’ which worked with neoliberalisowards an aim of planning
for Sustainable Development. By way of doing thisas introduced the key
narratives which Lloyd (2011) established as dgv8PR: shifting political-economic
ideologies towards neoliberalism and market bappdoaches; changing state-
market relations towards multi-sectoral governantegsponse to international and
national imperatives; and the move for planningyfam strong-state regulatory

planning towards a spatial planning approach ttiatrgoted to deal with the demise
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of the welfare-state, emerging fragmentation ofdtate, the acceptance of pluralistic
agendas and the move away from rational experednregulatory planning. It is also
clear that planning reform, across the UK, has taomly responded to fluctuating
economic conditions and changing political ideoésgiPolicy makers have constantly
been attempting to design systems that are ‘fiptopose’, and that are ‘efficient,
integrative, and inclusive’ (Inch 2017). Also apgatris the continuous debate around
generating growth, addressing housing needs, fgnaliblic infrastructure and the
politics of gaining consensus around the distrdmnal impacts of this. The remainder
of this section of this chapter now focuses in naepth on Lloyd’s (2011) narratives
briefly covering neoliberalism, before further exphg state-market restructuring in
the form of governance, devolution, and the drivegiobally competitive city-
regions. It then discusses the UK interpretatiogpattial planning in the specific
context of planning responding to concerns ovenenuc growth, the location of

housing, and provision of infrastructure.

SPR’s political-economic context: Neoliberalism anaheoliberal planning

The previous section introduced the idea of thdibex@lisation of planning
undergoing neoliberalism where the market was lw@lehousing and infrastructure.
It discussed how under Thatcherism, the systenellagurvived but the context in
which planning was put to work changed greatlye Teoliberal settlement’
between the state and capital can be explaineddghran understanding of
neoliberalism not really as a working ideology mdre a series of political economic

practices. Neoliberalism is described by Harvey0&®) as:

“In the first instance a theory of political econismpractices that proposes that
human well-being can best be advanced by liberatidigidual entrepreneurial
freedoms and skills within an institutional framewaharacterized by strong
private property rights, free markets and freedrdthe role of the state is to

create and preserve an institutional framework @mate to such practices.”

Neoliberalism intensifies the dominance of capatadl it elevates capitalism beyond a
mode of production into an ethic, political impératand cultural logic (Thompson,

23, 2005). For Harvey what is also important ig tieoliberalism is a project that
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addresses the perceived failings of the post-waiakdemaocratic settlement by
restoring class power to economic elites. Eliteslwathought of as multinational
corporations, financial capital, and dominant land resource owners (Harvey,
2005). For Harvey neoliberalism is a class prdjectarrange the state (the

neoliberal state) in the favour of these powerfolugs.

Scottish planning reform is presented in this thasithe latest in a series of responses
to the long running economic requirement for plagnn capitalist societies. The
modernised Scottish planning system introducedigjinaeform was hailed in by the
Scottish Executive in 2006 as the most comprehensiform of planning since its
creation in 1947. However, the preceding sectiecndemonstrated that caution must
be applied to any claims that institutional struetusuch as planning could

significantly change without a pre-requisite ovehang change to the type of

capitalist system in any context.

Neoliberal planning may appear at first to be sdngtof an oxymoron (Beaeten,
2014) and to understand it requires a deeper utasheliag of the role of planning as
an institution of the state which is required tguiate capitalism. According to
Marxist analysis, accumulation of profit is the isagrganising principle of economic
life (Harvey, 1990). This process of accumulatioreg rise to contradictory forces.
These result in crisis, depression and ultimatedydestruction of capital. Capitalism
requires property rights because it needs rulésnaf ownership in order to control
access to land and its commodification (Prior, 20Bfanning plays an important role
in governing the operation of land markets. Cajsitalis not simply determined by
independent laws of economics but is socially aoiesed, so capitalism can be
conceptualised essentially as an overarching systeyovernance (Scott, 2011). This
means that planning can be thought of as essgraiailib-system of governance

within this.

“Capitalism is an indirect system of governancesblasn a complex and
continually evolving political bargain in which péte actors are empowered by
a political authority to own and control the usepadperty for private gain

subject to a set of laws and regulations (Scott,®),”
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Scott’s definition of capitalism is a useful stagipoint for considering the purpose of
planning and thus the drivers of planning refornhil/it might not seem

immediately apparent, planning is required by riehl political economic systems.
Foglesong (1986) identifies two particular longsmung contradictions of capitalism

that require addressing through planning as stéeviention.

1. While allowing for a growing economy, planning musspond to negative
externality effects such as pollution. While atighler-level, capitalism still
has not resolved its inherent contradictory tengeowards the exhaustion of
resources.

2. While allowing for a capitalist influence on urbaffairs, planning must
balance this by allowing a level of control of untspace by other interests
through a form of democracy. It is through this tcadiction that planning
deals with the distributional impacts of societyldhe inherent politics of

growth.

Unchecked growth produces social, environmentalesnathomic consequences that
might undo capitalism, so state intervention iuregfl which involves both curbing
private property rights and democratizing the digit process. The first is the
ultimate contradiction of capitalism and is thatieththe ‘sustainable development’
agenda emerges from. The second is the capit@mtdracy contradiction which is
played out through the politics of planning for gth.

Planning in this sense maintains the conditionsapitalism which in urban space is
inherently self-disorganising where effects of as&on cause losses to other parts of
the system (Dear and Scott, 1981). There are nueemllective factors that require
a state influenced approach, for example direamdfunding large scale
infrastructure investment improves national prooiitgtand intervening in the
housing and health of the population maintaingptieeluctivity of the labour force. It

is also understandable that regardless of thenibeatbdifferent governments’
agendas, abandoning control over land use is rtbeiinterest of any capitalist state
(Lovering, 2010). In the contemporary neoliberattext, there is still a requirement

to regulate conflicting land uses and a requirenf@nplanning to provide democratic
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spatial expressions of future public policy interitens in order for these regimes to

retain legitimacy (Sager, 2012, Gunder, 2016).

In this thesis, capitalism is taken as an orgagipinnciple of society, and
neoliberalism is understood as a dominant theohowf to organize society in a
particular way; a way that favours economic elidsere is an issue with the term
elites, however, in that it conjures up ideas df percent’ and from that point
neoliberalism might make less sense on the grautitki case studies that are
presented. In this thesis, neoliberalism is théipal-economic ideology that is
important in shaping government policy includingnpling reform. As an elite
project and a class project this has consequenasach case study. This means that
planning is used to support market and capitafitgrests (such as the development
sector), and importantly to support property owhgrgand thus wealthy property
owners). So, planning is reshaped towards the nedfesiseady powerful interests.
These are interests that continue to work withenglanning system with varying
degrees of power. But importantly, these interkatge never consistently worked in
tandem and neoliberalism adds further complexithi®. As this thesis will explore,
this gives rise to the issue of developers verfilieeat powerful communities in and
around the greenbelt where each mobilizes powseitee their own competing
agendas around growth. It also gives rise to theemisceral cases where less
powerful communities and interests are subjectabecffects of growth while
gaining less because the purpose of growth is atasvay from redistribution of
wealth and welfare state era conceptions of thdigpgbod towards powerful
sectional interests. However, while an importaebidgical driver of Scottish
planning reform, neoliberalism is not a completekirtg theory, it is an ideology and
its inconsistencies and contradictions are demaiestrin the way planning is played

out in these case studies.

Changing state-market relations

Governance

This chapter has already established that capriahs the system of organising a
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society and making decisions, could be considesdtiehighest level of governance.
So effectively planning can be seen as a sub-systgovernance within capitalism;
a specific institution that operates to help cdigita function. This section focuses on
how planning operates as a form of governance andithas changed in recent
decades. This specifically sets the scene for wtaleiding why spatial planning came
to be seen as necessary to join-up spatially baseelcts of wider governance in

Scotland.

Operating within the UK and Scottish political eoamc system, planning is widely
seen as having evolved from a top down verticat@ggh where public policy was
conducted predominantly by tiers of government ughenpublic towards a more
polycentric, multilateral arrangement where thermtaries between the public,
private and third sectors are more blurred. Whilehsconceptions in reality overplay
the simplicity of the means by which planning haet operated prior to the 1980’s
(Allmendinger, 2011), the general trend still regmets a situation where there has
undoubtedly been a shift; one commonly describateshift from 'government to
governance’ (Jessop, 2013).

Systems of government are seen as becoming outniydedhnological, economic
and social transformations (Rhodes, 1997). Thdlyesist, but ‘government’
represents the formal institutions operating atgonal level such as the executive,
legislature and courts (Heywood, 2000). In the egdanning generally operates in,
governance more accurately describes the needdos fiexible, plural arrangements
involving public and private actors and institusoihe concept of urban governance
is described by Hendriks (2014, 3) as “the morkess institutionalized working
arrangements that shape productive and correctipaatties in dealing with urban-

steering issues involving multiple governmental andgovernmental actors.”

There are multiple types of governance. Adams aasdtll (2013) describe three
broadly accepted types as “hierarchies”, “markeda ‘networks”. Planning

operates in a way that contains attributes ohalé simultaneously, but with some
modes operating more obviously at certain stagéiseoplanning and development
processes than others. Governance in its varioussfoffers a way of understanding
the changing role for planning with that of stateial relations. Understanding this
helps provide a sense of how planning is both otlett and often misunderstood as a

system. This comes from misconceptions of the p@iptanning and frustration
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around the seeming inability to quickly transfortarming strategies into
development; frustrations which have led to plagnat various points, being

perceived as ‘not delivering’ and not ‘fit-for purge’.

The period of post-war consensus planning was by@ahierarchical form of
governance. Today’s planning system in Scotlandanesrvery hierarchical despite
outward attempts at increasing local control, beeawentral governments tend to
have centralizing tendencies as they seek to rhegtdbjectives in a disciplined
manner. It is difficult for central government &linquish control and maintain
national political agendas at the same time. Thaisim attempted to introduce
governance through markets, meaning the privaterseould be more directly
involved in the provision of public goods. For phamg, this meant a disjointed
arrangement of state-private-public relations. ftma to planning as sustainable
development in the 1990’s represented a period wwhaming was reformed with a
need to ‘join-up the operations of the state’ (Rkmd997) through spatially based
governance and in response to public policy cors;ehis produced the need to study
governance as operating through networks.

The trend of government to governance is desciiyetessop (2013, 16) as the
process involving denationalization which is theiterial dispersion of the state’s
activities; and de-statization which redraws thbliguprivate divide on whatever
territorial scale(s) the state acts. Functionsqreréd by states (on any scale) have
been transferred entirely or partially to othergssatal, non-governmental, private or
commercial) actors, institutions or regimes. Thigreéases the importance of varied
forms and levels of state and non-state partneesiiblurs the division between
these spheres recognising increased interdependdimisfons of knowledge and the
need for reflexivity and coordination (Jessop, 2018ssop (ibid) stresses that the
strengthening of the informal sector and privategise through governance does
not need to entail the loss of overall governmeantgr. This is because governance
can enhance the state’s capacity to project infleeand secure objectives by
mobilizing, knowledge and power resources fromuefitial non-governmental

partners or stakeholders.

SPR can be seen as a pragmatic means by whichdragdhgovernance can be
integrated on land-use based issues of publicypobacern. However, governance

and that fragmentation has to be understood asdwoétffect of structural forces and
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an ideological process in itself. Basic conceptiohSPR dealing with fragmentation
thus need to be considered as both a project tefstterritorialization which serves
certain actors and institutions, and also as beingn by an ideology that decides the
best way to organise society in the first place.

The attempt at a move away from regulatory plantingards spatial planning takes
a large element of its conceptual basis from ideaand the rise of governance and
state re-territorialisation. SPR reformed these regulated practices. Planning has
been rescaled in Scotland and other countriesnayathat tries to find the
appropriate scale at which to pursue certain ecan@uocial and environmental
goals. For Haughton et al. (2010, 45) this meaas“@lanning is a site of socio-
political struggle, where its regulatory and inginal structures are contested and
reworked in ways that are revealing of wider s@tiahd ideological debates about
the role of the state in relation to markets ani sbciety.” Understanding the
operation of the planning system can reveal muchiadocio-political struggles in
Scotland and the location of power in spatial gnaace and since the 1980s
governance in Scotland can be understood to haae aéhjected to increasing

neoliberal tendencies.

The current study analyses governance hieraramaskets, and importantly
networks. These networks are interactions betwleesetwho conduct governance,
and understanding how these works is importanhttetstanding how planning is
operated and to whose benefit in Scotland. Thiecessary to demonstrate the
relevance of the critique that planning has esakyntiecome a form of neoliberal
spatial governance (Allmendinger 2016). Studyinggvoeks can reveal the
relationships within representative democraciesthagotential for progressive
outcomes, as well as regressive subversion by dorhinterests and a significant
literature exists to support the importance of (riarvey, 1989, Rhodes, 1997, Hajer
and Wagenaar, 2003, Sgrensen and Torfing, 200, &tid Skelcher, 2007).
Therefore, in understanding who governs and by wiestns and for what purposes,
this helps reveal the degree to which neoliberaisma driving ideology exists in the
Scottish context. Doing this tells us about neshbgovernance as it is practiced
through SPR, after all there is a lot about plagriivat might not be compatible with
notions of neoliberalism, such as the drive fotipgratory democracy and for
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environmentalism as key components of planningesystacross Europe (Sager,
2014).

Globally competitive cities and regions

The character of contemporary economies is driyetn® internationalization of
capital. Gordon and Buck (2005, 9) term this theensively competitive, post-
fordist, internationalized context.” They consiéeonomic competitiveness, social
cohesion and responsive governance as a ‘New CbamahWisdom’ which
governments try to generate at the city-regionllevensure the economic success of
nations. Aligned to this is the idea of a ‘globate’ where cities and regions compete

across the globe and within national territoriasdapital and for people.

City-regions are seen to have increasingly impontales in developing and attracting
‘talent’ (Florida, 2002) and as sources of innawativhere producers locate, or
cluster, to draw upon a deep pool of ‘human capi@beser et al., 2001). Planning
at the local and city-regional scale has become asémportant in ensuring the
conditions for competitive places and nations. Thitnked to ideas around
governance in that planning can be used to budtitutional capacities of actors
across the public, private, and other sectors lrkiwg together to respond to

imperatives of globalisation with a place-focus.

Devolution, responds to the New Conventional Wisdbut in the centralised UK
context can also be seen as a traditional teraitproject. UK devolution, when
introduced by New Labour, was heralded by its pngmbs as:

“modernisation of territorial government, wherehg uneven and
differentiated administrative devolution that hadalded across the UK's
landscape since the late Victorian era would bechejd with new democratic
credentials and an enhanced policy relevance ipgfithe era of globalisation
and the multilevel government of the European Uh{@anson et al., 2012,
1).

Pragmatically, one benefit of devolution was ta@ase the effectiveness of

government in Scotland. SPR is intrinsically pdrBoottish devolution, with
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planning one of the key institutions that wouldused to achieve a more competitive
Scotland through a reformed national system whiobld/deliver Scotland’s
Economic Strategy. This thinking around city-regéord national competitiveness
identified Scotland’s four city-regions as a keypwonance (Waite et al, 2013).
Therefore, there was devolution to the nationatllend a less clear devolution to the
city-region level in order to boost growth. Thigated inherent spatial tensions. But
perhaps more importantly it assumed the links betwdevolution at multiple scales
and growth as an outcome of this.

Waite et al (2013) interrogate the concept of detioh focusing on the evidence
behind its effectiveness, on the devolution of pogl@vn to the city-region level, and
the coherence that lies behind its rapid roll o UK context. They consider that in
the UK devolution has become the answer to a rahgemplex issues, particularly
dealing with economic growth. Importantly they pdim evidence that cities might
not drive growth in the ways public policy makemanimagine it does (see
Schmuecker, et al. 2012; Pike et al 2012). Waitd £013) posit that there is no
coherent framework for devolution between the UKegoment, devolved
administrations and local government and call fodies to further understand how
devolution works and to develop that framework thaly for an understanding of
how policy tools cohere at different spatial scatotland, as a small and relatively
isolated country, with Glasgow as its one sizeaid¢ropolitan region (Goodstadt,
2007), demonstrates the application of devolutiodiféerent spatial scales, and one
where the overall doctrine of international plateded competition was
unquestioned. This thesis responds to calls foergtdnding devolution in practice,
but specifically focuses on the role of the plagrsystem within this and the scalar

tensions that this reveals.

Place based competitiveness has been describedbag@rous obsession (Krugman,
1994) or ‘virulent obsession’ (Hay, 2012). Whaingportant for this thesis is that the
shift from government to governance heightens figodunities for capture by
narrow interests and the creation of poorly coregipublic policy through responses
to any such New Conventional Wisdom. As has bestudsed, place-based
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competitiveness is a key component of neoliberahemic development ideology.
Sager (2014) usefully points out the complexityasguming environmentalism and
inclusivity are part of — or can be made part af reoliberal planning agenda.
Planners have wrestled with the clear difficultyachieving the dual roles of

competitiveness and sustainable development (Hangttal., 2008).

This thesis considers planning as a state strategyan be used ultimately to
support the logic of the competitive city-regioonds (2013, 284) argues that the
form of city-regionalism in whatever multitude @irins it takes globally cannot be
“separated from struggles around the collectivevigion of social and physical
infrastructure. Jonas (2013) points out that tleeess of city regional strategy often
relates to the capacity to mobilise class intergsibtical coalitions and state

capacities around for example finance and investmogparticular city regions.

Boland (2014) considers the synthesis betweenlezali place-based strategies for
economic competitiveness and spatial planning,asnadlyses the way competitiveness
appears to play a role in developing ‘common seaesehomic strategy. For Boland
this manifests itself in “prioritisation of econarrgrowth’, ‘privileging of
competitiveness’, ‘marketisation of planning’, @adeeding up of planning
decisions™ (Boland 2014, 773). Such priorities bavclear relevance to the explicit
requirements that drove SPR in its quest for ddfitpurpose’ system that would

drive ‘sustainable economic growth’.

So, there is an important spatial and scalar diroanshich is key to understanding
how state-market roles have been reformed thronghaiease in the intensity of
shifts from government to governance. This thesisilers SPR as a state strategy
which was used to ensure that Scotland, as an emgatgvolved nation, was to
adhere to the competitive places and nations agehttd can be thought of as
forming part of a New Conventional Wisdom (Gordowl 8uck, 2005). After
successive phase of restricting, the ‘state’ is aawore complex formation of
interests that it might have been in the post-waisensus era. Understanding

governance in operation is important because g teetespond to Jonas (2013) in a
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call for studies of the formation and operationha state in struggles around the

collective provision of social and physical infrastture across city-regions.
Spatial planning as an ethos

The Third Way and spatial planning

The Third Way is a political ideology of pragmatisinat follows a belief in the merits
of a free-market economy, while aiming to use thiwork towards social justice and
equality of opportunity and outcomes. It is closagociated with the New Labour
era. Across the UK, this ideological pragmatismtpetpublic and private sectors to
work together in order to resolve public policyuss including the provision of
housing and infrastructure in city-regions wherevwgh was expected to emerge from
most intensely in future. These were often thegdaghere housing growth had been
difficult not only to physically deliver through mieet approaches but had been
difficult and divisive in political terms as orgaed property-owning interests resisted

development in their own localities (Allmending2616).

Many would dispute the very idea that ‘Third Wayfeasible, as it attempts to
resolve various tensions, not only in relation enping (Painter, 2005). For example,
some view the ‘anti socialisation’ (Gough, 2002)exgs of neoliberalism to be
impossible to keep in check in the long run (Peudk &ickell, 2002). While
apparently shorn of ideology, “what matters is wiatks” pragmatism, as
proclaimed in the ‘New’ Labour Party manifesto 0%, the ‘Third Way’ ideology
which shaped UK planning reform is “explicitly noative” (Clifford and Tewdwr-
Jones, 2013, 49). Associated with the work of dogist Anthony Giddens it
emphasises citizenship, democratic renewal an@ilsociusion alongside a
continuance of the importance of economy and efficy (Newman, 2005). It can be
framed as adapting left-wing politics to the ‘réab’ of rapid globalisation (Giddens,
1999) and the competitive city-regions agenda letiitydoes not recognise or
intentionally dismisses the way that these aretcocted neoliberal projects. The
‘Third Way’, then, is political ideology which captes the spirit of New Labour
public sector modernisation in the UK, broadlyhe period from 1997-2010 and
captures the spirit of SPR.
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For Allmendinger, New Labour’s ambitious policy thes were reconciliatory and
potentially conflicting: climate change and econogriowth; environmental
protection and more and faster housebuilding. Tleesgnated from the underlying
Third Way ideology which politically attempted tcamage the long-held and more
conflictual Treasury pressure for a far greateiirss-led deregulation of planning.
Considering the Third Way is important, in the setigat it allows us to think about
the spirit of the times; government assumptionsdsaumed the tensions and
ideological challenges facing planning reform, coloké overcome. Having set out an
understanding of the Third Way the following sestemntinues a critical survey of

the changing planning landscape in Scotland.

UK spatial planning as an ethos of planning practie

Planning can be thought of as ‘the means by whockesy makes hard decisions
affecting public resource allocation, and our peeaevealth and quality of life’
(Deegan, 2002), where interests are not just sdtbusiness’ vs a ‘community’)
but where ideologies such as public participatorgltsivity’ are reconciled with
‘efficiency’ in private property rights and the laaer ‘public interest’ (McAuslan,
1980).

As previously mentioned, spatial planning represeiat shift from regulatory land-
use planning. Regulatory planning had been dowrgl#adrough neoliberal reforms
of the 1980s as it was a seen as a threat to grawdlalso had failed to respond to
broader economic and societal changes. In the 119@0scope for planning began to
take on various elements of new agendas such a®ementalism and the need to
tackle public policy issues at the more than léeatl. So at this time planning had
emerged from the worst of the neoliberal attackiaut entered a dangerous phase of
mission-creep in response to multi-sided attemipt®aing a better planning system.
The period of the early 2000s is when discoursesrat spatial planning began to
influence UK planning reform. For Allmendinger addughton (2013)spatial
planning in the UK represented a new guise formlapwhere planning could be
seen to work with the market but respond to wide&srests.

! Spatial planning, devolution, and new planningcsga

50



Spatial planning represented a new ethos for ptegnimi the UK (Allmendinger
(2016) and was one of the three narratives usdévelop SPR (Lloyd, 2011),
presenting an apparent transition away from oltitased ideas around planning
regulating growth through traditional land-use gléowards one of long term spatial
visions; providing the spatial dimension to imprdwetegration across a range of
sectoral plans and activity; supporting balancgat@gches to sustainable
development and improving engagement with stakesldnd the public
(Allmendinger and Haughton 2010, 803).

For Tewdwr-Jones (2012, 9) spatial planning is tlgax regulatory process, partly a
strategic assessment, partly a governing frameveordt partly a futures project.” It is
an espousal, at least, of the form and the wayctriatemporary planning practice in
Scotland and most other European countries inttarthg to be practiced in
contemporary plural societies. Ideally, accordim@gtiams and Tiesdell (2013) the
practices of spatial planning can be considergor@dding, scalar, sectoral and
agencyintegration process and produitclusivity, and importantlyaction-orientated
implementation. It is caught up in New Labour idaesund the Third Way and the
Modernisation of public services. It was withinglmolitical context that spatial
planning emerged as a potential fix for land-ussebayovernance issues.
Specifically, in the UK spatial planning would emeras a means with which
planning could overcome the contradictions of TMtdy attempts to deal with an

acceptance of neoliberalism.

Scottish planning reform in the 2000s was part eivNLabour’s ‘modernisation’ of
government. Understanding what a shift to a ‘moidexdi and ‘spatial’ approach was
supposed to be reacting to and for what purposesgpsrtant. ‘Modernisation’, in the
way it was used by New Labour in Scotland and tKeig a performative term
(Millward, 2005, 69) associated with raising thelijty of services through a central
focus on increased central regulation backed up w#pection and assessment; with
an emphasis on customer consultation, involvemeahiparticipation; increased
resources; and centrally set targets that are twbreved through partnership
approaches’. Importantly, modernisation for SPR sa@sething of a bargain.
Planning departments, before SPR had even begnryllemented, were receiving
and due to receive greater resources but withrbnvago that they would help to

deliver more development on the ground, particulariplaces where the
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fundamentals for growth were strongest. Along Newle Management lines, the
performance of planners was to be under greatatisgras they delivered SPR. In
this sense New Labour modernisation and Third Waigy, while adopting
neoliberal ideology, was nuanced and was in Scoideast, was not a purely

growth-focused demotion of planning.

While spatial planning was presented by its propts)evithin government and

policy circles, as a means of providing integratdithe land use based elements of
governance, even more ambitiously offering a réotgustainable development, and
doing this through inclusive means, it was taskét dealing with the specific public
policy issues: that of ensuring economic growth emhpetitiveness. More
specifically it was intended to ensure houses afrdstructure were built in the
places where economic growth was strongest, whisrersarial regulatory planning
had been seen to be holding back development arteWlousing affordability was
becoming an increasing public policy concern. Alhai@ger (2011) usefully put the
rise of spatial planning as a solution to this wttne context of the Barker reviews
(2004, 2006) which considered the issue of houlsind supply first and then housing
land supply and planning'’s role in this specifigalh this context, spatial planning
became a way for planning to work with the markéher than against it, this was not
a time of unequivocal support of planning. Goingkbto Adams and Tiesdell’s
(2013) definition, the importance of ‘action’ iswabusly clear if housing affordability
was going to be tackled. Action was required toikeshousing land supply issues

within which planning was implicated.

Strategic action was required to deal with housomgyrowth. Considering the best
European examples of strategic spatial plannirtgrims of responding to the need for
housing and transforming places sustainably, Olgsiek, et al. (2010) arrived at a
four-track approach. They point out that ‘Stratégieans accepting budgetary and
human limitations but not necessarily simply pickiminners. They understood
strategic spatial planning as re-imagining theritf particular places, structural
transformation, social innovation, and action aiation, through a four-track

approach:

* The first track focuses on designing alternativeries and aims for structural

socio-spatial transformation.
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* The second track is concerned with addressing enobin the short term and
working towards a desired future by taking speafition in the here and now
(action orientation)

» The third track is about involving all actors red@v in either giving substance
to spatial quality and/or sustainable spatial dgwelent and land use in
particular places, or providing institutional, m&€& or ideological support to
strategic planning process (action orientation soaal innovation)

* The fourth track is about empowering socially disataged groups and non-
conventional actors to participate in strategiaiplag processes, a goal

described as ‘social innovation’. (Oosterlynckake2010, 5)

Collating research on the actioned oriented exasnglispatial planning responding
strategically to the same public policy prioriteesthe UK faced, Peter Hall (2013)
looked to Northern European countries for answefs/e key challenges still to be
tackled. He argued that there remained five bdsatlenges for UK planning that

called for new approaches, new powers and new timesg mechanisms:

‘Rebalancing our urban economies so as to crdetepbtential for good
jobs and new sources of work for everyongidbng new homes in
enough quantity, to meet demand, in thetriglaces and to good
standards; linking people and places throughgrated land-use and
transport planning; living with finite resousceand the impacts of
climate change ; and fixing the broken machingo as to bring public
and private agencies together in the proadsdevelopment and
redevelopment’ (2013, 4-5).

Clearly, strategic spatial planning with an actioous would have had to have
overcome structural constraints including the fiag of development, deal with the
issue of land value taxation in Scotland, joinimgthie actions of key public agencies
and private actors and lining up investment stiated o achieve the ideals of
strategic spatial planning, it would have to da tivhile empowering socially
disadvantaged groups and crucially through an ambrthat did not simply go with
the market but was government-led market shapihg Would mean resolving
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immediate needs such as housing supply in placesethe market would not have
gone most immediately, such as brownfield locatiorereas where the wider
housing market had growth fundamentals. The resudtdd need to be well-designed
communities, linked by sustainable means of trarigpand within city-regions.

SPR would need to have involved quite radical plagnneform in order to achieve
such outcomes on a strategic site basis and tbob/esl wider regional issues around

sustainability and housing affordability.

Introducing the critique of spatial planning

Before moving on to discuss how spatial planning wéerpreted through SPR, and
then how it was to be operated strategically tovdelon particular issues, it is
important to highlight some broad critiques thatédhaurrounded spatial planning in
the UK context. Having set out the history and atioh of UK and Scottish planning
it is quite obvious that there is much about ‘sggtianning’ that is not entirely new.
Lloyd and Peel (2007) and Allmendinger (2011) arthat planning has always been
about joining up and has always been relationalway, through (regulatory land-
use) planning there have been attempts to intedesision making around land-use
based public policy issues and come to agreemeritsis weighing up multiple
perspectives. Writing at the time of the appares@ of spatial planning Lloyd and
Peel (2007) called SPR ‘neo-traditional’ in thiase.

Healey (2003) considered strategic spatial plantortge a project to work towards in
the UK and even at the time of planning reform®sgithe UK, considered the wider
governance landscape as unsuited to the more Iyaniglsive aims of the project.
Allmendinger and Haughton (2010) importantly pothtait that its proponents, who
suggested that spatial planning could be useddtegically resolve concerns around
key public policy concerns through working with timarket in inclusive, integrative
process ignored the continued regulatory natukgkoplanning. Rather than working
with the market and communities, the formal desifyplanning — that design which
has remained largely intact since 1947 — stillreffiethe ability for planning to be
used to resist development and an arena for disagmet and deadlock. This is due to
the clear separation between plan and permissiachv8PR made no attempt to

dissolve.
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What was first studied as signs of a revival ofrategic perspective to plan making
(Healey et al., 1997), moved towards improving isparactice (Albrechts, 2004)
before academics such as Albrechts and Healeylgdbeégan to question its
achievements, such as the lack of episodes ofsteatiegic’ planning particularly in
the UK (Healey, 2009). In a UK context, varioushes have reflected with
disappointment on the lack of tangible evidence spatial planning has taken root in
the mind-set of planners in England (Inch, 201®c@ding to Morphet (2011) this is
backed up by a comparison of planning arrangemertke devolved nations
including Scotland. So it is clear that even frasngarly proponents spatial planning
and strategic spatial planning was always morepgrbgect to aim towards than
something that had or could be achieved througirmes like SPR. However, also
emerging through this critique and more concermairgyreflections that the idea of
spatial planning has been subsumed by alternagi@edas that result in disappointing
outcomes (Tewdwr-Jones et al., 2010; Morphet, 2@hi)ones where private and
narrow sectional interests are further empowereddparent moves towards more
inclusive approaches (Haughton et al., 2010, Alldweger and Haughton, 2010, Inch,
2010).

There is a strong literature that has emerged tnelast 15 years which questions not
just the institutional design of UK planning, blg@the malevolent nature of the
spatial planning project as it was adopted by gat@akers in the UK. Whilst

sounding like a common sense, the intention ofjr@tiEon: “to join up economic,
social, and environmental policy contentions, atdirass conflict over the qualities

of places and the impacts of development propdsalgiwr-Jones, 2012)” actually
raises issues about the size of the task. As Stead/eijers (2009) point out these
objectives very closely resemble the ‘fuzzy concepsustainable development

which itself has been put to work to suit agendbagkvwill never address

capitalism’s contradictions.

This critical literature considers spatial planntogepresent the neoliberalisation of
planning through growth focussed, business driyandas that infiltrate formal and
informal new governance arrangements at differpatial scales, such as ‘soft
spaces’ (Allmendinger and Haughton, 2010, Allmegdimand Haughton, 2012a,
Allmendinger and Haughton, 2007). This has engesttlattempts to de-politicise

planning and, borrowing from the post-politicalticue elsewhere in political
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science, results in UK spatial planning as a poétipal activity (Allmendinger and
Haughton, 2012b, Deas, 2012). This critical intetation is studied in depth in the

next chapter which discusses the politics of SPi@ater depth.

A Scottish interpretation of spatial planning — Scttish Planning Reform in the
2000s

While planning was not ‘under attack’ in Scotlandhe 1990s, there was a strong
sense that planning was not meeting the needssiridas, communities, or even
various strands of government. The Scottish Exeep#t the time of planning

reform, responded to calls from a broad range tefasts and the White Paper
‘Modernising the planning system’ (Scottish Exeeeti2005) and the subsequent
Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 (OPSI, 2006) aintemake the system ‘fit for
purpose’. According to Peel and Lloyd (2007), “Tprncipal objectives

underpinned the specific modernisation of what ttélytermed ‘land use planning’

in Scotland. First, it sought to secure greatacieficy and improved effectiveness in
the processes and outcomes of the system. Set@odight to make the system more
transparent and attractive to facilitate greateit engagement and participation”
(Peel and Lloyd, 2007, 398). This attempted to glewa fix that balanced, amongst
other things, the need for a faster and more flexpkanning to meet economic needs
and more engagement and influence for an increlggigyalistic society and range

of interests.

Making Scottish planning reform?

Scotland had its own planning system and had ktiysl powers before devolution.
The Scottish Office had long played a key role mae interventionist approach to
public policy Lloyd and Edgar (1998), with a histaf strong Cabinet Ministers and
heads of the Scottish civil service. This allowedistinct Scottish identity of strategic
economic management of the economy, regional govemhin the 1970’s and 1980s,
with a long-held focus on the integration of ecoyand land use matters (ibid).
Paterson described this as the Scottish form ohagad corporatism’. However, by
the early 1990s Scotland’s regional governmenthbesh removed and it would take
devolution in the late 1990’s before this wouldrbplaced by a bolstered layer of

elected government based in Edinburgh rather tloenaan.
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While demonstrating a unique identity, the reatityolicy making in Scotland was
that there was little time to develop broader liegisn in the crowded Westminster
schedule dealing with Scottish matters. Also, tike@&bvernment, naturally held a
stronger sway over the formation of Scotland-oebjidlation. From 1999, the
Scottish Parliament and an enhanced civil serviogiged the time and resources to
develop new legislation and this meant that an ewere distinct Scottish approach to
public policy was possible. Coalition politics,esult of mixed-member proportional
representation system created for Holyrood, contbwi¢gh the new devolved and
existing powers thus enabled a more distinct Sstoipproach to planning. This
evolved from a distinct Scottish planning but onat toverall largely retained its
regulatory roots (LIoyd and Peel, 2007) and stikpoin comparison to others in the
UK with ‘similarities outweighing technical diffenees’ (Clifford and Tewdwr-Jones,
2013).

In Scotland planning reform appeared a more capgidess and involved a large
degree of urban policy research which took plagaéniate 1990’s and early 2000’s.
Legislation around related issues such as landshiigriong held up by
Westminster's machinations was being developeddlyrdod at the time. The new
scale of policy making allowed for a more accessibimat of policy making. As
SPR’s research phase came to the point of implexhent Vigar (2009) considered
the importance of the scale of policy making in ‘th@vernance village’ of Scotland’s
new polity. He highlighted the potential positiieets this had through its ‘open
door’ approaches as well as the potential negafifeets of clientelism and
connotations of old-fashioned corporatism. Meangyhat this time, Scotland’s
existing planning community of public and privage®r planners similarly began to
enjoy the benefits of the devolved policy-makingrar. It was in this context that
policy makers and planners attempted to developr rinclusive’ planning system;
who was included and with what effect is considdager in this section, dealing with
Scotland’s neo-corporatist approach to policy mgkand such an interpretation of

inclusivity forms a major part of this thesis.
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Finding a purpose for planning

The explicit purpose of planning, as set out inNt@&lernising Planning (2005) paper,
and carried through to the present day, was forhg to help the Scottish
Government deliver its key aim: achieving ‘susthieaeconomic growth’. This thesis
considers what this vague purpose could mean utipea The term ‘sustainable
economic growth’ can be thought of as the emptéstgnifiers, tellingly so and
perhaps symptomatic of a new, conflict-averse apbliticised, nature of the
reformed Scottish planning system. Through the @/Reper Modernising the
Planning System (Scottish Executive, 2005), it alaar that planning reform was
attempting to deliver contradictory objectiveswds to strengthen community
involvement and reflect local views, enable quidkeestment decisions and speed
up the time taken to make decisions (Scottish BExexl2005). It was to respond to
the frustrations of developers who saw plannintpasslow and cumbersome but also
the many local communities and communities of ggewho saw planning as
undemocratic and loaded in the favour of developiEre Modernising Planning
paper was developed and legally enacted as thaiRtpatc. (Scotland) Act 2006 and
eventually fully rolled out into both developmetamning and development

management regulations by 2009.

‘Delivering sustainable economic growth’ allowedipp makers and politicians to
evade clarity on the specific nature of the rel&lop between economic,
environmental, and social interests, instead ipgmestated their competing interests
(Rowan Robinson, 2003). However, for Peel and LI@@D7), this might have been
expected, and it is this very balancing upon wiplemning has always rested,
whether it was to be termed land-use planning atiglplanning. While the lack of a
clear and specific purpose for SPR was an oftedatitique, and is one which
continued to raise debate as planning went thrasglubsequent reform in 2016, it is
actually the case that Modernising Planning (2@@s)tained four purposes to be
achieved by SPR:

“To secure a planning system that has the follovpagoses at its heart:
enables the planning, promotion and managemergw#ldpment to secure
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good places to live; is fast, inclusive and tramepg building trust between
communities and developers; takes a long-termegfi@bverview seeking to
secure sustainable development as well as cootral tletail; and serves a
national purpose, as well as helping local comnesib shape their own future

at a local level.”

Achieving these purposes was, of course, neveggoibe easy. There is never likely
to be a planning system that can be specificalbyghed to do achieve such broad
purposes. What SPR in its vagueness allowed thovagha reformed system that
could offer to be all things to all people. Whasttihesis helps to reveal is how SPR

was possibly not radical enough to achieve anh@éé¢ purposes even in isolation.

An efficient planning system?

‘Spatial planning’ can be thought of as largelyedimos which took hold within
planning academia, policy-making, and amongst samerucially not the majority
of planning professionals. In England spatial plagras a positive ‘pro-planning’
process was essentially a brief moment (Allmending@16). The important point is
that those making planning reform were not celébged new planning, even in
Scotland. Just like in England, SPR’s ‘Spatial plag’ was, even at its height, an
ethos driven from within planning circles to prateworth under the ever-present
threat of further diminishing status via business4leform. The role of those
promoting planning was to ingrain an ethos withRRShat planning could be
integrative but could also be streamlined and nmadee efficient. The task for such
promotors was to maintain a clear statutory purgosplanning, increase the
resources available to allow planners to ‘get ot wheir jobs’, and to accept and
work with the view that planning had become too ptax throughout the 1990s and
early 2000's.

In Scotland Lloyd and Peel (2007) provide a goawseef this period by reminding
us of the underlying and overt importance of effiy as a purpose of SPR. For
Lloyd and Peel (2007, 399), the planning systemdwdimulated a range of policies
to address an expanding range of societal illsddedhmas at large, some of which
extended beyond land use policy limits. So SPRvedaso be about adding more
weight and expectation to the land use plannintesys A spatial planning approach,

in Scotland at least, was in many ways about stileanrg, defining a purpose for
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planning as ‘sustainable economic growth’, andtbaeto respond to public policy
concerns such as the need to build more and luptsdity housing. To planners
perhaps as much as developers and communitiesigh®f streamlining was to be
welcomed. These are important to points to grdsg:‘efficiency’ should not simply
be associated with neoliberal agendas; and thataadhers should not be associated
with building and defending a new type of spatiahming. It is precisely this nuance

and complexity that this thesis uncovers as SPRpuasito action.

Efficiency can be seen in the new structure of tigreent plans. The Scottish
National Planning Framework (NPF) in its first @gon in 2004 was a non-statutory,
and succinct document. It is also important to maimer that outside the four city-
regions, structure planning (sitting between l@sal national) was removed. A new
‘all in one’ Scottish Planning Policy at only 55ges replaced 21 different SPP’s and
some National Guidance paper#/hile being stripped down in many respects, the
Scottish system was to be and remains ‘plan-lethat decisions conform to the
development plan. Development plan-making procesgash were widely agreed to
be taking too long prepare, were narrowed downaasiicter time limit of three
years for formation and five years for use of thewas imposed. A less legalistic
development plan inquiry process, with fewer oppaittes to challenge the final
stages of the plan, as well as virtually no opputjuto challenge the final decision of
the Government appointed Reporter was set up. dlweterbalance to this was
supposed to be a more inclusive and participatarly stage of the plan-making
process. The aim of front-loading was to ‘iron-assues early with less necessity for
drawn out plan-making processes and less scopkefaating from the plan at the
permission granting stage. In this sense SPR mplaking terms took on elements
of a spatial approach but could really be seerasng quite a crude efficiency and

speed over inclusivity.

2 Interestingly this rationalising was met withousimnilar outcry and campaigns
(from the Conservative national press) that accamegba similar move in England
with the NPPF in 2011. In England, the Daily Teblggr launched a campaign to
protect the nation’s green-belts from UK Coalit@overnment’s Localism planning
reforms of 2010.
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An integrative planning system?

In Scotland, the plan making (development plannasgect of planning reform had
been set in motion through the new national tieFNE004); slimmed down Scottish
Planning Policy (2008) and the emergence of neyvreigion Strategic Development
Plans (in the four city-regions) and Local Devel@mnPlans in all 32 Local
Authorities. Through devolution, the creation ofifmew Strategic Development
Planning Authorities and the existing use of 3Zamyilocal government authorities,
the infrastructure for Scotland’s approach to atsp turn’ was in place. This could
be an integrative, multi-scalar, planning that da@spond to the need for faster
growth and development and seemingly without thélm and time that was
associated with traditional land-use planning whias perceived to have become

weighed down by its own regulatory complexity.

In 2008, when development control morphed into tgrmaent management through
The Town and Country Planning (Development ManagerReocedures) (Scotland)
Regulations 2008, planning reform finally begaméimplemented through plan
making and permission decision making. Scotlake, Eingland, maintained the
traditional British separation of plan-making ahé granting of planning permission
in its ‘modernised’ spatial planning system. Treparation was something
Allmendinger (2011) highlighted as key to underdiag why the UK'’s hybrid
approach could never offer a conflict free patigrimwth. In Scotland, as a way of
dealing with this, the development control functieas renamed ‘development
management’. With development plans at the natiandlregional level apparently
set to be more positive about growth, planningcefs and councillors were expected
to take on board ‘culture change’ by taking a muwsitive approach to decision
making with decisions guided by a very clear disetthat cascaded from well

evidenced and succinct plans.

Spatial scales and the impact on spatial policy iBcotland

The form that devolution takes shapes the relatipnsetween rescaling, spatial
planning and the ultimate scope of policy (Haughgbal. 2010). In Scotland spatial
planning is associated with differing geographiepawer from supra-national
structures and the Europeanisation of planning iN&D07, Tewdwr-Jones, 2012);

the forging a national planning identity and a keyional policy lever (Lloyd and
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Purves, 2009) (Colomb et al., 2014); and an ongimieg presented by successive
Scottish governments that it offers a decentratinatf power to local areas. One
guestion emerging from a consideration of geograpid/rescaling is whether it can
be all these things at once.

Scotland’s first National Planning Framework (2082presented an attempt to
integrate the European Spatial Development Pelispanto Scottish land use policy,
but reflected decades long calls within planningles for some form of a national
plan for Scotland (Goodstadt, 2007). In respoongelative declining global status of
the EU economies in the 1990’s there were EU agefoteenhanced competitiveness
and synergistic policy-making. This was to takeamubsidiary focus with EU urban
programs to be filtered through the national ldeehe city-region level. The purpose
was to support cities and while related to struadttunding, was to a greater degree
formed through ‘softer principles’ that were inteddo pull together authorities,
bodies, and the public and private sectors in cwlésckle the key issues of urban
deprivation and competitiveness through synerggtiernance arrangements
(Chorianopoulos, 2010). So, the drive for competitity-regions and appropriate
governance regimes to ensure competitiveness wawgbt influenced by the
European Spatial Development Perspective, but 8i2MEitself reflected a broader
view that leading global and European nations atyeregions had already been
practicing this, the intention was to roll this @st standard across the EU.

The city-region concept is treated somewhat confiigiin Scottish government
policy. However, in terms of a spatial planningipplfframework on paper, there is a
clear line of responsibility from the national phemg framework (NPF) to strategic
development plans (SDPs) and finally local planBRE). Together these provide a
clear spatial expression of government policy aocatl8nd’s four city-regions are
seen to be of key importance to the economic graivthe nation. The planning
system in general, at all levels, is expected tivelethe Government’'s Economic
Strategy, the aim of which is to meet the Governrseverall purpose of
‘sustainable economic growth’. Scottish Planningdycsets out how all planning
authorities should meet this in policy terms. THeRNs linked to the Scottish
Government’s Infrastructure Investment Plan and set a national spatial strategy
with specific allocations that are of national imgamce. Below this Strategic

Development Plans (SDP) for the four main urbaaseshere to the NPF and
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attempt to provide the spatial policy provision f@ational infrastructure planning at
the city-regional level. SDP’s also set, among othimgs, the housing targets and
broad spatial policy for local development planBHs that are further downstream,
and it is in LDPs that the vast majority of lantbe&tions and policy requirements are
finally set at a local level. Waite et al. (201&gdribe this as a ‘clear line of sight’
from the national level to the level. Far more imtpotly they question whether there
is funding to put in place infrastructure and tdesver and so to move beyond
‘notional planning’. This thesis analyses why tescade of plans and apparently
integration of policies did not deliver on growthjectives in each case study area. It
also analyses the way in which the key points é$iten — the actual allocation of
development in LDPs and the subsequent grantipdponing permission through
Development Management processes would act agfdlehe inevitable politics of

growth.

At first the NPF was non-statutory, not explicidgonomy-focused, and hardly action
focused in its first instance in 2004 (Goodsta@0?), but it was always likely to
grow in specificity and become a useful tool withigh to dictate Scottish spatial
governance. The today NPF possibly looks ‘relatioas it attempts to place
Scotland within the European Spatial Developmenspaetive; Scotland’s cities and
regions are shorn of traditional boundaries anit tkéation to regions beyond sea
and border are made clear. However, since 200K @tehas more effectively
become the spatial expression of the Scottish Govent’s Economic Strategy.
According to Goodstadt (2007) the NPF initially sg#drom the abolition of the large
and powerful regional councils which had conduddcture planning to various
degrees of effectiveness throughout from 1974-1996.

Looking to wider contexts is useful at this pofatrategic spatial planning in the
English context can be seen as representing agitrurgthe identity of planning
between planning as narrow, regulatory, localigeti$ on property rights and as a
strategic place shaping mechanism (Healey, 200&w3imd Lord, 2009, Tewdwr-
Jones, 2012). The spatial approach to strategmpig in Scotland has been most
obviously encapsulated through Scotland’s firstiddet! Planning Framework 2004
(NPF). This was developed with the intention ofueimg) a more strategic approach
to planning (‘Scottish Executive (2001): A RevieiStrategic Planning’) and as a
response to the European Spatial Development Rergp¢EDSP). It considered the
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implications of Scotland’s geographical positiorEarope and the opportunities and
challenges that represent, in the context of dexbtyovernment, European
enlargement, and the global economy (Purves, 2I00H, Importantly, it contains
specific ‘national developments’ that sit on topachree-tiered hierarchy (national,
major, local) within the reformed Scottish plannsygtem. The NPF, now in its third
version (the NPF3, 2014), has grown increasingbgguiptive, programmed, and
integral to the land use aspects of wider governmpelicy, specifically the Scottish
Government’s Economic Strategy (Lloyd, 2011). Hnaleveloping the sense that
the NPF reflected a sense of separate Scottisbnahidentity within a wider Europe
(Vigar, 2010), the NPF and spatial planning casden as an attempt by a devolved
government using place shaping as one of a linmmaade of tools in an increasingly
fragmented political union (Colomb et al., 2014).

At the geographical level, the NPF representdiadiin of the national scale but — in
tune with spatial planning thinking — directs g/aiegional scale of governance that
was to be filled-in by Scotland’s Strategic Develmmt Planning arrangements
(Vigar, 2009). Vigar (2009) analysed this regioffiling in of governance’ in the
mid-2000s, at the stage where Scottish plannirgymefvas expected to go about
joining up spatial governance. The aim for stratespiatial planning was to see
Scotland deliver public policy objectives, suchhassting housing delivery, and
economic growth. Planning reform, and strategicettgyment plans, specifically,
were aimed at addressing concerns that the keycegeof the public sector, local

authorities, and the private sector were not opegah a joined-up fashion.

Spatial and economic strategy in Scotland, focusedities as the “drivers of
Scotland’s economy”, this was established in thee€Review (Scottish Executive,
2002) and rolled out in the first National PlannFrgmework. The importance of
cities and regions is still clear: “The size andls®f Scotland’s cities drives the
agglomeration of business and creates a dynamicoamvent for knowledge sharing
and innovation” and cities and their regions akesdsto work together as functional
economic areas” to maximise their contribution ¢8sb Government, 2015, 67). The
National Planning Framework as the spatial expoassf the Government Economic
Strategy goes further, stating that “Cities arerttaen driver of our economy —
notably the performance of Aberdeen and Edinburgieeds what may be expected

from their population size” (Scottish Governmer@il2a, 6). Accordingly, the various
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strategies are directed at ensuring these urbas anaximise their potential and

utilise all available resources to ensure theimeoaic success and that of the nation.

Vigar (2009) focused on the ‘hard infrastructurelegislative and system changes
and increases in resourcing and responsibility,parg this with the ‘soft
infrastructure’ that SPR invoked through culturame and the breaking down of
‘silo mentalities’ through new forms and networkgjovernance. Researching the
scope for a successful integrative spatial plannvigar (ibid) pointed to the
rescaling of planning and its hard-infrastructwianges as offering some strong
foundations upon which new softer mechanisms cawlidk. For the new Scottish
City-Region SDPAs, the Glasgow City Region histalticand contemporarily
demonstrated the clear benefits that up-to datbawhtively prepared, plans could
offer. As a long-held example of many of the besedi a strategic place-making role
through identifying investment priorities and fomgsattention on specific areas and
issues (Wannop, 1996; Goodsadt, 2007), Glasgowswazosed to offer Edinburgh
in particular some of the lessons that could bmkon building such ‘soft
infrastructure’ or ‘institutional capacities (Hegl€006). For Vigar (2009) the
potential for Scottish planning lay in this hardlaoft mix but it would take planning
and planners assuming power to act, to presentimcingly evidenced and actionable
plans to stakeholders for instances of strate@norphg success to become the norm
across Scotland. It is this rescaling of governnwdnith SPR responded to, and it is
in the NPF and SDPs and LDPs where the spatiaksgn of power in Scottish

planning is played out and explored in this thesis.

Making integration work

Integration can be thought of as part of the vatiand horizontal integration is useful
in conceptualising the operation of governance ok Scotland had re-calibrated a
vertically integrated system of plans which prodde‘clear line of sight’ (Waite et

al. 2013) from the national scale down to the lo¢ak “hard infrastructure”, the
laws, rules and formal responsibilities of the W@Kd-use planning system, has been
changed. However, less tangible was the horizeatalirement for agencies to join
up land-use implications of their policies, suctspending plans and investment
strategies, working with planning departments arebpe and other actors (Vigar,

2009). This would require soft-infrastructure chamghich is would be more difficult
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to achieve because it is determined by local prestand path-dependent factors
(Lloyd and Peel, 2005). Vigar (2009) points out s is culture change, the

informal rules and practices.

Salet and Woltjer (2009) consider two key elemehtesponding to land-use issues
in the Randstad region: the extension of capadiiesontrol at the regional level of
scale (legal and financial instruments) and, secanapproach which highlights the
importance of creating strategic network capaaity anlarging coordinative and

communicative intelligence:

“the answer to addressing the challenges of dewsdop planning at the city-
regional level is not primarily to enlarge the steg powers of regional
planning per se, but to broaden its strategic nétwapacity through enlarging
the coordinative and communicative intelligencéhaf intermediate regional
planning bodies (Salet and Woltjer 2009, 235)

The second approach was found to be a completiééyrett type of policy making
where coalitions of interests from the public seeted the private sector transformed
economic claims into demands for a spatial stratkgthis Dutch regional context,
where the ‘hard infrastructure’ is more likely te im place than in Scotland, action in
terms of strategic spatial planning still requiceslition building. So, it is important
not to under-estimate the more nuanced softer gleafestrategic spatial planning
when translating such ideas to Scotland. This wesyaelement that ‘culture change’
was supposed to address. However, still in compautis the Randstad example, it
could still be said that planning actors in Scallaet out to resolve public policy
concerns armed with new plans, with a new remiiuidd coalitions but they did not
necessarily have any new key delivery agencies,bmw@vowing powers, or new land

management powers to put the gains of any newtmoabuilding into action.

So, it is important to consider the more criticahceptions of culture change. This
can broadly be seen as a requirement to say ‘gefev¥elopment, or at least to
demonstrate a willingness to be ‘open for busin@ash, 2013, 2017). However,
‘making planning deliver’ by joining up actors aagendas is a major, if not the
major, part of culture change. Culture change @thbught of as encompassing the
efficiency, integrative, and inclusivity elementsSPR. Before moving on to the

section dealing with efficiency, it is worth reftewy on the action orientation and

66



project focus for SPR. In terms of an action fQ&BR was to: provide new plans
which set out visions (apparently drawn and baldromempeting interests); identify
problems with short and long term and actions tresk them; integrated processes
between actors to achieve actions with a strongf@n enhancing institutional
capacities of actors; and finally empower non-comiomal actors to participate
through inclusive planning processes. Considetigy SPR ostensibly fits with
Oosterlynk et al (2010) and Adams and Watkins (20d#b point on the action
orientation of spatial planning. It is through thistion, or lack of action, that planning
becomes strategy and it is this that allows ansassent of what a planning system

represents in practice.

Researching in the mid 2000'’s, Vigar, (2009) natedm praise from RTPI Scotland
(RTPI Scotland, 2006) which effused that “Scotlgdow ahead of England, Wales
and Northern Ireland in national spatial strategyedlopment and working towards
what Holland and other countries have achievedis Téfers to planning programs in
the Netherlands that throughout the 1960s to 199€ksl national and regional
planning to respond to the need for reconstrudiweh the resolution of housing
shortages with a focus strengthening the natioc@@my and doing this in a way

which accounted for resource and land scarcity.

While recognising the importance of hard infrastuue reforms and the increasing
importance attached to action plans integrateddetelopment plans, Vigar (2009)
noted continuing concerns around the possibilityirfgplementation at the outset of
SPR. Even at the point of implementation there wéar concerns from actors
involved in the SPR that the system had, in neighiard’ or ‘soft’ sense been
designed to respond to the specific requiremensiifd more housing and

infrastructure in the places that needed it most.

The Scottish Government set a clear action-oriemtavrhich SPR was to help
deliver. Firm Foundations (Scottish Executive, 208t a clear challenge for the
public and private sectors to increase the rategaand quality of house building in
Scotland. This came at time of escalating houseprand included a specific target
for all sectors to work towards a total supply &rgf 35,000 houses per year.
However, Firm Foundations with its call for buildimore houses and better places
and in locations where there is demand, to a Speaifget, using tiers of national and

regional plans and focusing on local delivery widklargely issue focused. There

67



was an expectation that SPR would deliver the mbginghich this could be achieved

on the ground.

At a strategic action level, the Scottish Governtigan to collate an evidence base
with which planners could work. Just one example tieelivering Better Places in
Scotland’ (Adams, Tiesdell, Weeks, 2011, 2) whidswimed at ‘helping different
stakeholders identify good practice and improvér tinederstanding of related issues
in delivering better places’. As part of a wideogess, the Scottish Executive had set
up Architecture and Design Scotland which promaled'Designing Places’ agenda.
Action orientation was clearly about bringing iflaborative multi-sectoral

understandings to deliver on the objectives of SPR.

Action in strategic spatial planning was to conefstnulti-sectoral working building,
it encouraged coalition building and this soft-agtructure was more fluid and when
fused with a more action-oriented planning systemn@ps meant that the hard -
changes that international examples often presemee possible to briefly ignore.
Planning actors did not necessarily have any ngndkévery agencies, new
borrowing powers, new land management powers %o Aehieving the aims of SPR

without this would be the real test of a strateggiatial planning approach in Scotland.

An inclusive planning system?

As previously noted SPR’s objective was to prongotavth in ways that were
‘sustainable’ in ecological terms but also, in arewuanced sense, ‘socially
sustainable’. Social sustainability and inclusivafyen conjures up ideas of steering
development to regenerate deprived areas. ThroBghr8generation would continue
to be required to be justified through inclusiveregaches — with the powers of
government and the private sectors continuing tputéo work in opportunity areas
where land values and social capital were idewtifie being below their potential.
However, inclusivity in SPR needs to be understoagwider sense. It was not
explicitly about regeneration or appealing to sibh¢idisadvantaged groups — as is

often the case with spatial planning literature.

In terms of the sense that planning was failing,ekpression revealed within
Modernising Planning (Scottish Executive, 2005) wWeg most communities were in
fact apathetic and wary about planning. Communitiege never really expressed in

any particular sense. This meant that one of tgepkiesuits determining the ‘public

68



interest’ in planning (McCauslan, 1980; Lloyd arekR 2007) through ‘public
participation’ was from outset a vague objectiveisTwas to be expected because
SPR was part of evasive Third Way approach to vesplontentious social issues;
class and the distribution of power were not t@téressed at the outset.

More specifically SPR was implicitly seeking to appto middle class communities
who had in many cases been successful in advdrgaes of the planning system.
Overcoming this was an important part of deliver@ignore efficient planning system
one which could be action-oriented. Imagining madusion could do this neglects a
complicated issue that SPR was were dealing witt: af gaining community buy-in
and influence for strategies of development in dlhepressured areas where there

was likely to be an aversion to development.

SPR addressed the thorny issue of ‘Third Party RighAppeal’ itself a key signifier
of the property-democracy contradiction. Only agguiits can appeal a decision made
by a planning authority. This means that thosectdfit by planning applications that
are granted, even applications that were not gaheoagreed development plan, have
no right to appeal except where they can move det$ie planning system into the
wider legal system and prove procedural errorsrd ti@as some political support for
a TPRA as SPR evolved, however policy makers whiddrag feared the impact on
the ‘efficiency’ of the system worked to arriveaatompromise that could weigh up
‘efficiency’ and ‘inclusion’. That compromise coimad: more ‘effective’ early
engagement in the development planning processday authorities and potential
developers; Local Councillors gaining control owgny planning appeals of local
significance, rather than sending all planning agot® Government reporters; and
applicants (usually developers) having to demotest@ithe planning application

stage that they had consulted communities and takdyoard their concerns.

However, at the same time the planning system wagldeveloped become more
responsive to the developer needs of ‘efficiennyterms of speedier plan making and
decision making on permissions. Crucially, devetsgead been brought closer to the
actual operation of the system through statutoguirements to consult and self-
report on community consultation; they were givesrenscope to make
representations (as were communities and indivejwlplanning committees; the
trend of outsourcing planning functions (such d@saeoriented elements including

the planning of strategic growth areas) to thegigwsector would continue through
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SPR; the trend to private sector involvement irtigpatrategy shaping through
collaborative working groups would be encouragethartantly, applicants
(developers) would be paying more for their usthefplanning service with a move
towards fees meeting the costs of the planningga®cThis thesis provides an
understanding of ‘inclusivity’ in the Scottish plang system and the means by which
vaguely defined ‘communities’ and developers werth bbrought closer to its

operation.

Neo-corporatism and stakeholder planning

This chapter has discussed the increasing dommatfioeoliberalism as a political-
economic ideology. However, it has set out the ingrece of understanding
neoliberalism as a contradictory ideology (with liro@tions for planning) and it has
been clear that neoliberalism is contingent orctir@ext in which it is implemented.
Scotland’s political-economic context is an unusua to discern. This is a result of
Scotland’s increasingly devolved status and powadsas a country its continuously
evolving nationhood. Lloyd and Edgar (1998, 197inpout the links between
corporatism and consensual politics. While corpsnatvas largely rejected
elsewhere in the UK, it remained in many ways iotiad in the form of a “tradition
of bargaining and negotiation between interestetigsaand groups - in effect a

negotiated order of policy networks.”

In Scotland it is often accepted that legacy oftyear corporatism — the control of

the state through large interest groups such dadssstrade unions and state interests
—is still pervasive (Keating, 2010). As a form @lvgrnance, corporatism or neo-
corporatism is still not likely to serve a plurélissociety, and challenge business
focused planning, even though neo-corporatismtenadssociated with social
democratic political systems. In implementing SR#tland’s context can be seen to
contain strong traits of both neo-corporatism aedliberalism.

McCrone (1992) considered that corporatism coulddfaed flexibly and practiced
as whatever could be defined as the national isténeScotland’ (McCrone, 1992).
This means that is still susceptible to neolibatablogy if it is that ideology which
has set the tone for the national interest. In€1 72 considers the social democratic
rhetoric of the SNP’s Scotland as arguably deegenéoliberalism where the SNP

governments in power since 2007 have pursued rattmmpetitiveness as the key
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policy agenda. What these arguments point towartisei need for a contextual and
critical understanding of neoliberalism before ¢higéical perspective of spatial
planning as ‘neoliberal governance’ is likely telg significant insights in a Scottish

context.

Is ‘stakeholder planning’ a more appropriate term?

Regulationsit perspectives, such as that set o&rioy (2005), consider planning
reforms to be institutional ‘fixes’ destined to cemnstuck from their regimes of
accumulation as capitalism, inevitably, re-entesous states of crisis.
Understanding this can explain the rationale foat®rior (2005) termed the
‘stakeholder agenda’ of the mid 2000’s that toakcplin England and influenced the
development of SPR. The ‘stakeholder’ agenda wamgst other things, an
acceptance of neoliberalism but a recognition ttr@atmarket’ agenda had created a
backlash from communities looking for ‘more plargiito protect their interests and
particular interest such as environmentalism; angprtantly a recognition that
business interests crave stability and certaintyiash as a desire for ‘less
intervention.” This thesis analyses the rise okalt@lder planning and, very
importantly, who gets to count as a stakeholderanahat terms in Scottish
planning. It considers whether ‘stakeholder’ plaugnis a far more realistic
conception of the ethos driving Scottish planniefprmm, than the more idealistic

‘spatial planning’ that dominated academic literatin the period of planning reform.

This stakeholder agenda often pertained to anasekrole for less powerful groups
but was essentially a compromise which favouretlcang regulatory legal apparatus
and an increased role for business as one staletaitthg with communities of
interest and traditional conceptions of place-basedmunities. Drawing from this,
this thesis supports the idea of SPR as a compeanmgbrid of differing ideas and
priorities that, as with previous forms of plannimgtasked with regulating capitalism
and its contradictions. What emerged in the UK n@isa radical reimagining of
planning but stakeholder planning. This was a fofrplanning that responded to the
real and ideological limitations of government e globalization-driven demise of
the post-war consensus. It was an attempt to asltliedailings of the strong

government and expert planner approach. Stakehatgerda was a compromise and
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one which crucially brought together powerful besis and property owning interests

to act as equal partners alongside planning atig®and less powerful interests.
Conclusion

Where does this leave strategic spatial planning iBcotland?

Moving towards a conclusion of this chapter, wvisrth reflecting that Peel and Lloyd
considered that “attempts to reconfigure the plagisiystem and its attendant
processes cannot be considered in isolation fromor@ fundamental understanding
of the emerging spatial planning ethos” (2007, 38®wever, from their perspective,
what emerged in Scotland was ultimately ‘neo traddl’ in terms of its institutional
policy design and SPR would be reliant on some kinchange in the ethos of
planning culture of planning if it was to reflebet ‘explicit pluralistic environment in
the context of modernisation’. This complex ethosuture was the ideological
challenge that planning in Scotland would havedress. What actually emerged
from ‘culture change’ was, for Inch (2017, 2) pafre. neoliberal shift which for the
last 40 years has seen urban governance move ®weodnmitments to market
mechanisms, the fostering of entrepreneurial vadunelscity-regional competitiveness
as ‘planks’ of a ‘new common sense”. However, degrthose sceptical of an
emergence of spatial planning, there is still adrteestudy what does exist,
particularly in terms of planning at the city-regad level (Allmendinger and
Haughton, 2013) and there is still a need to utdedshow planning, in whatever
form, deals with continuing place-based societahglexities, contradictions, and

tensions that have never been resolved (Inch, 2014)

This critical review of the literature and reviewtbe Scottish planning policies
which emerged through SPR, has demonstrated sdwraloints in relation to the
possibility that planning could provide an efficigimtegrative, and inclusive route to
‘sustainable economic growth’. Understanding complevers of SPR as neoliberal
ideology, changing state-market relations, and¢leted emergence of an ethos of
spatial planning provides a foundation to framertteans by which SPR was put to
work to both drive growth and to respond to groptlssures in city-regions. It
focuses on housing growth because this is botly @émmponent of growth and is a
public policy concern where the politics of groveite mediated through the planning

system. This focus is a useful way of understandihgt planning has come to
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represent and particularly to respond to the chtrgeplanning has become a means

by which growth is rolled out and is depoliticised.

This thesis values the contribution made regarthegieo-liberalisation of planning
and wider state-social relations but will arguetigh discussion of the empirical data
that this is context dependent. The literaturedemonstrated this to a degree, with
Scottish neoliberalism emerging with a Scottish-oeporatism in terms of planning.
However, such theories have yet to be tested imhcase studies of Scottish
planning practice — a gap that this thesis addse$3ee overbearing question is how
‘housing crisis’ could exist in a planning systdmtthas been centred around ‘rolling-

out’ growth.

Moreover, this thesis, by providing a historicatlarstanding of the evolution of
Scottish planning, interrogates assumptions thatégnance’ — in terms of public-
private approaches to urban development — repiesentething new. Relatedly, it
guestions whether without radical reform, the ‘graive’ agenda of SPR could ever

be achievable.

The literature also emphasises the importanceeofdbcaling of the state in response
to imperatives of globalisation and the requirenfentompetitive nations and city
regions. SPR responded to this through a hieraatheorganisation of the planning
system that drew upon emerging ideas around sypédiahing. What is missing from
the literature is sufficient understanding of whappens in practice when spatial
planning moves towards strategic action. Data ara-8 will demonstrate how
Scotland’s hybrid neo-traditional planning systevhjch attempted to fuse regulatory
land use with emerging new ideas, was put to woresolve the issue of planning in

growth pressured city regions.

Finally, this analysis of the literature has redegd the importance of stakeholder
planning in the Scottish context, which, influendgdnotions of more ‘inclusive’
approaches to spatial strategy making, was peyfpoiked for capture by
development interests. However, the enduring teissamd adversarial design of SPR
meant that growth-focused agendas were not alwaiyg) go be easy to roll out in all
growth pressured contexts. This thesis attempisipack why Aberdeen has been so

successful in mobilising a business interest agémaldits basic ideas around
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neoliberalism, whilst Edinburgh appears to havenheesuccessful in reaching any

sort of consensus around growth in its city-region.

Having established the conceptual foundations &,3Re next chapter provides a
stronger theoretical discussion around the potefatigolanning to have moved
towards a depoliticised approach to spatial govereapossibly captured by ‘narrow

sectional interests’ (Allmendinger, 2016).
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CHAPTER 3: Conceptualising Scottish

planning in practice

Introduction

The last chapter provided an analysis of the ctifegrdscape of Scottish planning,
and what underlies this in terms of the drivergoturrent configuration. This
chapter now provides a deeper engagement with séthe themes and particularly
the theories that have been used to make senke wfaly that planning is operated in
the UK and Scotland. From this, a theoretical fraonk is developed which is used
to analyse the processes of planning practiceisrtliesis.

This chapter is structured in three main sectidhe. first section considers the
emergence of communicative-theory, which inspitegdftamework of Collaborative
Planning. Such theories and frameworks are seproagling the theoretical
underpinnings to the UK and Scottish planning systevhich were reformed in the
2000’s as part of the Third-Way, ‘stakeholder agendhich attempted to invoke
inclusive strategic spatial planning approaches jmactice. The impact of such
theory on practice has been criticised from a ptsype that such theory, in practice,
opened up planning to the domination of powerftgiiests and furthered

neoliberalism.

Section two opens up the theoretical roots of thresweration of contemporary
governance arrangements as ‘post-political’. Ityses the post-foundational critique
of spatial planning, critically evaluating its reéece to the UK and Scotland, and
linking this to wider understandings of the depalsation of public affairs.
Following this, it provides critical interpretatisof the importance of
neoliberalisation to understanding theories andgsses such as communicative
planning, post-political critiques and broader dépgsation. Through this it
develops an understanding of theories of depddiocdn which can be used in the
thesis and also provides a contribution to whatwader debate in social theory.
More specifically, it demonstrates the use of phlimendinger’s (2016) recent
conceptualisation of planning as ‘post-politicabligeral spatial governance’.
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This leads towards section 3, which pulls togethese debates and presents an
analytical framework to help understand structure agency in planning practice. It
sets out how the thesis draws upon neo-Marxist Gean analysis, using Maarten
Hajer's (Hajer, 1989) three-dimensional analysighefurban political process and
incorporating Bob Jessop’s Strategic Relationallysia (Jessop, 2001) to help

elucidate the drivers and outcomes of planningtj@c
Section 1: The emergence ‘and dominance’ of collakative planning

Chapter 2 introduced the theory of communicatiaping. Communicative

planning in practice is a normative framework thadrking within neoliberal
contexts, aims to establish the conditions for iggiigreater citizen influence on
planning processes (Healey, 1997). It is strongijueénced by the development of
spatial planning approaches in the UK and is sedrate influenced UK and Scottish
planning via Third Way planning reforms in the n2@00s (Clifford and Tewdwr-
Jones, 2013).

The social theory underlying collaborative planning

Having gone directly to the issue surrounding dmlative governance, it is worth
stepping back to further understand the framewb@adlaborative Planning Theory.
Drawing on Habermas and the structuration work iddéns, Collaborative Planning
calls for a move away from positivist, expert driygational’ conceptions of
planning and a shift towards shared relational tstdadings of urban issues and
processes to tackle them. Patsy Healey's ‘Collah@®lanning’ (Healey, 1997)
arose “from the need to bring together a sociamhabout the space and time of the
dynamics of urban and regional change with a pahepry about the governance of
those dynamics”. (Healey, 2006, xiii). Healey dészs planning as “a governance
activity occurring in complex and dynamic instiaral environments shaped by
wider economic, social and environmental forces$ shraicture, but do not determine
specific interactions” (Healey, 2003, 104). Witliis understanding, governance is
“the processes by which societies, and social gromanage their collective affairs”
(Healey, 2003, 104). Effectively, CPT attempts $e social theory to find a workable
solution to the pressures faced by marginalisednconities and perspectives in the
face of neoliberal contexts and does this throufgtas on bottom-up collaborative

governance.
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Healey's definition of planning reveals CollabovatPlanning’s perspective on
agency; this draws heavily on Giddens’ Structuratleeory (1984) that developed
out of neo-Marxism, but with ideas drawn from ph@&emology and cultural
anthropology. While rooted in Giddens’ early neofkdst work on structure and
agency, CPT is accused by its detractors of (lildelés) moving towards an overly

‘agency’ focused understanding of social structures

Communicative Theory

Communicative planning theory, from which Collakdom Planning Theory (CPT)
partly derives, is associated with theorists Fereshnes, Hoch and Baum (Innes,
1995). Communicative theory draws on critical tlygoarticularly Habermasian
(Habermas, 1981) discourse ethics and the “corafgpommunicative Rationality as
a normative principle with which to evaluate andltdnge the qualities of interactive
practices” (Healey, 2003, 106)

Habermas’ discourse ethics is taken as a usefiticalrevaluation for assessing the
gualities of interactive processes” for the CPT gidHiealey, 2003,106). Habermas’
(1981) claim is that there is a ‘communicativeamadlity’ rooted inextricably in the
nature of human language, which is itself oriemtdtavards reasoned interchange
between people. The potential, according to Inmhid Thorpe (2012), lies in the
possibility of language being not a form of powed @omination (as suggested by
theorists such as Foucault) but as the means thiwbgh people can engage in
reasoned ways with each other and reach ratiomslersus on issues. Habermas
(1981) suggested the concept of the ‘ideal spetehtion’, where ‘communicative
rationality’ is fulfilling its potential. CPT aim® engender such ideal speech
situations through deliberative processes wher&étier, rather than the more

power-laden, argument wins.

Healey considers CPT as forming ways of analydaegiicro-dynamics of planning
strategy making. Through this, ways of thinkingsotial action can be developed,
but the theory and the ‘projects’ deriving frontdntain a practical purpose which

matters for public policy and can be put to usgpratically (Healey, 2012).

Although the work of Habermas is important, Hed[2§12) clarifies the important of
US pragmatists such as John Dewy on communicalarenmg theory. Bernstein

(Bernstein, 1983) in particular is highlighted. tdeused “on ways of accommodating

77



the multiple and conflicting arguments and claimenifest in the realm of public
debate of issues of collective concern” (Healey,2®41). This critical pragmatism
and how to understand and improve planning pragiberne out particularly in John
Forester’s work on ‘Planning in the Face of Pow#889) which forms “a critical
theory of planning, that helps us to understandt\plemners do as attention-shaping,
communicative action rather than instrumental a¢tés means to specific ends”
(Forester, 1989, 138)

Turning theory into practice, according to Heal2912), requires both attention to
micro-practice and appreciation of the structufiorges which can be shaped by
agency. Such interplay also needs to be rootedrtegt. It is deeply infused with
practice and experiences, inspiring new practicsibdities which enabled it to
challenge elite technocracy and “the preoccupatiibim individualist economic gain

as the path to general societal well-being” (Heak&\1 2, 346).

Collaborative Planning in Practice?

According to critics of collaborative planning, tlteeas of communicative theory and
the practical collaborative planning frameworkispired occupy a hegemonic
position in planning theory (Purcell, 2009). It @pps to have provided the theoretical
foundation to UK planning reform which attemptedake on a ‘spatial planning’
ethos infused with collaborative planning (Cliffaxdd Tewdwr Jones, 2013). This
position in such critical literature is that coltahtive planning is inconsistent, and in
its application is ineffective in the dealing wigbwer relations (Flyvbjerg, 1998).

Healey (2003) herself has pointed out that collatree planning was a framework,
not a theory, and that it should be used to gaegeige from disingenuous
collaborative governance. According to Davoudi @04& proponent of CPT, there
has never been a claim that UK planning ever shégstemologically. So, CPT is a
work in progress and planning practice remainsksitily dominated by positivism

and technical hierarchy.

However, planning reforms in the UK purported tketan elements that can be seen
as inspired by CPT. SPR with its moves towardausielty discussed in chapter 2

takes on elements of this, not only in terms ofdisgourse around new collaborative
governance arrangements. It can be argued that8fRted elements of this. With a

view that the Scottish planning system could overe@ontradictions, concurrently
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more business and community-interest facing, fastdrmore efficient, with spaces
for power-neutralised deliberation over planningtgtgies. Data chapters 6-8 and
chapter 9 assess this with a view to realising eeraffective planning system that
would respond to growth pressures in a less caandllplanning process.

Data chapters 6-8 and the conclusion in chaptés®discuss the actual evidence for
and impacts of CPT inspired reform with a spediicus on CPT inspired routes
towards conflict-free planning processes. In anatyplanning in practice, the thesis
takes up the debate over establishing genuinebayliéive planning practice. It
considers the debate around the impact of CPT oteogorary planning. It does this
through an analysis of Scottish planning in practihere the need for a more
effective planning system that would respond torgingpressures in a less conflictual
manner is clearly demonstrated in SPR.

Collaborative Governance and Collaborative Planningrheory (CPT)

Governance, as discussed in chapter 2, usuallifisigehanging meanings of
government and processes and methods of goveroaigfyg (Rhodes, 1997). The
operation of the planning system can be thoughsdiking place within a wider
system of ‘collaborative governance’ (Healey, 20I3}). Ansell and Gash (2008,

544) define collaborative governance as:

An arrangement where one or more public agencresttf engage non-state
stakeholders in a collective decision-making predbat is formal,
consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that @nmmake or implement

public policy or manage programs or assets.

Collaborative planning approaches emphasised thertience of building
institutional capacities in local places (Heale9917) by developing governance
networks — drawn from marginalised as well as ni@ditionally powerful realms
within planning practice — to work collaborativetyorder to respond to structuring
forces that impacted upon local places. Citingissly Cowell and Murdoch (1999)
and Counsell and Haughton (2003), Allmendinger (3@bnsiders that there are
clear tensions between national and local intergbish can arise when this
‘networked’ governance, in local places, clashdh waditional hierarchical
approaches to government which remain centraldamperation of planning systems

in the UK. These scalar and hierarchical institdidensions are the sort played out
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in the implementation of planning reform and widl examined to determine their

importance in this thesis.

The shift to governance more generally can be dnkih neoliberalism. CPT
attempts to use collaborative governance as onasraesponding to the collapse
of the Keynesian welfare state by challenging miadkizen ideologies which
marginalise less powerful perspectives and actotsban political processes.
However, collaborative governance in many ways igiexy the perfect conditions
within which neoliberalism could thrive. While thislates to the emergence of the
‘stakeholder agenda’ in planning, it can be usecbimsidering public policy making
more generally. According to Ives (2015), the gaheoncept of governance in
practice creates a competitive, market-style, gati@king arena which empowers the
already powerful and crucially treats the powedsilequal partners with others at the

outset of any new governance arrangement.

If this was to be fused a with neo-traditional plany ‘stakeholder planning’ system
(not an idealised spatial planning ethos), in diberal political-economic context,
then this could create the conditions for the rapltout of a growth agenda.
However, if the already powerful were to includeeally well organised anti-
development interests, such as NIMBY interests) thes could create the conditions

for conflict or stasis.

The critique of communicative planning theory and ollaborative planning

Critics argue that communicative planning and ttsrapts to counter power through
processes where Habermas’ ‘force of the bettemaegii emerge are actually
impossible when implemented in practice. This isdose unequal distributions of
power means that such scenarios will always systeatlst favour some over others:
“Communicative action tends in the long term tofeice the current status quo
because it seeks to resolve conflict, eliminatduston, and neutralize power
relations, rather than embracing them as the \&rgih of social mobilization”
(Purcell, 2009, 155).

According to Mike Purcell (2009), communicative mkéng might often achieve
agreement but is extremely effective at legitimgiecisions, rather than arriving at
these ‘through the power of the better argumentt. Frurcell, communicative

processes are generally thought to be more induairer, and more democratic than
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what has gone before in planning but collaborgbiaaning is ‘too conservative,
reinforcing present relations, which means it cam®oused for its intended purpose
of social mobilization (Purcell, 2009, 155). Thigams, “Resisting neoliberalization
requires movements that can actually deliver g fetpress ‘radical and

transformative’ politics” (ibid).

On a detailed basis he points to the problem ak&tholder’ processes (discussed in
chapter 2) and the acceptance from communicatasenghg theorists that, in the
words of some of communicative theory’s main pragus, Innes and Booher
(2004,14), “stakeholders enter the process to dbeieinterests. They give up
nothing they have outside the process unless #ftisthem.” For Purcell, this makes
collaborative planning processes a very usefulifofor business interests,
guaranteeing that the hegemonic position of cap#aahot be challenged. In a similar
way the ‘stakeholder’ concept, from this criticalrgpective, is seen to have replaced
public consultation and this ensures that busimgesests can now be treated in a
way as citizens, rather than as special interest avparticularly powerful position.
This can be linked to neoliberal governance. Wihils thesis does not suppose that
the power of government actually diminishes throgghernance, the purpose of

government does become altered:

Governments become one actor among many, therelnyglabing their
reformist liberal role of imposing limits on thepital-holding class, and of
representing the general interest, notably asdkecate of equal opportunity.
Governance and neoliberalism can be seen as tws sfdhe same coin: they
both contribute to placing power squarely in thedsaof those with capital.
(Ives, 2015, 6).

The link between governance and forms of collal@ajovernance and
communicative theory inspired planning processesutih ‘stakeholder’ approaches
to planning has clear significance for understagavhat Scottish planning

represents.

Section 2: Post-politics, depoliticisation and angking planning

Introduction to section 2

Having set out communicative-inspired collaboragl@nning and its critiques, this

section of the chapter now considers ideas aroantemporary governance
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arrangements as ‘post-political’ and the recentiegion of this to analysing
contemporary spatial planning. It then providesaalysis of the links between
neoliberalism and broader depoliticisation whiclk leng had strong relevance to
planning practice. Having developed this, the nfiagus of the chapter then explores
Allmendinger’s (2016,1) perspective on English plag where the system is seen as
having shifted from ‘regulating and balancing changthe public interest to one of
neoliberal spatial governance facilitating develeptrand economic growth for
narrow sectional interests.’ It demonstrates haw plerspective can help to make
sense of contemporary Scottish planning and ifsorese to public policy concerns
around housing and economic growth. Section 3 ginevides a critical consideration
of these debates. It sets out a framework thatbeikleployed in order to assess the
impacts of a potential shift towards a collabomtyovernance; the possibility that
planning in Scotland represents ‘neoliberal spagslernance’; and the reasons why
in these structuring conditions SPR has providezldase studies with very different

political processes and outcomes in terms of ptamfor growth.

Post-foundational theory and post-politics

In recent years, planning theorists (Metzeger|.&5; Allmendinger, 2016) have
added a post-foundational political theory inspivedierstanding of depoliticisation
continuing critiques of Habermas-inspired collabiweaplanning theory which were
outlined above by Purcell (2009). This has beenl ts@inderstand the current
condition of planning within different capitalisbéral-democratic contexts and
particularly the UK. It is linked especially to tkenergence of a spatial planning

approach which is seen as deriving from Third Waltipal ideologies.

This section discusses apparent attempts to repulitees from the public sphere in
planning processes. To do this, it is firstly imjpott to clarify that the perspective
taken in this thesis is that planning is stilleaer, political. Wildavsky's (1973: 132)
claim that ‘planning is politics’ still rings tru&et at the same time politics itself has
possibly changed to something far less demociadic standard conceptions. In
terms of the shift towards a de-democratising @tipolitical consideration of
modern-day governance in general, political thé®ssich as Ranciére (1999),
Mouffe (2005), and Zizek (1999) can be seen asgamting a post-foundational

theory of politics. The term post-foundational cenfrdm the rejection of two
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dominant perspectives: Marxism'’s distilling of gmal disagreement to class
struggle; and the foundational belief that a ratlgrower-free consensus is possible -
that of deliberative theorists such as Habermasimanicative action and Rawls’
pragmatism. It is one of many critical reactionste idea that a ‘centre’ in politics
and a Third Way is possible.

According to Metzger et al. (2015), planning stgdaee well placed and have a
respectable history of grappling with the democrahallenges and contests that are
present at the frontier between legitimate demacdscision-making, public political
engagement, and the domain of technical expefftss.tradition lends itself well to
further understanding of territorial management arghnisation, in the context of
neoliberalisation and shifts from government togoance. Research that is critical
of such shifts, Lacloue-Labarthe and Nancy (199id) awyngedouw (2005),
consider the informal nature of governance netwtwksave created serious problems
for democracy, representation, accountability aadgparency. This creates facades
of politics through technocratic management. Intast to this ‘proper’ political
space, which is defined by Oosterlynck and Swygend@010, 1580) as:

One that recognises the constitutive split of thegbe, antagonistic
positionalities and the articulation of incommeradle demands. It is a space
which permits their expression on the basis ofutheonditional presumption
of equality of each and every one qua speakinggsein

The terms ‘post-politics, post-political, post-desraxy’ are highly contested. Wilson
and Swyngedouw (2014, 6) broadly consider thesetheg to be:

A situation in which the political- understood aspace of contestation and
agnostic engagement — is increasingly colonisepidbiyics — understood as
technocratic mechanisms and consensual procedatkesgerate within an
unquestioned framework of representative democfaey,market economics,

and cosmopolitan liberalism.

This is a useful clarification (or interpretatidhjpat these three terms (‘post-politics,
post-political, post-democracy’) can be combinegrimvide some uniformity as
concepts of the same situation. It can be seerf@sneof politics: “it is not intended
as ‘after/beyond politics’ or ‘end of politics’, bas a form of ‘politics by other
means’ (Tesfahuney and Ek, 2015, 180). Taking 3jpoétics’ as the shorthand, this
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form of politics describes a way of managing pcéit- a process - rather than a stand-
alone analytical tool. This thesis interprets tppslitics’ as understood in the

planning literature as a perspective of a situath a theoretical basis in post-
foundational theory. Planning can be seen as lmnducted in post-political times.

There is a concern that in post-political situagitissues areisplacedirom arenas of
public debate and decision-making into closed nektwvof elite representatives and
technical experts” (Metzger et al., 2015, 3) (engdhan original). Democratic deficits
emerge through self-selecting groups of influergtakeholders who decide upon the
issues at hand and how to resolve them. This giraniiting of the democratic
process (Metzger, 2011) then “further disables ipubscussion and interrogation of
issues” (Metzger et al., 2015, 3). Such a consiaeras useful when analyzing the
case studies in this thesis where in Aberdeenghtrbe that politics was displaced
whereas in Edinburgh the politics of growth appddecebe far more obvious. This
can be useful in understanding both the means hghwitoad growth agendas
emerged and the specific means by which the refatétics of housing growth were
dealt with through the planning system. To be dkaught, the focus on housing
growth does not mean a focus on the interests\aldpers versus middle class home
owners and the way in which the planning systemwgasl to placate this. This is
part of the study, but there is a broader focuthercontinuing class politics of

growth strategies and the way in which under ‘thwady’,” spatial planning’ infused
approaches, planning might become presented agesin which ‘everybody wins’.
This means that apparently deliberative approatthdemocracy are perhaps fixed
from the start, or at least power is never newgealj and thus issues that might create
open conflict are denied space.

Mouffe (2009, 552) considers that “it is the ladkpolitical channels for challenging
the hegemony of the neoliberal model of global@dtwhich are where post-political
discourses and calls for more radical politicsiaceeasingly emerging from. Metzger
et al. (2015, 3) consider “the alternative to maaned) governance practice is
politics.” Planning in Scotland might be seen terge within this broader hegemony
of neoliberal globalisation within a shift towardg$ocus on growth through
managerial governance. This is often operated avfdgade of public influence
through ‘collaborative’ arrangements and procese fext sections discuss the

apparent foreclosure of political moments in plagnpractice. These are perceived as
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developing through attempts, and pretences, toemeht more inclusive planning

practices in increasingly neoliberal political-eoamc arrangements and conditions.

The recent use of post-politics in planning and urén studies

For Metzger et al. (2015) the left’s reaction te #mergence of New Right
(neoliberalised) planning largely through commutii@inspired theory sowed the
seeds for the seemingly benign but eventually groltic shift to consensus seeking

planning practice that they today criticise as tgaditical’ spatial planning.

For Metzger et al. (2015) the coincidence of CPihwhe rise of Third Way politics
of management with its apparent diminution of idggl public policy, saw a
replacement of conflict-ridden concepts such astheestate’, the ‘market’, and
‘growth’ with ‘partnership’. This redefined the piidinterest justification for
planning asthe facilitation of primarily economic growth, sppsedly to the benefit
of all” Metzger et al. (2015, 6).

Important questions that planning deals with, saglklimate change and the limits to
growth, equity, and social justice appear to hdremady been settled elsewhere by
reason of a ‘common interest’ that manipulatesahet® terms and concepts (e.g.
‘new sustainable communities’ and ‘smart growthhieh fail to accept their inherent
political nature. This appeal to a common interesine that Metzger et al (2015, 7)

consider “nobody in their right mind could possidigagree with.”

By its nature planning requires a decision to lertaon multiple perspectives and
narrowing this down to a singular one. It creatésran of para-politics in terms of
creating a single plan or strategy affecting eyegson in one place. Ranciére refers
to this as the ‘democratic scandal’: “there wilvaebe, under the name of politics, a
single principle of community that legitimates taions of those who govern on the
basis of laws inherent in the coming together ahlan communities” (Ranciére,
2006, 297).

To deal with this and operationalise post-politica planning setting, Metzger et al
(2015) follow Samuel Chambers (2011) in consideRagciere’s call as not that of
pure politics eclipsing the police order but aglatronal reading of political
difference. Plan making from a post-foundationakpective can still be done but
only with the realisation that the ‘we’ of any plsnalways exclusionary and so will

always be disrupted on occasions. This chimes th@hbroader critique of inclusive
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collaborative planning and it does not reject piagnnterventions but calls for

acceptance of the lack of foundation for such sgiats.

Planners are asked to recognise and operationafigevernability’ as a way of
avoiding the search for the ultimate consensusfgéing plan. Instead of feigned
deliberative process, the political potential cditsgl planning in particular, it has been
said, is in its strategic dimensions of openinguigipning and imagining different

spatial alternatives (Oosterlynck et al., 2010).

There may be participation in planning processed,this may be increasing through
processes required through Scottish planning refbummajor considerations such as
neoliberal economic competitiveness agendas withken as an established given
that planning must legitimise (Boland, 2014, Ryd@14), and actual input is more
likely to be pre-defined, and rationalised to mirsenthe emergence of politics (Brand
and Gaffikin, 2007, Allmendinger and Haughton, 2812

However, what is entirely new about this perspecis/debatable. For example, in a
Marxist perspective of the British planning systenthe 1980’s, Reade (1987) does
not refer to post-politics, simply considering piarg to suffer a “fundamental
epistemological fallacy” in the way it attemptsawercome its political nature. Reade
(1987) does not refer to the acceptance of a praligical process and ‘agonism’ as a
planning outcome, but then it is unclear exactlyhuseful such a concept is to
planning in the real world where decisions haveddaken on where development

goes and who should benefit.

The specifics of planning as post-politics and idéying limitations

Haughton and Allmendinger are two of the most wigrlblished academics writing,
together and separately, on what they considee tihd post-political strategies in UK
(English) planning systems (e.g. 2010, 2012b)h&irtmost recent work they use the
term ‘post-political’ within a “broader analyticaénse to include the range of

strategies of political displacement and depostdtion within a particular time, place

and sector (Haughton and Allmendinger, 2015).”

Allmendinger and Haughton (2012, 89) cite the us post-political perspective as
offering understanding of:
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“What is within the remit of planning, who engagedth the system, and under
what terms. Central tiis is whether the planning system can deal with
fundamental challenges or essentially legitimatggeimonic strategies and
projects, a concern which also finds expressiaomark on the role of ‘policy
imaginations’ (Raco 2005), ‘doctrines’ (Alexandedaaludi 1996; Coop and
Thomas 2007) and ‘hegemonies’ (e.g. Hajer 1989)anning.”

They present evidence of many of the symptoms sf-politics that are presented in
this thesis: the presentation of growth as unprobtec; blurring of accountability and
legitimacy; participatory strategies blurring disses; the use of non-challengeable
terminology; presenting political issues as techhand under the remit of
professionals; and, the use of techniques to cpesitive but prescribed

opportunities for public engagement.

However, it is not exactly clear how much the woflpost-foundational political
theory has really been required. It is fair to 8t this has been interpreted
consistently as not meaning ‘the end of politiasd @ost political in terms of a new
type of negative politics. This may be a resulthid particular work utilising a high-
level application. Allmendinger (2011) in particulas focused his post-political

critiqgue on high, national, level planning reforared structures at the UK level.

It should also be re-emphasized that post-demokgastypolitical/post-politics is not
a debate confined to planning. A recent series \edited by Colin Hay (2014),
presents de-politicisation from a political sciepegspective, and interestingly only
pays limited attention to post-foundational thedmythat volume, Jessop (2014, 208)
dismisses post-foundational theory for its “cryptmrmativity that treats one form of
politics as genuine and others as inauthentic”r&@ ngay be a benefit of
complementing a political-economic take on depmttion with more nuanced
micro-political analysis, for example analysisigtilg governmentality to the
superficiality of a ‘retreating’ state (Foster €t 2014). This mixture of a macro and
micro approach they refer to is already well essaleld in planning studies. As a
theoretical tool, Loepfe and Van Wezemael (2018)fcamicro-political analysis to
at least supplement post-foundational based pdgiepbperspectives on planning
practice.
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Jessop (2014) takes issue with the lack of tempordérstanding of the issues that
surround depoliticisation. Similarly, Paddison (2D0alls for greater historical
context surrounding the apparent de-politicisatbbarban politics that appears to be
missing in the planning-based literature. From geisspective, in the early 20
century, urban politics in the UK was traditionatlgsed around a politics of
distribution and redistribution: the Left and thigR. With the onset of socialist
policy agendas (themselves the outcome of clasggi#), the Fordist post-war
consensus political *heyday’ could, according taldiaon be considered a period of
consensus politics. However, he does not desdnibes post-political it seems
because it was a period where urban politics whtsadpng partisan lines. After this,
in the 1980s, class politics did not disappearoofrse, but have become more blurred,
so there is a requirement for micro-analysis to ensgnse of this in contemporary
urban studies. From these critiques arrives a mseéul way of deploying post-

politics and depoliticisation to planning practice.

The benefit of bringing in a broader understandiraf depoliticisation

Planning studies are conducted at a point whereodeatic decision-making, public
political engagement, and technical expertise r(Match, 2012, Metzger et al.,
2015). It is well placed for understanding terimanagement and organisation, in
the context of neoliberalisation and the operatibmodes of governance. Post-
politics provides a way of thinking about how thebéts have in many cases not
delivered greater public influence in the plannsiygtem despite a pretence that they
would. It also helps bring to light the way fundanteg questions that are apparent in
planning appear to have been settled elsewhedammipg processes with conflict
replaced with apparent consensus. Post-politieofiew insight and conceptions of
the existing problems created by these shiftsibthe case of actual planning
practice it is best combined with existing theaa&itianalytical tools that help reveal

the micro-political.

Depoliticisation and neoliberalism

It follows the argument that post-politics and liteadepoliticisation is useful to
consider as a process and that it is used as méanplementing neoliberal
approaches to governance. However, first it is irfgya to consider what

depoliticisation actually is. Planning, portrayedaarational activity in the post-war
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era, and a market-led activity since the 1980’plieily attempts to depoliticise
matters of public debate. While critical of depolgation and seeing it as a very real
phenomenon, Hay (2007) reminds us that depoliticisas not new and not
something politicians are particularly shy aboutahting. Since the 1990’s,
politicians in the UK have openly argued that tlglodepoliticising policies such as
interest rate setting, determining minimum wagestars handing over to technical
expertise has been relatively uncontroversial Withelectorate and supported by
various think tanks and governmental and non-gouental bodies (Hay, 2007, 92).

Depoliticisation is thus linked to conceptions obg governance.

As well as governence, depoliticiation is linkedhe roll out of deeper hegemonic
projects of globalisaiton and neoliberalism. Fidgpoliticisation is not about a
smaller state necessarily. After all the so-cakzk of the UK state’ which can
crudely measured as government spending as a piapof GDP) has grown (and
recently plateaued) in the last 40 years of nediman (Hay, 2007, 144). Yet
neoliberalism implies a capital supporting role tloe state, and so is a reformation
not a retreat. Ideologically there is no sense¢hpttal wishes to actually take on
every responsibility of the government, rathesiabout overall state control. This
can be seen in Scottish planning where the prisetéor is increasingly involved but
there is little appetite from landowners or develgpto fund development upfont.
Every liberal-democratic capitalist economy has edmaccept financial market
imperatives where the government is seen to bensgge for keeping down
inflation and keeping down public debt ratios (Mxs12003) and the reward for this
is ‘confidence of the markets’. For Hay (2007, €83 is neoliberalism as a
‘governing economic paradigm’. But the UK has géum¢her and has enthusiastically
taken up the ideology of neoliberalism in a ‘norivesense’. This filters through to
every institution of capitalism, including planningis in this ideological hegemony
that processes like globalisation become interdraterequiring neoliberal solutions
such as the need to avoid capital flight, for thegtisation of public industry, and
driven by Public Choice Theories, for the publictseto accept ‘political and
buraucratic overload’ and instead be run on prigatetor style New Public

Management lines (Hay, 2007).
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Depoliticization and neoliberalism as a conceptudéns for studying Scottish

planning

| have argued in this chapter that post-foundatibaaed critiques of communicative
theory inspired planning practice are useful fansidering what planning has come
to represent in Scotland following planning refobut it has analytical limitations.
The consideration of planning as post-politicakodfa basic lens with which
Allmendinger, in his recent work (2016, 154) cétise depolicitization of planning
through post-political strategies”. This lens cancbnsidered as one of

depoliticisation in this thesis, as much as ipigst-political’.

For Allmendinger (2016, 156), building on work pigshled with Graham Haughton
(Haughton and Allmendinger, 2015), processes oblii@psation can be thought of
as occurring in the following three way3eferringthe political to another point in
time e.g. through vague sustainability objectiveassumptions of achieving
consensus at some point with a partnerdbigplacingthe political to other less
accountable tehnological arenas — this can inghadiical to apparently neutral
private sector expert consultants who identify pgois and issuefispersingthe
political — this is fragmenting and diluting potis from an immediately physically
affected community into fuzzy communities of intgrehat may not map onto
experiences ‘on the ground’ and which lack demactagitimacy. These will now be
discussed in greater detail in the following settio

One of the main strategies of depoliticization haenmanagerialism and
technocracyThis is not entirely new but Allmendinger arguesréhhas been an
increase from the 2000s onwards through spatiahptg. This can be seen in the
increase in the technical production of non-pditiexpert advice which is apparently
neutral. Examples include the use of Environmemalact Assessments and Retail
Impact Assessments and unquestionable Economiccidzaessments, usually
delivered via the private sector. An accompanyimff fas been performance
indicators on planning authorities through techegjaf New Public Management that
limit flexibility and debate on planning matter€ulture change’ in Scottish planning
and its focus on speedy delivery of plans and apgtins, rather than the substance of
planning, can be considered within New Public Mamagnt thinking. Similarly, the
increasing complexity of managerial technocracplanning, planning authorities

have argued, necessitates larger fees to coves. €asiture change is utilised here to
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justify such fee increases through something ada @here planning authorities can
charge these fees on the condition of faster tourat (and implicitly a more pro-

development outlook) on applications.

The second tactic involvesnsensuandfuzzy concepts-or example, the idea is
presented that growth is a good thing and it isougny detractors to prove otherwise.
This is an appeal to universal themes. Allmendirmyaws from post-foundational
theory where words do not count, they lose theifgpmative meaning (Zizek, 1994).
Purcell (2009) draws attention to this too. Exaraphelude concepts such as ‘smart

growth’ replacing ‘growth’ and ‘sustainable deveatognt’ replacing ‘development’.

The third tool is thdayper-pluralization of policymaking structutekhis idea borrows
from Raco’s conception of planning as post-polit{&aco, 2014). This is a very
critical consideration of the government to goveeshift where accountability is
blurred by a post-political incorporation of a dise range of actors into the delivery
and management of planning. This fragments poveerfuses conceptions of
decision-making, and fits with the shift of decisimaking powers into a wide range

of bodies and regulatory agencies working at aetyaof scales.

Allmendinger (2016) considers the way in which pliaug is subjected to
neoliberalism. Neoliberalism does not spell the ®mglanning for the reasons set
out in this and the previous chapter — that neddili®m requires the state to organize
in the interests of ‘capital’. However, this doed mean organizing in the interests of
individual capitalists. This means planning outcema! not always favour

developers, but they will generally favour the depenent industry.

The issues of ‘growth’ and the normativity thatreunds it in terms of a perception
that this might be a new thing or even a bad thinag planning has to now deal with
is important to clarify. Allmendinger (2016) consrid that growth and development
are not features exclusive to neoliberal plannkfter all societies need homes and
jobs and these have to be located somewhere. Blnéepr is the shift in the gains
from growth. In the post-war era governments putspro-development agenda and
planning was a useful part of this. In the post-peniod there was a general
assumption that the welfare gains of social dentmcpdanning (Cooke, 1983, 87)
meant that there was a commonality of interestes&hnterests were, however,

represented and mediated through corporatist apipesahat involved government,
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business, and unions, but little else in the wag bfoader representation. It could be
argued that post-war planning was at least caougdvith progressive and
redistributive ideals (Allmendinger, 2016, 36). €lfoints made by Paddison (2009)
on the post-war settlement as a time of conserlansipg are relevant here.
Allmendinger considers that in the post-war erat{palarly after the introduction of
stronger consultation requirements in 1968 viaSkeffington Report) the politics of
planning was both antagonistic and representatm@munities were consulted by
the councils and councils then made decisions. Pumtesses were not necessarily
inclusive, but the objectives of planning were gguaably carried out with a different
conception of the public interest and debated agdesl over. The acceptance of the
many errors of post-war planning, and acceptantkeolegitimacy of wider, and
hard-fought, pluralistic concerns, as well as tivkward attachment of
environmentalism’s concurrent rise of neoliberalisas meant planners take on a

more cynical role which attempted to depoliticike tomplicated politics of growth.

In developing his conceptual framework for the gsigl of planning, Allmendinger
(2016) considers that planning has been reoridoigdrds growth at the expense of
other objectives and is conducted in a way thasdorensure growth is achieved. An
example would be affordable housing which is cleddfined as an issue but where
the government (and so tax payers) would not coamtee a radical house-building
programme directly. Instead ‘the market’ has beskdd with dealing with the issue.
This is where the three tactics of depoliticizat{arierm he uses interchangeably with
post politics) are useful. So, in this sense, beodl planning works for powerful
sectional interests and not necessarily the ‘pubtarest’. In this thesis | make links
between Scotland’s neo-corporatist approacheshbcaoolicy (chapter 2), to the rise
of stakeholder planning, and the emergence of hlaeeal approach to planning
which pertains to public involvement but perhapgaliécises important matters of

public concern.

Allmendinger (2016) considers neoliberalizatiorptainning has occurred variably

but with three constants that makes sense of this:

1. Theethosof an era of neoliberal spatial governance sudpasial planning
for ‘sustainable economic growth’ gives purpose helps fix contradictions
of neoliberalism. The purpose of planning has mdeedards pretence of

mediating spatial policy in the public interest whbe real purpose is a
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system “rigged to promote growth” (2016, 18). Salgtianning is an ethos
partially carried into Scottish planning.

2. Space and scalaseated and abolished in the search for markgistipe
and facilitative planning (e.g. emergence of Regi@patial Strategies,
temporary delivery bodies and agencies). Theseatanthe form of
‘informal, fuzzy, soft spaces’ in processes of ekl experimentation. The
scalar reformation of Scottish planning in parteets this but is neo-
traditional in form. The collaborative spaces obtiish plan-making reflect
such a perspective.

3. Governance andraew politicsof planning where the public is seemingly
more involved yet strategies require speed anaiogyt Planners therefore try
to reconcile pro-growth agendas in the public egébut are ‘manufacturing
consent for growth’ through techniques of depakation. In Scotland there is
evidence of post-politics and depoliticisation faithp and informally

including via ‘culture change.’

A clear objection to this, and one that the framdwwaill be used to analyse, is the
problem that following the post-war era of sociahtbcratic development, we have
arrived, via the Thatcherite era, to a politicsdaben the ‘property owning
democracy'. In this sense, planning in the UK istowally accused by business
interests of both holding back development (paldidy house building), and at the
same time seen by property owning interests, ofteniddle-class areas, to be a
threat to the value and amenity of communities bseat promotes growth. Planning
had long divided homeowners and renters for exanitpdévides the young and old,
city dwellers and those on the urban fringes higthlas become increasingly
pronounced in the context of the politics of hogsaffordability concerns
(Allmendinger, 2016, 210). This is important in tentext of this thesis and it is
where | will test the possibility that planning da@ a means of depoliticizing and
orienting towards growth while at the same timengaiaptured by organized anti-
development groups as well as pro-development grodipis is where the property-
democracy contradiction of capitalism, which waghtighted in the previous chapter,
is important. Essentially, how could we have a Imysrisis in a post-political or
depoliticised system that is geared towards growdm® so, if it is not ‘planning’ as a

system that is causing this, then what is? Ch&pieade clear that the sense that
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planning needs to deliver more houses in the platese they are needed most has
been a concern since the creation of a statutarynghg system in 1947. The thesis
problematises both the meaning of ‘sustainable @mongrowth’ and the conception
of ‘growth agendas’ themselves. It does this witbais on because the need for
housing, planning’s role in dealing with that neadd the politics that surround the
location of housing are well established ‘wickesliss’ where understanding the

political purpose of a planning system becomesiplass

Chapter 2 set out a consideration of ‘the state agcial relation, but there is still an
‘ideal state’ in terms of a configuration. Accordito Harvey (2006, 145) “The role
of the state, including planning, under neoliberalis “to create and preserve an
institutional framework appropriate to (market)girees”. Harvey also refers to this
as a creating a ‘good business climate’ (2006, P&d)use this in the framework as
Allmendinger (2016) intends, neoliberalism needbdaonsidered as an ideological
project that is now shaping governance in Scotl&tahning has been a subject of
neoliberalism (subjected to) and used to addressitierent tensions of neoliberalism
(object of). Planning is still required becausesitand hinterlands are too important
to the economy to be left to the free market (Go2@®2). This is apparent in the
‘competitive cities’ agenda, which the Scottish &mment has taken up in Scotland

since the early 2000s as outlined in chapter 2.

The ‘tensions in neoliberal changes to planning’aaubject and object played out in
state-market relations, are understood througlvibemain neoliberal attitudes to the
role of government: as both representing a need f@ands-off ‘laissez faire’ role and
as a role in ‘managing markets’. Allmendinger (20pfvides examples of the ways
in which planning has been used to ensure theaaroaditions are in place for
capital while at the same time minimizing interfeze in the regulation of capital.
This was apparent in the 1980s for example wheerpgrnse zones actually managed
the market in certain areas (e.g. Inverclyde) wtaileng planning to a certain extent
out of the control of local authorities. The concefthe subject and object of
planning, and the contradictory objectives placeglanning, helps us understand
constant change in the planning system under rexalism. This supports arguments
that rejects view of a linear progression towantgweer more ‘perfect’ neoliberal
state.

94



Understanding the workings of neoliberalism in timend place through planning

Allmendinger’s framework has a temporal understagdif neoliberalism in terms of
the periods of neoliberalisation. Table 5.2 (Allmdmger, 2016) considers
characteristics of planning and its change frorgutatory planning’ towards
‘neoliberal spatial governance’. This is analydewagh the thirteen dimensions
which are worth setting out in full: ‘scale andraiechy’ with a move towards flexible
relational scales overlaid onto top-down hierarslukplanning and government;
‘space’ through new public policy spaces as flexdohd temporary; ‘inputs’ from
state-led to privatised; ‘purpose’ from mediatedlpuinterest to growth focussed;
mechanisms through a shift from durable strategmesplans towards ephemeral
plans; ‘role of plans’ away from land use strategmvards multitudes of plans and
strategies; ‘role of state in development’ fromedirto indirect; ‘ethos’ away from
protection and separation towards heterodox siesgteljat challenge orthodoxy;
‘relationship to market’ from market supportiven@arket driven; ‘relationship
between plans’ from balanced growth to competibetween places; ‘governance’
from simplicity to multiplicity; ‘accountability’ fom limited democracy to non-
representative forms and often project-specificespntation; ‘role of professionals’
from expert driven closed discourses to activeefoftawed) discourses. These
dimensions and its actual application to the Ehgtisntext provide a framework for
analysing and comparing the extent of the shiBadttish planning from regulatory

planning to neoliberal spatial planning.

Finally, putting this into a detailed applied fran@k, Allmndinger’s (2016, table
5.3) ‘Periodizing English planning as a form of lieeral spatial governance’ is
based on a ‘tripartite distinction’. This presemé®liberalism as an overarching
philosophywithin whichparadigms(such as 1979-91- ‘Pro-business, deregulatory
approach’) that result imoments angoliciesfrom small scale guidance to wholesale
planning reform. According to Allmendinggraradigmsprovide underlying
assumptions and organizing principles that allolicg@ctors to interpret situations
within common frames, defining problems to be sdlaad the methods to solve
them through the third level pbliciesand theroutcomesPolicies are developed by
policy actors in response to particular issuesardonstructed and debated within
the limits established by paradigms and philosaphie
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This thesis applies periodizations of neoliberaltsmlimendinger’s framework of
temporal paradigmef planning. It specifically focuses on the pesad ‘Spatial
Planning’ in the 2002-2006 era in England andré@agition to ‘Economic-led
Delivery’ in 2006-2010 as key to understandingdkegelopment of the ‘modernised’
planning system in Scotland, and it also raisesraterstanding SPR through a

comparison with England.

Planning has always had to arrive at an imaginddiginterest. The public-interest
has evolved as political ideologies have evolvent.Almendinger (2016), this raises
the possibility that post-politics has long begraa of planning in the UK, where an
absence of conflict was supposed. What is cleiraisplanning is inherently
depoliticising. This thesis follows the lines ofslargument. Chapter 2 has already set
out how SPR in Scotland is neo-traditional in fand crucially still separates plan
and permission. This means conflict was never gtorge designed out of the
system. However, in design and practice it haslaésm shaped by the spatial
planning ethos and underlying it are neoliberatehs and state-restructuring that
responds to particular ideologies around nationéllacal competitiveness.
Collaborative governance in particular has beearparated into a stakeholder
approach to planning which crucially in Scotlanésexwithin what chapter 2

described as a neo-corporatist context.

The following section of this chapter provides @ical consideration of these
debates. It sets out a framework that will be dggdioin order to assess the impacts of
a potential shift towards a collaborative goverrmanie possibility that planning in
Scotland represents ‘neoliberal spatial governararel the reasons why SPR has
provided two case studies with very different pcéit processes and outcomes in

terms of planning for growth.

Section 3: Micro-political analysis: planning, newinstitutionalism and strategic

relational analysis

According to Allmendinger and Haughton (2012a) tisp@lanning offered an appeal
to a wide range of interests through a reshapirgasfning practice offering to press
for progressive changes with an emphasis on paatioin, taking on board concerns

around social justice and environment, while atdhme time offering to resolve
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many of these concerns through market-led developara growth. The post-
political perspective sees this as a condition Wwiaiccepts neoliberal capitalism while
assuming that conflict over the contradictionsaitalism which planning deals with
can be managed through processes such as planning.

This thesis analyses the extent of this by utizioth the basic macro-meso scale
framework provided by Allmendinger (2016) and bylkgpg broad conceptions of
planning as a form of depoliticisation (Hay, 2007 Jocuses on the potential for an
attemptedlisplacement, deferral, and diffusing politics which implies that
planning is focused on rolling out growth and hast Its ideal of a wider public
interest. It does this in order to recognize thiemtxof the post-political critique in

Scottish planning.

Having set out the use of the post-political pectipe and identified the value of
considering broader depolticisation as a strateggleyed in neoliberal times, there
is a need to unpick what is going on in the tweecstsidies, as actors make planning
strategies. Accordingly, this thesis uses micratigal analytical to understand the
operation of actors within governance networkshay strategically operate.

What is clear from this chapter and the precedhapter 2 is a need to understand
why, if growth-focused neoliberal strategies adiudbminate, there remains a
housing crisis and a sense that planning is besied to stifle development. Indeed,
planning reform is back on the agenda becausaf@oncurrently, in Aberdeen and
Edinburgh, the Scottish planning system has beed wsvery different ways; in one
case rolling-out a growth strategy and in anothéing to resolve differences about
the scale of growth and where, in particular, hew®uld be built. To understand
these differing situations, a neo-Gramscian apgréache political process is a
useful way of unpicking each case study and whatstltys about wider Scottish
planning. The work of Hajer (1989), referred toAlimendinger and Haughton
(2012a) at the beginning of this subsection, casithe formation of hegemony in
planning. This analyses the means by which ideek(guch as neoliberal
capitalism), institutions (such as planning systeamsl strategy (conducted by
planning actors) come together to form hegemomi¢ise forms of development
strategies. In this thesis we can consider these@®-growth’ strategy in one case
and the continuation of ‘growth-averse’ strategyhe other.
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A Gramsican approach to analysing urban politics: Hjer's Three Dimensions of

the Political Process and Jessop’s Strategic Relatial Analysis

So far, Scottish planning reform has been frameal @eoliberal state strategy at the
national scale. This study analyses what this maadghe extent to which such a
charge holds in terms of planning in practice. Tigtoa broadly neo-Gramscian
approach, to the creation of hegemony, this thegises at a high-level Jessop’s
Strategic-Relational Approach (SRA) to state theargl at a micro (actors) level
takes elements of the SRA approach to understansttategic conduct of actors in
particular space-time, historically situated, catdgel apply this within Hajer’'s (1989)
broader, neo-Gramscian, ‘Three Dimensions of tHei€& Process’, which frames

the overall conduct of urban politics from thregenfinking perspectives.

Jessops Strategic Relational Approach

Jessop’s SRA views capitalism as a social relamhthe state as a condensation of
social relations (Poulantzas, 1975 [1968]); thghHevel state theory was opened up
in chapter 2 through the discussion of the Pri(#G05) regulationist perspective of
planning reform. Planning is considered in thistheand this analytical framework,
as a state institution used by competing and adggmterests to pursue particular
objectives. According to Jessop (2008) this mehasthe state is not a ‘thing’ (doing
this or that) or a ‘subject’ (the state used bysdipular class to do something). The
state is a social relation, a relationship of feraenong classes and class fractions,
including the multiple interests and organisatioossidered in this thesis. The state is
the terrain upon which planning politics is playmd and planning politics reshapes
the state in that process. Class/social relatiomsat just reflected in this material
condensation - the state also helps constitute.tAaalysing planning as a complex
state action can be understood through the pradesialectics where these forces
come together.

An SRA framing provides a strong understandindhef'state’ as being constituted

by planning actors. This is particularly usefukimdying planning as spatial
governance that is carried out by a network ofraoidhere capital (business) interests
are given a strong priority but are, of course,thetonly force involved. SRA
considers the complexity of contemporary statdegias. Below the ‘state level’, at a

micro, agent-focused level, the separation of sinecand agency at any time is
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treated as impossible in SRA as they are constamityally constituted. Agents
change structures through moments of strategictsatyg. Through SRA sucture
and agency are understood as purely analyticajjcaés that do not exist in reality.
From this perspective, in the real world structaesonly constituted by their
impacts on agents and agency only takes placenatBiructured context; they are
co-constituted and relationMaller, Tait, and Marshall (2013) see SRA as
particularly useful to understanding the actionbudiness in planning processes
which is important in this thesis, particularlyAterdeen:The SRA seeks to
understand the recursive nature of this relatignghat particular structures, in a
variety of ways, privilege some forms of agencyijlevhgents reflect on the nature of
the structures confronting them in selecting tleeurses of action” Valler et al.
(2013, p.151).

In an interview with Ramon Centeno (2012), Coliryidansiders the use of SRA as
moving away from abstracted re-descriptions, oftemd in political analysis, and

towards explanation. According to Hay, SRA is abou

‘identifying mechanisms of causation and aboutaBng, in a way, the
necessary and sufficient conditions of a specifittome rather than

another. So, whilst it might not always generatedyexplanation, it is perhaps
clearer about the difference between explanatiahd@scription than many
alternative positions [...] in order to explain (ratlihan describe) why this
happened rather than that we need to know quiéabbut the ideas actors
hold and how they come to hold them; for, in thd,ehey act the way they do
because they hold the ideas they do’

The points Hay raises are particularly suited soliloader three-dimensional
approach used by Hajer (1989). Before coming ®tthwugh it is worth remembering
that these cases studies are examples of urbamegiadal politics in action and so
existing theories on the treatment of power, sicha@icault's Governmentality, can
be used to enhance understanding of the actioastofs in each process and
complex outcome of discursive processes. Whileetigelong running debate on the
broadly neo-Marxist basis of Jessop and its corpgifiwith Foucault’'s apparent
dismissal of structure, Jessop himself does notresa as incompatible (Jessop,
2001). More recent work continues to question itheempatibility (Biebricher, 2013,
Valler et al., 2013). Flyvbjerg’s study of planniagd democracy in practice in
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Aalborg (Flyvbjerg, 1998) revealed hidden powestiaite action and the complex
network of power relations using a Foucauldian apph. This will be used in
understanding state strategies such as Aberde@ves ta an ambitious growth
strategy or more micro political processes sucth@agonduct of specific actors in
planning processes. Valler et al. (2013) explictggest that Foucauldian (and other)
conceptions of power providebackground against which the strategic consideratio

of power might be considered via the SRA approach.

Aberdeen’s case study, in particular, revealsstrahiich may be opened up further by
borrowing from understandings of urban regime tiieBdinburgh demonstrates that
power is not necessarily in the hands of busineal ames and that regimes differ
depending on place. There are other important &shlsiuch as organized private
property owners, to consider in urban politics lk@inburgh’s. SRA can be used
alongside existing theories on urban politics todba picture of what is going on at

the local level and allow this learning to be tfen®d to other contexts.

Hajer's Three Dimensions of the political process

As previously noted, Hajer takes a neo-Marxistcspally Gramscian, approach in
order to understand hegemonic projects in planriggspecifically takes this
approach which has usually been applied to highel Istudies and applies it at the
local level of urban politics. This considers ttmistural force of economics as
essential to understanding development in planpoligics. However, because
politics always has to be conducted, differenttmal outcomes emerge in the form
of hegemonic projects. Using the ‘duality of sturet developed first by Giddens
(1979, 1984), and critical realism of Bhaskar ()9 Fjer claims that the economic
position of actors constitutes an extremely impdrtasource which they can draw
upon. At the same time, planning processes aréddda a capitalist system of
domination with distinct rules and practices stuvetl in time and space which
greatly reduce the possibilities of some groupshi@nge or exercise power while
favouring the potential for others. However, foliagy Gramsci, politics is conducted
and the structures which Marxist analysis talksudloo not automatically result in
the reproduction of specific patterns of dominatioevery place; rather there are
dramatic differences across places and across Timenderstand why, there must be

an examination in each specific historically layecase. So, usefully for this thesis, it
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offers a means to understand why city politichalgh deeply influenced by
economic structures, differs between places andinviilaces across time and it does

this through a wide encompassing approach to alyigs.

I Il 1IN
IDEOLOGY INSTITUTIONALISATION STRATEGY

IDEOLOGICAL INSTITUTIONAL POLITICAL OUTCOMES
DOMINATION DOMINATION
HEGEMONIC PROJECT |
DISCOURSES SYSTEMS OF POSITIONS ~ STRATEGIC CONDUCT
'{} AND PRACTICES i

I 1 j

DISCURSIVE POWER INTERESTS
COMMUNICATION

Fig. Hajer (1989) The Three Dimensions of the RualitProcess

Writing in the context of entrenching Thatcherigohberalism in the 1980s, Hajer
was interested in understanding urban change throngye integrated analytical
approaches. To do this he identified a need toyaadhe broader existing political
projects occurring in any given place at a spe@é@imnt in time. In his case he focused
on urban change in Oxford, through the ‘consensu®g@ of planning and into the
‘Thatcherite era’. The questions Hajer wanted &1 were very similar to those

that this thesis attempts to respond to:

Who is running the City, how is power organisedatind of ideologies can
be deduced, what kind of values do they reprebent,are these values
organised into an administrative culture, how dibesproject relate to different
societal forces, how do actors act strategicakydie and outside the dominant

project, in what kind of historic conjuncture deyhoperate? (Hajer, 1989, 2)

What this allows is for a meso- and micro-politicalational understanding of the

means by which macro-level structuring forces dagqal out in the cases of
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Aberdeen and Edinburgh by providing a framework theuses on the working of
politics through processes. While Giddens’ (198&#t)yework on the duality of
structure (the way in which structures shape aedhaped through co-constitutional
process by actors) came to dominate social theatetnderstandings of public
policy, | take another Gramscian, Bob Jessop’ssagibent strategic relational

understanding of structuration and put it to warkhis thesis.

The result is still a very close fit with Hajer'smnework which is essentially a three-
part system, a ‘three-dimensional model of thetgali process’ which brings
together ideology (ideas, norms, and values),titginalisation (rules, resources, and
patterns of organisation) and strategies (agergitsdhree central elements,
understanding these as not operating separatelyonstantly working in relation to
each other. The multiple perspectives of plannitgra, exercising different degrees
of power, can be understood as operating simultasigin each case study, where
they are operating in historically constituted exts$. The interrelation of these three
dimensions creates a given planning strategy inengcontext, which Hajer refers to

as ‘hegemonic projects.’

Discourses are the ideological part of the hegempruject in urban planning, and
are perceived as an essential vehicle to bringgghabout. Hajer considers the
‘concept of development’ to operationalise a gidestourse in planning. The idea
with discourses is that actors interpret the waddording to often according to often
implicit interpretive frames which open up somegbiities for development but
exclude others. Through this, actors think andaacordingly, and until a rupture
comes along certain political problems become Bidt or are not even conceived

of.

Institutionalisation analyses how certain allianaed groups come to dominate
through organisation. It focuses on the internalrabteristics of the planning system
as an institution of capitalism, which structureiabrelations through rules and
resources. Understanding institutions in operati@monstrates, through borrowing
from Schattschneider (1960), how the planning systeganises some groups into
politics and others out’. Hajer does focus on riesperation and how the planning
system is remade through formal and informal meand,his understanding leans
towards a neo-Marxist interpretation of Weber'sdawrcratic institutions rather than

the sociological institutionalism that is assoaiatéth more recent social theory. This
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is not necessarily a problem for the purposesisfthiesis with its focus on the
interpretation and operation of the Scottish plagriystem. This is because Hajer is
influenced by Bhaskar’s (1979) concept of ‘posisiofauties, functions, tasks etc.)
which are occupied and ‘practices’ (the activitsssthey are conducted). For the
purposes of this thesis, | consider this to prowedeugh scope for understanding the
social construction of institutions and, within Eigg framework, the context

dependency of institutions within specific histatiperiods and spaces and places.

Strategies are the means by which actors act gicathy in the context of the
ideological and institutional realms. It is thisrdinsion which brings the structuration
to the fore, and Hajer argues for an analysis bfip®as a clash of strategic conduct
based on actors’ discursive perceptions of theéarasts which are developed
discursively and informed and (and then furtheepidgies. To understand the
capability of actors in transforming their integestto action, some more attention to

power and the shaping of interests in the firstglia first required.

Hajer's understanding of power as influenced bydsikhree-dimensional view of
power (1974) draws attention to the importancewvafrobehaviour, the concept of
non-decisions which keep things out of the politar@na, and also latent conflicts
which considers how peoples’ conceptions of thein interests are shaped by the
interests of more powerful actors and forces. HaxeMajer relies on the Gramscian
approaches further developed by Giddens (1979damdhe separation of power and
structure (which Lukes does not) and to underssathl action from the way in
which actors draw on structures in pursuing cergaals. Action and structure are
interrelated, and power is a feature of the dualftgtructure. So, power is related to
the society as well as the will of specific actefsich means that the central concept

is ‘action’ — that is where ‘all the leads must eotogether’ (Hajer, 1989, p16).

This means that through Giddens’ approach to strestand action are important.
Structures are sets of rules and resources whichtlne and space in ‘social
systems. Systems are visible patterns of sociattstres. ‘Structuration’ of society
focuses on ‘social practices’ which emerge on tsof structures. Because
structures are sets of resources and rules, trassrtee mechanical character of
structures can be broken down and a more fluid adeélaeir form and operation
emerges: this is because structure is not a baorietion, but is involved in its own

production (Giddens, 1979). Giddens uses powerdfef to interactions where
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transformative capacity is harnessed to get acattsimpts to get others to comply
with their wants. Power in this relational sensmaerns the capability of actors to
secure outcomes where the realisation of thes@mas depends on the agency of
others” (Giddens, 1979, p.93).

This is the point at which | move from Hajer’s udeGiddens and utilise, Jessop’s
Strategic Relational Approach (1990, 2001) to agetibn discussed above. This
builds on what Jessop (1990) calls Giddens’ ‘intieeaapproach to the way that
institutions (such as planning in action) are ofsgt@nd continually remade through
structuration. It uses Giddens’ application of tiam& space and the connection of
institutions in action to power and domination. Bassop focuses less on the
‘existential situation of individuals’ (agency fased) and more on ‘the effectivity of
structures of domination’ (but not necessarily aee focused). This approach was
developed after Hajer’s use of the three dimensioi®89 and | consider it to be a
useful tweak which still works within Hajer’s framerk. Indeed, the SRA is
described by Jessop (2001, p.1222) as ‘just ansfiemific case of structure agency
dualism’ but it avoids the ‘duality of structurecaagency’ by examining structure in
relation to action and action in relation to sturetat all times rather than bracketing

them even briefly as Giddens’ method entails.

Conclusion

Theoretical framework in relation to planning theory

This chapter has provided the theoretical underpgto debates introduced in
chapter 2 around the emergence of what | have teenrmeo-traditional-stakeholder
approach to planning in Scotland. It respondswelestablished debate around
collaborative planning theory (CPT), which focusests underlying roots in
Habermassian communicative action and interpretstod its practice-based
pragmatism. Specifically, there is a perspectia fees such planning theory as
having been dominant in the UK ethos of spatiahpiag, with an argument that such
ideas proved attractive to pro-planning forcesrsgylanning from further residual
reform in a Third Way political-economic contexhdve been clear in chapter 2 and
3 that this ethos has been one of the drivers &. $Rportantly, there is an argument

that the ‘inclusive’ processes and collaborativeggnance arrangements, intended to
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challenge the incorporation of neoliberal ideolggi®o planning, in fact provided a
perfect foil for dominant interests to co-opt ‘iasive’ planning agendas. It argued
that there is merit in such critiques and theirlogment to the Scottish context, in
particular to ‘stakeholder’ interpretations andli@obrative governance arrangements
in each case study. However, both chapters 2 drav@ been clear that the practice-
focus of CPT and its interpretations into formshsas SPR still require consideration
through a long-term perspective. In this thesieralwill be cognisance of the
undoubtedly exclusionary history of planning preetin the past, with a view to

establishing if CPT’s variety of critiques offer@ute to a better planning alternative.

Accordingly, section two departed from the longrimg critique of communicative
theory with the aim of determining the use of aquie of CPT based on post-
foundational theoretical interpretations of plamitt considers planning and wider
neoliberal governance as demonstrating a postiqadlgra for planning. It has been
used to supplement existing critiques that dematesthe malevolent means by
which Third Way, stakeholder, planning is manipetbby powerful interests in
practice. This is useful in re-drawing attentiortiie tendency for contemporary
planning practice to depoliticize issues of pubbacern, and its propensity to
engineer a pretence of public influence while degydebate over irresolvable
contradictions of neoliberal capitalism. Howevée thapter has questioned what is
new about this perspective, just how useful itsi;dheoretical analytical tool, and the
scope for it to help towards better forms of plagnpractice. Through debating this,
the thesis takes a cue from this perspective;radwveork set out by Phil Allmendinger
(2016) to evaluate planning systems at a high-leMébe used to analyse the
inherent depoliticising (rather than necessarilgtgmlitical) nature of planning in
Scotland. This will have a particular focus on ¢éxéent and form of ‘neoliberal
spatial governance’ in the Scottish planning contélis will tackle the key public
policy concern of this thesis: why a growth-focusa@rket-led planning system that
has undoubtedly been opened up to more pro-developimerests appears to be
both failing to deliver growth in the Aberdeen caaed even failing to deliver an
ambitious growth strategy in the Edinburgh cases Whll tell us about the bigger
issues of ‘planning for growth’ and respondinghe tindoubted need for more and
better housing in growth pressured places. Theteh&ps provided the basis for

analysis in chapters 6-8 and discussion in Ch&ptkr these, an assessment of why
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planning theory and practice appear to be goingratan circles debating wicked,
seemingly irresolvable, public policy issues retgssd of planning reforms and, of

course, the application of new theories.

Allmendinger’s framework provides very specificghilevel, tools to determine the
extent of the depoliticization of important debasesund the politics of growth in
Scotland, and the extent of the capture of planbingarrow sectional interests.
However, to understand the urban political in tihe frain of process, a Gramsican
approach to the creation of hegemony is appliets félps to demonstrate the
emergence and translation of ideologies (includivegdrivers of SPR) and the
application of SPR as an institution, by strategitors into actual planning strategies
in each context. To do this, it uses Maarten Haj&Hree-Dimensional view of the
urban political process (1989), supplementing with Bob Jessop’s Strategic
Relational Approach to the structure-agency dua(&e82, 1990, 2001). This is to
understand why, while each case interprets sinstares and structures, the
outcomes, in terms of growth strategies, have kedtifferent. Doing this will help

to determine the differences between the cased,thilsaells us about
Allmendinger’s (2016) critique of English plannirapd the extent to which it applies
in Scotland. It offers a useful tool with whichgauge how powerful interests
organise themselves in planning, with a view toaratanding what this tells us about
classic planning debates in the contemporary contéathodologically it will do this
by answering a specific call from Valler et al. {3) for more case studies on
planning in action, particularly those that migeeuSRA. This is required because
“there is simply no substitute for detailed, fineiged interrogation of policy
development sensitive to the dynamic and crossagudigendas of diverse societal
interests (Valler, 2013, 158).” Accordingly, haviset out the drivers of SPR and the
use of theory in analysing urban politics in actithe next chapter deals with the

methodological approach to this research.
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CHAPTER 4: Methodology

Introduction

The key aim of this thesis is to understand whatt&h planning represents in
practice by analysing the way the planning systasibdeen utilised to deal with
growth pressures in Scottish city regions. Thislgtanalyses the extent to which the
critique of planning as neoliberal spatial goverenimplying a move from a system
that once operated in the ‘public interest’ to tma facilitates growth and supports
narrow interests - applies in Scotland. More speadify, it responds to a public policy
problem in the UK, namely the supply of new homesich in those parts of the
country with strong local labour markets is instiéfint to keep pace with demand.
This thesis refers specifically to regional houstniges, recognising that housing
affordability issues affect different parts of t@untry in different ways.

This study analyses how such a situation could eign planning has apparently
been structured to channel market forces and hesilppp been geared towards
growth, with only a pretence of democracy. Indeedberdeen a pro-growth agenda
has emerged, while in Edinburgh a more problenpatiitics around growth have
remained regardless of the same reformed Scotésming system operating in each
place. Yet in each case, regardless of the loddigzoof growth and the operation of
governance networks in planning, turning plans adtual development remains a
process fraught with complexity. Understanding plag in practice in each case and
rooted in the local context offers the potentiatdeeal much about what Scottish
planning represents as well as providing a usefatrdution to debates surrounding

the apparent depoliticisation and neoliberalisatibplanning.
The thesis tackles three key research questions:
1. To what extent is planning driven by narrow seel interests?

2. How is planning used to deal with the politi€gmwth in growth-

pressured locations?
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3. What factors explain the main variances and conatities in the way
Aberdeen and Edinburgh have dealt with growth pres®

This chapter is divided into three sections. Rirstldescribes the use of case studies
as a research strategy and my selection of conpaucses. The second section
outlines in detail the way in which the researcls wanducted, including reflections
on sampling strategy and the ethics of conductsgarch in a context where |
previously worked professionally. In the final sentl describe the data analysis

process.

Case studies and comparative case study research

The need for a case study

The two case study sites have been selected beiteysappear to present two very
different pictures of Scottish planning in practiééerdeen demonstrates signs that
SPR was useful in depoliticising the politics ardinousing growth. In contrast,
Edinburgh demonstrates signs that planning rene@nmlitical as ever, even in the
early development planning (plan-making) stagesnopparently ‘spatial turn’ in

Scottish planning which was supposed to reducdicbinf the planning process.

Recently there have been calls for more fine gcharealyses of planning in pratice in
order to understand the influence of differientés in planning processes and their
outcomes. According to Valler et al. (2013, 158)tarms of research on specific
interests and their influence on planning, “tharsimply no substitute for detailed,
fine-grained interrogation of policy developmemséve to the dynamic and cross-
cutting agendas of diverse societal intereststhis recent work they pointed out that
this is hardly a new call. For example, Blowersg@pstates:

Broad generalisations about the role of interestand and their relationship to
the organisation of the state and a capitalist @egnare unlikely to provide

insight into the process of urban development. Susight must be sought by
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the use of detailed empirical evidence gatheredealocal level (Blowers,
1980, 120).

That work by Andrew Blowers (1980) helped infornstthesis methodologically
but also theoretically. Written by a former chdiptanning in an English county
council planning committee, it presents a caseyshadged analysis of power in
planning. It is analysed through the institutioaatl structural determinents of the
planning process. Blower’s work is presented adogrtb three “broad concepts
of planning, politics, and power” (Blowers, 1980, ¥rom that approach, themes
of ‘conflict and uncertainty; incrementalism; consaes and contenuity; and
interaction and the concentration and disperspbefer emerged. What this
illustrates is the fundamental value of a caseystygbroach to what are essentially
enduring concerns and questions in planning stultieating power in planning,
and “illumniating the political realities of polieyaking in planning” (Blowers,
1980, ix).

Blowers’ (1980) work is hightlighted here not jlstcause of the enduring
guestions, and the continued need for detailed staskes to understand planning,
but also because of its use of theory to providengding and make sense of
processes rather than this occuring the other wayna. This thesis focuses on the
case study detail first and foremost and usedahasitically understand not just
the power and politics in planning but also thevahce and value of waves of
theoretical interpretations and applications implag — including the charge that
planning is now ‘post-political’. Chapter 9, thenctusion, discusses the way in
which despite these waves of theoretical interpicegtaand more imporantly
waves of planning reform, the issue of building guality and scale of
development in the places where it is needed mmaktlee enduring search for the

‘public interest’ remain apparently timeless ardsplvable issues.

Case studies in social science

This is a qualitative research strategy employicgraparative case study research
design. Stake (1995, xi) considers a case stubg tthe study of the particularity and

complexity of a single case, coming to understamddtivity within important
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circumstances”. Obviously, this thesis comparesdases but each case is still
“tightly bounded” (Bryman, 2012, 68). The valueao€omparative case study in the
context of this research is in testing the idea tthe planning system might be a
structure utilised to depoliticise growth. The teases represent very different
outcomes yet apply the same state structure, atitesmportance of context and
institutions are clearly apparent. Yin (2009) cdess comparative qualitative studies

particularly useful for understanding the circumsts in which theories hold or not.

First, as set out in Chapter 1, it is importanénephasise that the case selection
was initially driven by my own experience in plangipractice which spanned the
period in which planning reform was rolled out ico8and. This included 16
months in private sector consultancy planning enEdinburgh region (2007-
2008). This was followed by 32 months working inedeenshire Council, mainly
working on the Aberdeenshire Local Development F2208-2011), and finally, a
13-month period working in South East England an\Wealden Local
Development Framework (2011-2012).

My experience in Edinburgh involved working for ééypers who were often
frustrated by what they perceived to be Edinburgims-development attitude. In
Aberdeenshire, | worked in close collaboration witherdeen City Council and
also took in a secondment to the Strategic DevedoppRlan Authority team. In
my role in Aberdeenshire | was pursuing the Counaihplementation of the city-
region Structure Plan’s (2009) growth agenda. Was a somewhat experimental
approach to planning reform, as one of the firsinoils to develop a Local
Development Plan under the reformed Scottish pfapaystem. In the South East
of England, | was in an ostensibly similar plannpadicy role. However, the
politics of growth were entirely different to thébérdeen city-region, with the
political will of the Council being to minimise hsimg requirement figures in the
first instance then to push any growth requirentemdcations where protest could
be minimised. This usually meant allocating houslegelopment in less well off
(but not necessarily more sustainable) locationtheé name of ‘regeneration’. In
England, this came within a wider context where ‘tpatial turn’ in planning, and
planning itself, were under attack as the CoaliGBovernment (2010-2015) rolled
out the contradictory ‘Localism’ approach to plammilt was through these three
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experiences that | questioned the respective irapoe of roles of formal planning
systems and the importance of context, the lessdbinstitutions at work, and
broadly the location of power in planning. Througts | developed the idea of a
case study approach to analyse Scottish plannadipe.

Yin’s work on qualitative methodologies is famouws its categorisation of case
study types (Yin, 2009). The Aberdeen case mightlly be described as a
‘critical case’, one that demonstrates a betteeustdnding of the circumstances in
which theories around the depoliticisation of plagrand wider critiques of the
‘spatial turn’ in planning hold. Here a city-regiappears to have radically altered
the politics of growth and has done this throughftist implementation of the
modernised planning system. Importantly, the casebleen selected as
‘revelatory’ or, more simply, the best availablecan be considered as such given
that the planning authorities in this city-regioene the first to fully implement
Scottish planning reform. However, the Edinburgbecaight then be described as
a ‘unique case’ in that it has become identifiegpasicularly problematic
compared to other regional planning contexts irtl&od, and planning and growth
remained highly politicised from the outset. Acdagito Bryman (2012), case
studies can involve a combination of Yin's (2008)ds, particularly when

carrying out comparative research. In fact, whahezmse reveals is possibly the
futility of such generalizing types. Aberdeen regamts elements of a ‘unique case’
in terms of the power of its business lobby, anthBrgh represents elements of a
‘critical case’ in that the traditionally fraugtadal politics of growth in the UK
continues. In Flyvbjerg’'s (1998) famous studylad tvorking of power in

planning in Aalborg he reflects not just on theweabf context specific case
research to planning studies, but also in the Wwayadny description of a case

study at the outset changes as the research evolves

These case studies offer much scope for wider ileguon the theme of planning
for growth and the formation of growth agendas. ldwer, it is clear that the
importance of context remains a central componttiteoresearch strategy.
Schram supports the idea that social science tseespped to offer
“contextualized knowledge appropriate to particsktings and focused on
specific problems” (2012, 24). He does not consaigr form of social science to
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be appropriate for the building of non-contextwadisheories. However, the
difficulty of broad theoretical generalising thrdugocial science does not negate
the lessons that can be learned by analysing cospexific cases of planning

reform and the practice of urban governance.

Research Methods

The research process

The thesis has been carried out through an iteraipproach. First, as described
above, my own experiences in planning practicerméal the case selection. From
that point, over the following five years, the wamniogressed through a series of
key stages. First, | carried out what could be eéws a pilot study in 2013
through my MRes dissertation, which focused onexesouncillors’ experiences
of planning reform within the Aberdeen region (Qlsan, 2013). That study
focused on their conceptions of a changing rolefamcillors. A small portion of
the 2013 data was directly applicable to the Phigturned to the 2013 data and
this helped inform further research required fa@ BhD. Some interviewees were
contacted again and interviewed again for the Rég@arch.

Following this, in 2013-14 | worked as a researcéhex five-person team on the
Review of Strategic Development Plans (Kevin Muraggociates & University of
Glasgow, 2014). Through this process it becameaal¢a me how the SDP
process had been implemented since reform in atidsoother than in Aberdeen.
It was also clear that the Edinburgh region faggdificant political challenges in
agreeing on the scale and location of growth. Epenrt was predominately
technical in nature: it was careful to avoid detaih these specific political
problems, and | was not involved in the researchife Edinburgh element, which
in any case was only just one small part of a wéhging report. However, it was
clear that despite implementing plans for growtkompliance with the same
planning system, there were some major similaritgsrms of the context of
growth pressures but major differences in procadsoatcomes in the two cases

and that this would benefit from further research.
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In 2014 and 2015, | also undertook a review ofttte®retical literature with a
focus on the underlying theories seen to be inftirenplanning practice and the
critiques of these — such as the debate arounelxtieat of the ‘spatial planning’
turn in the UK and Scotland. This took place alatg® more specific literature
review on placing planning within a wider understiaug of globalisation,
competitive cities and public policy issues andegoment literature related to
understanding the drivers of SPR. This providett@eng grounding and greater
focus for the data gathering stage that followdte main part of the data
gathering stage was the primary research interpieess. In total 36 interviews
were carried out in 2015/16. This added to thentdrviews conducted in 20%3.
The research process moved into the analysis atidgyohase in early 2016 and
S0, as stated earlier, the research does not @octie current review of Scottish
planning. However, there are references to thevewhere it is required to add to

the thesis research and discussion.

Before and after the interview stage of the redgacontinuous iterative process
of secondary data gathering of official central gmment, local government,
press, and corporate and special interest litexatas gathered and analysed. This
secondary data analysis helped inform each interaied then helped make better
sense of the interview data when it came to théysissstage. Secondary data
research and analysis has been carried out coltyirsirace research began on the
PhD in 2013.

Research Methods: Documentary Analysis

The thesis has involved documentary analysis of3anttish government and
associated official documents. For example, adyistarature on planning reform for
planning actors such as councillors (ImprovememviSe, 2011) and reviews of the
performance of planning through reform (Audit Saot, 2011) were analysed. The
documentary research covered the pre-implementpgdod (up to 2006) such as
Modernising Planning White Paper (Scottish Exe&jtR005). However, the focus
was predominantly on documentary analysis of thet-poplementation phase (2006
to present) of the roll out and implementation lainming reform. These documents

3 Further detail on this can be found in appendix 1
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included: iterations of Scottish Planning Polic@@8, 2014); Government literature
around planning and housing (e.g. Firm Foundati2g@8y) and planning and cities
(The Review of Scotland’s Cities, 2002, and theseglent Scotland’s Agenda for
Cities, 2016); letters from the Chief Planner oarges to developer contributions
(2011), letters from Ministers on development @aioption (2016); as well as more
obvious reports such as the Review of Strategiceldpgvnent Plans referred to above
(2014); Government Economic Strategies (2007, ZIK) and the respective
National Planning Frameworks (2004, 2009, 2014¢hSuaterial was analysed at
various points in time to detect changes in Govemrapproaches to planning and
the effect of changing government administratioms @eactions to economic

circumstances such as the global financial crisis.

In addition, each case study’s approved developmpians and their evidence bases
were reviewed at various points. The evidence badedes material supporting the
plans throughout their stages of development, dinly Examination material which
each planning authority presented and which deestopsed to support their own
positions. Additionally, the documentary analysisdsed on government reporters’
assessments of plans at examinations; speciat#tepresentations made during
planning processes; documents arising from pulbii@fe partnerships with interests
in planning (such as Aberdeen City and Shire Ecaoadimture); planning authority
committee meeting minutes; informal developer miangematerial and their press
releases; and, media coverage of key moments ifothmtion of the development
plans, particularly the regional papers the PrassJaurnal in Aberdeen and the
Edinburgh Evening News in Edinburgh. In the Aberdease in particular, media
coverage was analysed with a perspective that foedia can itself form an

important local institution in driving growth ageasi(Molotch, 1976).

In doing this | sought to move beyond descriptiohthe literature and instead
scrutinise the political objectives that lay withfar example, the planning
‘modernisation’ discourse and the discourse sudounAberdeen’s ‘ambitious’
growth strategy. Competing discourses provided rizdtinat, when interpreted
within this frame, helped reveal the complex relasi involved in the formulation of
development strategies in each region and howrisgonded to the Government’s

agenda for planning reform.

114



How governments, the development industry, commnasgjiind particular interest
groups responded to overarching drivers such asebé for growth, the issues
around affordable housing, and how they framedetiesues, helped reveal the
systematic and local factors involved in the depaient of growth strategies in each
region. The continual and iterative process hefpeds what was by far the prime

research method: that of the interviews, which tplakce in a contained time period.

Research Methods: Interviews

As set out in appendix 1, 36 qualitative semi strred interviews took place for
the PhD research. This supplemented 11 intervienducted for a related MRes
dissertation. While secondary data analysis waiLiseproviding context, in
terms of identifying factors driving planning refiorand its implementation, the
interviews formed the basis of the thesis, by piimg original empirical research
which brought new understanding to the field. Teeosdary data was iterative
because it helped frame the interviews throughr@search, corroboration, and

subsequent analysis.

Sampling and recruitment

In terms of within-case participant sampling, thenple frame could be described
as what Patton (2002) has termed ‘intensity sarmgphich strongly represents a
phenomenon of interest. It also has traits ofiwaltcase sampling’ in which the
phenomenon is demonstrated ‘dramatically’. Thansapproach which is valuable
in evaluative research because it draws attentigandcesses and features (Ritchie
et al., 2003). There were some obvious planningradb be interviewed: council
planners; politicians; central government plannéeseloper interest groups;
planning consultancies; community councils; civicl @nvironmental groups; and,
single issue action groups, such as the ‘Save Uhgorace Gardens’ campaign in
Aberdeen which had been involved in a high-prafiéate with city planners and

development interests.

To me, these were ‘obvious’ because of the priavkadge that my experience
brought to the research regarding the key actatglair importance in the cases,

particularly in the Aberdeen’s case. | focused @ygle on an issue basis. The
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first key issue was that of the politics of housgrgwth in each case. It was from
this issue that wider substantive arguments abbat Bcottish planning represents
could be drawn. Because of the time and resourgélions inherent in the PhD
process, | feel that this ‘issue first, broader liogiions later’ was a pragmatic
approach which would arrive at a thesis that tatklé&ey public policy concern. A
far broader approach might have lacked specifenitg so a targeted sample was
appropriate. This meant that | had to focus onraactno | knew would have had
influence or could lend insightful perspectivestiois key issue. | did enter the
data collection with 5 years of planning practigoexperience with which to

make these judgements. | also had a lifetime oée&pce in terms of growing up
in the North East of Scotland and spending oveelyears of my adult life
studying and working in Edinburgh. However, thiagiitioner perspective and
personal experience does perhaps mean that thdtfefasampling that a
researcher without both practical experience ampeance of the ‘terrain’ might
have taken in each case was lost. So, the sanmgieahly reflected my
understanding of each situation and this is bechosesider there is an
impossibility in ‘bracketing’ one’s previous expenice as a researcher - something
that | return to later in this chapter. Finally,ileh did arrive at the research with a
clear idea of who the key actors were and the nodesfich they operated, | was
still fully open to and actively sought directiami such contacts on other actors,

where they operated and how | might contact them.

Interviewees were initially recruited from my owxigting network of contacts.
However, in order to fulfil the aim of the researtie breadth of participants
targeted obviously went beyond this. Snowball samyplvas used to broaden the
sample and gain multiple perspectives on the kem#s of the research. Ritchie et
al. (2003, 94) point out the benefits of this agmtoin generating participation.
The strategy moved beyond the ‘intensity sampleragach but kept the focus
within the confines of the main research objectiv&sen that | had worked in the
Aberdeen case and had experience in the Edinburgla well, this technique
reduced the possibility of any pre-conceived natibhad remaining unchallenged
and it helped avoid verification. Verification cha understood as “a tendency to
confirm the researcher’s preconceived notionshabthe study therefore becomes

of doubtful scientific value” (Flyvbjerg, 2001, 81ymall number case studies’ are
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often considered to be particularly prone to veaifion. However, deep analysis of
cases a researcher already knows well can involugpie perspectives that
advance insight (Flyvbjerg, 2001). According tovijerg (2001), rather than
verification, this actually resembles falsificatiatnere preconceived notions give
way to increasingly complex and advanced undersigraf the case. In the
Aberdeen case | was attempting to get to the lnéargrowth agenda that had
emerged in the period before | worked there, tloeesivhile | knew where to start
with names and organisations | did have to rel{eads and recommendations that
emerged as the research went on. In Edinburgltd ldss of a base of interviewees
to begin with and so this process was even morarapp and | had to rely on the

recommendations of participants to a greater extent

Conducting interviews

The qualitative interview has been described asateempt to understand the
world from the subjects’ points of view, to unfdlte meaning of their
experiences, and to uncover their lived world” (Kkvand Brinkmann, 2009, 1).
The interviews | carried out were generally undunced using only a broad
interview guide with some topics set out. The witaws were varied and the topics
tailored according to the specific interviewee’'pesiences and background. Some
interviews were carried out in more of a semi-dtrted format. This was required
in some situations where the interview was timest@med, or where the
interviewee was less used to taking part in reseand rapport and shared

understanding were less apparent.

Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2011, 112) highlight theontgnce of “insider status”

and “outsider status in interviews. There were @myinterviews where there was
a genuine ‘insider’ position on my part. In thosses, | was interviewing former
colleagues. In most cases | was something of ad@n’ in that | had experience
of working as a planner in the geographic areaitttatviewees had experience in
or | had received the contact details of interviesv&om one of their friends or
colleagues. Insider status can initially be esaémtigaining access and smoothing
the early stages of the research process. Howeveglearly not without
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drawbacks which could only be partially mitigated,| reflect on later in the

chapter.

Many of the interviews could be classed as intevsiwith ‘elites’. A large
literature exists on elite interviewing and thisiaky focuses on how to best
conduct such interviews (Harvey, 2011). Howevegrahare also critical post-
structural perspectives on the very concept ofweing ‘up’ or ‘down’,
assumptions around researcher power, assumptioiad scence often makes
about where power lies, and ideas that power gaplgibe transferred into
interview spaces (Smith, 2006). My own experienas wonditioned by the fact
that | was a former planning practitioner and podsibly did not recognise ‘elites’
as such. If anything, this was reversed and | wasposition where | could
interview people who would once have been in hatriaal positions of power
(such as former line managers) but now with aléssarchical dynamic as a
researcher interested in their experiences. Thasantics changed depending on
the interview. For example, in interviews with coommity councils it was clear
that some moments were taken to vent their frustratto a former planning
insider. In such cases | admitted that many shidreid feelings about how the
system operates. The same sort of dynamic apmlipdvate sector planners, for
example, who seemed to enjoy the opportunity tonage in a non-work
environment, about their own positions as plannstis experience of working in

the public interest and their move to working etisély for private interests.

The ‘general public’ in this methodology

There were two key areas of change in AberdeergBrad Don and Cults and
Bieldside. | conducted a joint interview with tworamunity councillors from
Cults and Bieldside who had been active in therdwar over 20 years, a ward
traditionally the most anti-development in the giggion. | attempted numerous

times to contact community councils in north Abeml&ut without success.

The key areas of change in Edinburgh were Leiththadvest of Edinburgh. In

each, | captured the views of the local communityreils. | interviewed the
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Planning Democracy and more importantly the presguwup Cockburn

Association, who have resisted greenbelt developareund Edinburgh.

It could be argued that there is an absence dfjgreeral public’ in this thesis.
Indeed, one of the main findings, which | underdtas | began the study and was
confirmed, is that the general public is not asrgjra voice in planning as it ought
to be. Accordingly, those who perceive they willdifected by planning strategies
were focused upon and interviewed. In the Aberdeese | had particular
experience and knowledge of the difficulty in captg the views of a broader
general public, and this is raised in the intendgemith planners in Aberdeen. As a
Council, with the full weight of the planning autitg consultation process behind
it, interviewees from the Council reflected on hithway find it very difficult to
engender any kind of interest in the plan from eoyymunity not directly affected
by development. My own experience in Aberdeenskias similar, with plenty of
experience of engaging debates at busy meetingdoaal communities where
significant housing is planned, contrasting withpgypublic events in locations
where there is little or no development to be ated in the Local Development

Plan.

In data chapters 6-8, interviewees discuss thditotaf a New Town in
Aberdeenshire through the LDP. On this theme, eneos local authority planner
(interview 24) reflected on the lack of publicargst in the development of 10,000
houses. She discussed how ‘we consult the wrongl@ewe should be consulting
the people who want to buy houses not just the aiesalready have them’. This
raises a key issue in planning that of discerniregview of the so called ‘silent
majority’. Who is interested in coming out to disstand debate a plan for 10,000
houses in a field far from Aberdeen when it is kel to affect them? The thesis
interrogates the politics that led to that allomatarriving in that specific location
and not in other places which might have been rmosgainable but also more

politically fraught.

From the Aberdeen case | was aware of the speagifiortance of Council
officials, councillors and their evolving relatidnp with the development industry

in the area. It was clear that | would have to #oon this aspect in order to address
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the research questions. It was this comparison tvélweakness or absence of
such a dynamic in Edinburgh which formed a keyedéhce, and so in Edinburgh
| focussed attention on discovering why this wasdase. To a large extent, the
development strategy was formed within these ‘stakder’ settings and this
justified a relatively strong focus on the professils involved in planning in each

case.

In the data chapters | reflect on a conversatidh tine head of SES Plan who
discusses how despite the interest in the isshewsing in the greenbelt, the SES
Plan process still struggled to generate publierett. | attended the full hearing of
the Edinburgh Local Development Plan ExaminatioocBss, immersing myself in
the unresolved matters that the planning systemtovdsal with. This confirmed
that planning remains a system dominated by ‘stalkleins’ but not necessarily by
wider public communities. It was the absence ofilalip voice through both
filtering out, an issue | tackle in the data chagptbut also its absence through

public ambivalence that has to be acknowledged.

As one researcher, with limited time and finanogslources, there was an issue in
attempting to capture views of the general pubdigdmd that represented by
interest groups and organised groups. What isquéatly missing in this respect is
a real understanding of why, despite there beingratoubted public concern
about housing affordability, particularly in Edinigh, it is difficult to generate
interest in development plan processes from thg people who are most affected
by it: that is the large and growing section of plegulation who would like to own
a home but have no chance of owning one within lgigh’s city boundary. This
is the key concern with the planning system engagive wrong people’. | think
that to do this question justice, this would regudrscale of research which this
PhD project would not have managed. Instead Ithitelack as an indicator of a
planning system which is not ‘inclusive’, and does respond to the ideal ‘spatial
planning’ ethos. | do, however, think it is a pitpifor further research.

The data collection period was a precisely defipexdod with a clear end date. At
all times when writing the PhD, | was assessingstngngths and weaknesses and

the situation regarding the remaining period ofdiag of my PhD. My lack of
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experience in terms of politics, sociology, andialatheory and my depth of
practice-based experience meant that, in hindslighirak probably over-
compensated for my lack of experience and thisteshed the time available for
data collection which should have been where mgtjm@experience was
deployed most effectively. | also am aware thatprgfessional experience meant
that it was perhaps easier to first interview ‘@®ss’ in the process, and this is an

issue with subsequent ‘snowball’ sampling.

In Aberdeen, | interviewed the Save Union Terraeed8ns campaign group but
there were difficulties in integrating this withilne data chapters. While this was a
very revealing interview, and while previous drafftshe PhD fully incorporated
this, in the end | had to focus on the detail efigsue of housing growth and the
politics that surround it. Similarly, in Leith | tteered similarly useful data on the
experience of (to a lesser extent) the more maligethperspective of a
community in the ‘brownfield’ location. Again, whilthis made it into the final
PhD thesis, there were elements of the public vaigeh had to be left out simply
because while adding richness and depth, what eppethe thesis is sufficient to
capture what was going on in regard to the drie¢éthe Edinburgh spatial
strategy. This is also one of the problems wityéag out comparative case study
research which is to tell the story of policy fotia in action and its outcomes.
Each historically situated case study and scemagoires enough background
details in order for it to contribute to respondinghe key research questions. In
practice, this requires a strict approach to daalias been gathered. However,
this is not wasted data or time on the interviewsasy own part and in most

cases as data informs the findings.

Ethical considerations of an insider perspective

In this section of the chapter | reflect on theetlof conducting research in case
study sites where | was formerly employed. As aaesher, | went back to study a
planning process that | was employed to work inthar and a half years, from
2008-2010, in Aberdeenshire Council as a Policyia The Aberdeen element
of the research strategy could therefore be coresidas a form of ‘retrospective

participant observation’ (Bulmer, 1982), as | wasspnally involved in the
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specific context of the case. In contrast, my emyplent experience in the
planning process in Edinburgh was more periph@&tare | worked as a Graduate
Planning Consultant for a shorter period of timéwio real integration with
Edinburgh city council’s policy-making process. Ntmeless, both experiences
merit reflection on the positionality of the resgeer, which had advantages and
potential limitations in terms of the research @sxas well as ethical

implications.

Aside from an obvious advantage in terms of easeoéss to participants, having
familiarity with the environment to be researcheid a sense taking an ‘insider
perspective’ - increases the potential to achietethick descriptions (Geertz,
1973). These are particularly advantageous whereuhure of planning practice
in a department and around it is concerned. Suaheirsive benefits are similar to
those offered by participant observation such aslthwing out of cultural factors
and hidden activities (Bryman, 2012) and directé&ss to the insiders’ world of
meaning” (Jorgenson, 1989, 15). Such benefitsiak to the institutionalist
element of Hajer’s (1989) framework which conceteisaon how the planning

system is interpreted by different actors.

An example of the ‘insider perspective’ enhancimg itesearch arose during an
interview with a former lobbyist in the housebuidiindustry, who | had
encountered professionally during my time workisgagplanner in Aberdeenshire.
The interview dynamic was undoubtedly shaped bya#seimption of shared
knowledge and a level of trust that came with famntly, despite the fact that in
our previous roles we sat on different ‘sides’red tlievelopment debate. | felt that
the shared past experiences and contextual undénstg, coupled with my own
present ‘neutral’ position as an academic, meanttivas a useful balance
allowing the interviewee to open up while safehia knowledge that | was
sufficiently distanced from current planning praetin Aberdeenshire. Relatedly, |
had specific knowledge around the replacementooh@rt of what could be
described as ‘development-averse’ officials witih@re pro-development
management team, something that would not have treggrstood by an outsider
researcher. In the same interview with the forrobbyist | was therefore able to
prompt confirmation that these events had indekeintplace. As will be explored
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in chapter 6, | consider that this had significampact on the development

strategy.

This example also services to demonstrate the washich | conducted the
‘retrospective’ element of the research. Firshecclear, | do not class this
research as an ethnography. Second, a decisiotale&s at an early stage of the
research process that | would not be centring rhyg#iin the research. The
example above demonstrates how | used my experfengerification of my own
understanding rather than pursuing the informadioectly. Third, | was a junior
ranking officer in the case of Aberdeenshire. s txample, | had only come
across the story of previous members of staff bggnghed aside,’ as the
interviewee put it, through an informal conversatath a senior ranking member
of staff in 2010. As a junior member of staff, |svanly party to very limited
information on management level issues, as is namraost organisations.
Finally, I was only at the Council for two and dfhaars and so the vast majority
of this research process was a genuine histongabration on my part, albeit with
a good sense of where to look.

However, despite these benefits of shared undelisigs) there are drawbacks of
research in this approach and | noticed this ingammson to the research
conducted in Edinburgh, and also in the Aberdeey €intext. There can be
assumptions on behalf of participants of situatihgh may affect the quality of
the research (Dwyer and Buckle, 2009). Taylor (30aikes issues regarding
friendship and relationships which arise from iesicesearch and the expectations
of shared perspectives. There is also the poggibilat the researcher will
inevitably understand situations in a certain weying been shaped by personal
experiences. | ensured that | was mindful of thesssibilities throughout the
fieldwork, analysis and writing. In interviews,gérticipants did not provide
sufficient detail in particular answers due to asiig that | would know this
already, | would prompt them to develop their answWerther. However, it
became evident at the data analysis stage thatwnyamiliarity with the context
meant that | did on occasion miss the opportuwitgrobe interviewees further. On
reflection, this perhaps came from a sense of teangyp slipping back into my
previous employee role and hoping not to appearagt of ‘the facts’.
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Discussing the ethics of similar situations, Bulroensiders that because no
research is in place at the time of the experi¢émaethe research subsequently
draws from, this secures many of the benefits digpant observation, the
complete immersion in the setting, without the ethimplications that come with
covert participant observation, such as the breadclnsent of covert observation.
However, this is not to say that the technique wmighout risks and limitations

and | would consider Bulmer’s (1982) view quite plistic.

It is accepted that there are potential difficdtibat arise from getting close to the
research in this manner. Flyvbjerg discusses tipoasibility of bracketing the
researcher completely from research settings (féygb2004). | was aware of this
and opened up my own perspectives to challengeghrdiscussion with
participants in the research process. An exampldese | explicitly corroborated
the evidence base and rationales for decisionsuéi taken by a council with
interviewees. Another is where | would provide adiagake on an issue or a
developer take on an issue and asked the intereiéovprovide their own
perspective. This openness helped mediate thegsitremy own researcher

perspective and acted as a form of triangulatiocess.

As previously stated, | did not feel that | had gayticular ‘insider perspective’ in
the Edinburgh case. What also became apparentwasctent to which my
‘insider status’ in the Aberdeenshire context wadiffered from what was actually
if anything a strong familiarity with the Aberdeeity context. However, | at least
had the experience of years of living and workimghie actual places where the
research took place, giving me an innate feellerresearch. | believe that a
researcher without this prior knowledge and famtyavould have been

inherently disadvantaged.

Given the small scale of the planning communit$aotland, despite the research
context, there was risk that developer interesfsamicular might have considered
me to be part of the Council ‘establishment’. Myroposition and past experience
was clearly stated on the participant informatioat tvas sent out with interview
requests. This was mitigated by clearly conveyimgggarticipants’ rights and the

researcher’s role through Glasgow University’'s&tlprocess. In Aberdeen, there

124



had also been a four-year passage of time sinad &hy involvement in planning
there. In addition, | had not been in senior roilin the Council, and that

provided a further buffer.

Finally, an issue associated with any sort of agpective’ fieldwork also meant
that some participants memories of details haddadéile my own professional
involvement could be seen to shape a certain peligpet the outset through the
element of ‘retrospective ethnography’, such apertve could also suffer the
fallibility of memory on the part of researcher gratticipant. Despite the recent
nature of the processes studied, my own recollestwe of course going to be
selective, and a deeper analysis of actual evestsas interactions, language and
gesture associated with true participant obsemasiampossible to achieve
(Brodsky, 1993).

In the case of my research, in the Aberdeen casidly, | was interested in the
period of roughly 2004-2008; quite some time agotiries this affected
participants such as public sector planners wh@wencerned with ‘big picture’
issues, rather than the detail of past proces$es.had to be expected and, in
some cases, where a specific detail would have bseful, | instead engaged in a
more general discussion after which, slowly, spexibften did arise. There was a
positive aspect of this though, it was clear thatliscussing recent issues and past
issues, participants’ present and past experidneesled, and, through reflection,
well-grounded conversations took place with a fateflection on how ideas in the

planning process had come to pass.

Data Analysis

Having expanded upon case study as a researocbgstraty selection of
comparative cases, and the way in which the reseeas conducted, this final
section of the chapter describes the analysiseofifita. In terms of data analysis,
the overwhelming majority of time was spent onviaw analysis. My interviews
had been semi structured, with some much moreugtsted. This meant that
there were no obvious ways to categorise what ked bovered and what was

emerging from the data. Because of this, afterweas | would sketch out
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thoughts from which initial themes emerged. Thiswaa incremental layering
which helped to steer direction and lend deepeerstanding of the subsequent
stage of the data collection and analysis prodedso used this first stage of data
analysis to follow up ‘leads’ which intervieweesdhaentioned. In terms of
‘leads,” | mean names of people who were mentionégcterviews, off the cuff
remarks about previous scenarios and events, ti lasues around development
strategies in each case, and references to thespdand the networks within which
planning strategy was being conducted. These vedieevied up throughout the
data collection period and led to further interviéeand online desk-based research.
| was researching historically situated, but ligpanning strategies that were
unfolding throughout the research process. Thisniisat data collection and

analysis were an interlinked process.

While this stage of iterative analysis process wadertaken throughout the data
collection period, a point was reached where ‘ehddgta had been collected and
the research process entered into a period ofashatigsis proper. A decision on
‘enough’ data was informed by a sense of saturatioere similar issues were
arising without further deeper explanation; by aengragmatic requirement to
have to call an end to the data collection prot@ssesource and project
management reasons; and, where the stage onend&tais demonstrated that a
specific focus on the politics surrounding housyngwth, rather than the general
data on planning in Scotland was apparent, becafirstaangible and then

viable.

In terms of transcription, | transcribed the mdjoaf the interviews myself and
believe there is a lot of merit in the view thasthllows an immersion in the detail
of the data (Hollway and Jefferson, 2000). Howewwing to time constraints, |
also used a transcription service which had officiaeen used and recommended
by the University. The interviews | had conductesteviow risk’ and were often
covering matters where interviewees had publicly @xplicitly stated their views
on the issues that were discussed. | sent the towsksnterviews and others
which were generally of lower quality, in termsriwhness of data, to the

transcription service and transcribed the remainas} majority myself.
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| printed all the transcriptions and conductedaselreading of each of them,
sketching out emerging broad themes, as well aswgynip working notes on
detailed matters. From this | built up a bettetyme of the themes that were
coming through the data. Saldana (2008) suggestshis manual approach allows
an immersion that creates a greater sense of ¢@vieothe project. Having got to
the point where | felt confident in terms of knogithe data, | moved towards
creating a workable framework this ‘thematic anafyshich, according to

Bryman (2012, 568) is the most common approachda@hnalysis of data. A
general strategy for assisting thematic analydisdsuse of a coding framework.
This approach is used to “classify and organisa datording to key themes,

concepts and emergent categories” (Spencer €d@3, 262).

At this coding framework stage, | moved from workinith paper hard copies to
the use of Nvivo qualitative analysis softwareatimot previously used software
for data analysis. However, with the scale of taadjathered and with a good
idea of the themes from the paper copy analy$edt Nvivo would allow for a
flexibility in arriving at a specific framework. Endata was first subjected to
‘indexing’ (or ‘coding’) to identify its contenthen ‘charted’ within what became
my thematic framework. Following the preliminarydaog and charting stages, the
categories were collated in more abstract thenasitere developed in light of
the research questions and reflected the thedrdigraissions from the theoretical

framing of the study.

Nvivo software allows a pliability in terms of ckfying the data and in more
basic terms allowed me to keep the themes dataiseghand in one ‘place’ with
backed-up copies should anything have gone wromiyd\allowed me to move
around codes and themes continually until they nsatise and its search function,
which pulled together instances of words or phréises across the entire data set,
was more useful than similar functions on Microdfird or Excel. The mix of
physical print outs and the virtual-pliable apptoadfered by Nvivo worked well

for me.

| do not describe the research as taking a groutidemty approach (Geertz, 1973)
as | already had a clear rationale for the casx8eh, | had reviewed the evidence
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around the cases and | did know broadly what I kvaking for in terms of data
collection and analysis. However, while | knew tfaa and the contexts and much
of the detail, I still found themes and patternsevenexpectedly emerging and
were being broken down further or merged as the alaalysis process developed.

Some codes emerged from the research questiomslylivat the research
guestions were tweaked as the research progressadthat the approach was on
the spectrum between deductive and inductive rese@here were obvious codes
which reflected a planning practice focus and whicluld be recognisable to
anyone accustomed with planning material. These asgibasic as ‘economy’,
‘transport, ‘population growth’, and when compariigerdeen and Edinburgh
they helped separate out they key technical isshésh each planning strategy
was dealing with. Beyond that, more theoreticalesodere applied, for example
the evidence base on ‘population growth’ and itsrpretation by officers and
politicians in each case, led to codes such ag&# and population growth’ and
‘case made by councillors’. This moved into codgai§ying the strategies at

work such as ‘conflict,” and ‘tactics.” Spatial @xlwere also necessary, not just
the obvious splitting between case studies bugrims of issues such as ‘greenbelt’
and ‘brownfield’. After engaging in cycles of dataalysis and numerous
reworking of what was a fluid coding framework,rbgped the dozens of themes
and sub-themes into three main categories: thefoagowth (which
encompassed the technical issues each stratedyndéd] the place for growth
(which eventually formed into the treatment of thessic issues of greenbelt and
brownfield development); and the third main themaulght together the issue of
governance networks in each case and helped towardsderstanding of the
political process of making each strategy. Theseéd into chapters 6, 7, and 8
respectively. It might appear that each theme gritylmoved from concrete
issues into the more abstract, however, at allgiare in all three themes the
theory around post-politics/depoliticisation, ammdaborative governance were
present. Following the broadly neo-Gramscian apgraa framing the research,
the data was interpreted through questions arademlagy, in terms of the shaping
of planning problems to be dealt with, where treaglemerged from and how they
were interpreted in the ‘case for growth’ in eaohtext, the importance of

hegemonic ideas around the ‘greenbelt’ and the teeesmain ‘globally
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competitive’ each have place based underpinninigs.seme can be said for the
institutions in terms of the planning system, whigdis made up of numerous
codes such as ‘local plan’ the ‘strategic plant, &lso the softer elements in terms
of ‘new governance arrangements’ and ‘culture charignally, the actors
involved and the strategic selectivity with whitley operated was apparent
throughout the data analysis process with codds asi@ grouping specific plan
making processes and then sub-grouping with ‘affazgion,” ‘business-power,’
‘home-owner interest’ and straightforward actoesssuch as ‘councillor’
eventually forming broader themes. These are detraded most obviously in

chapter 6 and chapter 9 which focuses on the pofidifferent interests.

Within this chapter | discussed how | considerezigbcial construction of
knowledge and evidence in each case, and | anallgsetthta with an awareness of
how the planning system was used by different @stsrto frame specific
narratives around types of growth strategy. Fairghos (2000) work on Critical
Discourse Analysis has shown how, for example cyaliscourses associated with
the Third Way can be used to legitimise and smtwlpath to apparently conflict
free governance processes. Jacobs (2006) reviewsséhof critical discourse
analysis (CDA) in urban policy research and idéggifwo main reasons for its
application: first, research focusing on decisioakmg processes can be too
narrow in its focus on modes of organisation anch&ses opportunities to
analyse power and conflicts of ideology(Fischer Batkester, 1993, Stone, 1988,
Hastings, 1998); and second, for scrutinising lagguin order to reveal political
objectives as well as how policy documents arapméted by intended audiences.
This helps reveal the presentation, the imageses@d/as well as actual acts
themselves (Fairclough et al., 2004). For Matthens Satsangi (2007), CDA
allows an understanding of the third dimensionaier proposed by Lukes
(1974) where the powerful prevent conflict arisinghe first by shaping desires
and responding to them. Hastings (2000, 3) idastiéi useful way of separating
‘discourse’ from ‘discourse analysis’ as proposgd/an Dijk (1997): ‘discourse’

is straightforward “language use” whilst ‘discouss®lysis’ is “the study of talk

and text in context.”
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There was not a weighty use of critical discoursaysis in this thesis, and |
would not call this a study which fully operates &However, at all times in the
data analysis process, | was attuned to the poaf@nd the political formation of
knowledge and what gets to count as knowledgeamtbdern Scottish planning
system, and so | drew on the principles of CDAhis tespect. The way in which
all growth could be seen to contribute to ‘susthie@conomic growth’ is just one
basic example, where growth is promoted withouseguence in planning
discourses. A critical awareness of this helpe@aktiow both the planning
system as a legislative structure and contempatisopurses around political

issues were operated in each case by actors vétifispagendas.

| say that this thesis borrows from discourse asislgecause | agree with the view
that language is the medium through which truth raedning are socially
constructed (Berger and Luckmann, 1991, 1966) mammg itself is never fixed.
What this implies is that text and speech canratyr®e analysed from such a
position without some form of discourse analysksng place. It was clear to me
working as a planning practitioner that ideas tbold and are reinterpreted by
actors, and this was something | was looking outMieen conducting interviews
and analysing them. A brief example of this wasdbwception of growth as a
‘prize’ and, as such, something to be won or paaéintiost (to other places) if the
correct action is not taken. The ‘prize of growtrds an idea that | saw emerging
in my time as a practitioner and it appeared tcelf@weloped thinking around
economic development when | returned to the fisld aesearcher. Such an idea
fits into more fundamental theories around theusaltpolitical economy that
planning operates within.

| consider that in conducting critical social-sc¢iBa analysis of contemporary
public policy, forms of critical discourse analysi® likely to be inherent in most
analytical methods and most likely they were evefote such approaches to data
analysis were termed ‘discourse analysis, or taitdiscourse analysis’. The
potential for the depoliticisation of growth; thestitutionalisation of forms of
knowledge that emerge in planning systems — whaareample the informal
ideas around ‘culture change’ crystallise into plag outcomes - calls for the use
of an awareness and broad approach ‘which putatalkext into context’.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | have presented the methodologlymaethods involved in my
approach to this research. | first clarified mye@sh objectives and discussed
why a comparative case study research design way af achieving these
objectives. The cases offered a fruitful contextwa which the formal and
informal structures of that planning operate, dreldctions they can take to
reshape these, can be brought to life and undetstde Aberdeen and Edinburgh
cases offer scope for understanding why planniradesiies operating the same

system in similar conditions can result in vastlijedent outcomes.

| brought my own experiences as a planning praciti to the fore in this chapter.
This was in order to be clear about the impactfttiathad on my selection of the
cases themselves and how this informed and afféletedrocess of the research.
The research took place primarily through intengesupplemented with continual
documentary and press analysis over a definedrdspariod and this is clearly
the focus of the thesis, however my own past egpeds have clearly infused the
research process and also the interpretation af dabnfronted not just the
benefits but also the ethical dilemmas that rego8pe elements of research
involve. The chapter ended with detailed reflection how | undertook the data

analysis process.
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CHAPTER 5 — Case study context

Introduction

The thesis has introduced the two case study gitesrdeen and Edinburgh. Previous

chapters have explained how they both face simiablems in terms of dealing with

housing pressures in an economically successfutegion, yet demonstrated a very

different politics around the issues of growth andparticular, housing growth, thus why

these are fruitful case studies for comparisons Thapter marks the beginning of the data
section of the PhD. This short chapter providesoeemsubstantial understanding of each case
study context, discussing the planning-relatedeissbey have faced in recent decades, issues

which strategic spatial planning was intended tresk.
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New Local Authorities
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Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire Case Study Context

Figure 5,2: Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire Key geiilt up area) Green (not built up) Light Green
(greenbelt or other protection)

Source: Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic DevelopriRéan (2014)

Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire had a combinedlatpuo of 492,310 in 2015, which is
almost split evenly between each (Aberdeen Cityr€du2016). Since the 1970s, the region
has been transformed economically and sociallyhbyNorth Sea oil and gas industry and
has become one of the UK’s strongest performingi@eac regions. Its economic fortunes
have been tied to the global price of oil, andrédggonal economy is now locked into a global
supply chain focused on Houston and interlinkedhwities including London, Dubali,
Singapore, and Perth. Aberdeen City and the conmgyatiea of Aberdeenshire experienced
rapid growth in the 1970s and 1980s. This growdbifsed, albeit with some dramatic short-
term fluctuations, until the mid-2000s when thereway experienced a sustained period of
growth which at one point began to be described ascond oil boom’ (Dickie, 2013). The
study period focuses on 2006-2016: a period in wthe economy was experiencing

significant growth. This ended with a dramatic falbil prices from 2014 onwards. The data
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captured over this period tells this story as pofiakers attempted to deal with the
complexity of planning in a volatile economy. Thedeof the study period briefly captures
the immediate impact of a new reality of “lower fonger” oil prices (Kemp and Stephen,
2017), job losses, and serious considerationgook&oil regional economy arriving sooner

than expected.

The spatial pattern and planning problems

Despite its various booms and busts, the econaimig sf the last forty years has been one
of significant growth. In terms of planning respesso this, Hague (2005, 166) considered
the strategy around the location of developmeth@region in the period from the mid-
1970s to 2005. He describes this as one of encimgrag'polycentric growth pattern” in
residential terms, but one that was City focusedi“amonocentric” in terms of employment
land allocations as employment expanded in andnardioerdeen. The 1997 Grampian
Structure Plan and the subsequent 2001 ‘North &@sitand Together’ Structure Plan set out
a consistent approach that tamed the expansiomeogréenbelt which had occurred since the
mid-1970’s in the City and thus pushed housing@mmuters out to Aberdeenshire. This
attempted to maintain the identity of Aberdeen tigtoa brownfield focus identified as
‘sustainable development'. It did this while resgimg to a regional Grampian Enterprise
strategy focused on global competitiveness, analiiqal strategy that attempted to deal

with community resistance in the face of develggessure for more development in the

greenbelt and in the most popular towns (Hague5R00

This contextual understanding is extremely impdrteimen considering some of the defining
features of Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire. Its econsmyusual in a UK context, not just
because of oil and gas. Geographically, it is aotefrdefinable, and small region and so
historically this has lent towards a strong soit@rconnectivity (Naughtie, 2000). Its
business community and social institutions haves@ty of dealing with the region’s
isolation through innovation and collective actard representation (Perren, 2000). Its
experience in the 1970s as a growth region in di\®ea network on Europe’s periphery,
maintaining global competitiveness, conservindatal environment, and ensuring social
cohesion was, according to Hague (2005), one titatipated the themes and challenges of
European spatial planning a generation later.
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Institutional factors and the role for planning reform

The county councils of the North East of Scotlaad h history of working together on ‘more
than local’ issues. Indeed, Tiesdell and Allmendm@004, 167) describe the City as “a
pioneer of town and country planning with a Towariling Scheme covering the city and its
immediate hinterland being established in 1932’ €reation of Grampian Regional Council
in 1975, with five District Councils sitting withithe Region, brought together the strategic
functions of the region just at a time when thiswequired to deal with rapid growth. Hague
and Jenkins (2005, 224) reflect on this periodths high point of Scottish corporatism.” The
period of regional council in the North East watenfmarked by political friction between
the City (then Aberdeen District) and the Regiddalncil. This was not only on party lines,
with Labour tending to dominate the City and then€vatives the region (Tiesdell and
Allmendinger, 2004), but also on policy lines wittre City demanding more autonomy,
particularly over economic development issues (Bswn and Fairley, 2000). However, there
IS no suggestion in the literature that this areangnt was unworkable; Davidson and Fairley

(2000) assess it as quite successful in terms @lanning function.

The replacement of two-tier government with sirtgde government by the UK Conservative
Government in 1996 (just at the dawn of New Lal®devolution agenda) led to a move to
more informal joint working on planning between tiev Aberdeenshire and a somewhat re-
established Aberdeen City Council. In terms ofratsegic planning function, and within the
context of reduced funding and control over infnasture, the post-1996 arrangement can be
viewed as unsatisfactory and pre-empted the Shatkesv Labour-led modernisation and

reconsideration of planning as spatial planning.

According to Tiesdell and Allmendinger (2004), toderstand the recent spatial planning
history of Aberdeen we must understand the impodani three factors: the dramatic
impacts of oil; the shifting governance arrangermémthe region; and the importance of
business interests and how they work. They rehagefinal point to the influx of
multinational companies to the City. When workinghvexisting business interests they
describe this as a “powerful coalition of interdsist, rather than accepting established
procedures of local governance, has been moreviegtoh driving events” (2004, 173). All
three factors are still pertinent today and thesit explores their interaction and their

continued impact on planning and its outcomes.
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Planning reform and recent development plans studeein this case

In 2008 the Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire Stiafegvelopment Plan Authority was
formed, replacing the previous Joint Structure Rilagn Committee with a separate authority
and one that was to stand above and apart frotwthé&ocal Authority councils. Politically,
this is now represented by the Strategic DevelopriaEam Committee and made up of local
politicians drawn from each authority. At the satinge, the regional transport partnership
North East Scotland Transport (NESTRANS) was seabupork alongside the new SDPA
and with existing partnerships and agencies imegeon such as Scottish Enterprise
Grampian. Through planning reform, both authoritiese thus engaged in cross-authority
arrangements, working alongside a fledgling dewbl8eottish Government. This form of
governance represented something of a spatial ipigrollaborative governance
arrangement that some planning theorists and adasl@mthe UK hopefully envisaged

might become the norm in the mid-2000s.

In 2009, the SDPA adopted the Aberdeen City anceStructure Plan. It was something of
a hybrid plan: an ‘old style’ Structure Plan in regrbut its form and content represented
policy innovation as it achieved the criteria expeoof the new City-Region Strategic
Development Plans. As well as dealing with a settlet pattern that was increasingly based
on car-based commuting, the ACSSP (2009) was s&t dgal with a legacy of dated local
plans that were based on previous pessimistic gréavecasts. This new plan set high level
growth requirements and, according to the plambéished a vision which “sets a clear
direction for the future development of the NortisEtowards which the public and private
sectors can work to deliver” (Aberdeen City & SHateucture Plan, 2009, 5).

The population growth objective is described inplan as being influenced by the selection
of a ‘high growth scenario’ (Aberdeen City and &Htructure Plan 2009, 17) with a vision

to increase the attractiveness of the area asca pidive and to do business. This went above
the housing requirement which would meet housefwtdation forecasts, and made
population growth an objective in itself. The hawgsallocations also complied with Scottish
Government’s calls, at the time of the plan formtito see large increases in house building
and generous housing allocations through the phgnmiodernisation agenda (Scottish
Government, 2007, 2008).
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In 2012, Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire becamérieand second planning authorities,
respectively, in Scotland to introduce Local Deypeh@nt Plans through planning reform.
The North East of Scotland effectively became trst €ity Region in Scotland to have
developed and implemented the new range of devedoppian documents required under
the reformed planning system. Because of thisatha has then been at the forefront of
dealing with the management of development underdformed planning system. At the
time of the research, development rates had remigh as the authorities adopted their
suite of new plans. This was thus a fruitful coniexwhich to analyse the implementation of
planning reform: a region where old debates ar@rodith appeared to have somehow been
smoothed out with the use of a new planning sysbermone where control of the local

economy continued to function at the whim of thebgl price of oil.
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Edinburgh and South East Scotland Case Study Contéx
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Figure 5,4: SESplan Strategic Development Areasrc®o (SESplan 1, 2014) Ordinance Survey.
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Figure 5,5: SESplan 1 Edinburgh Strategic Develogmeeas (SESplan 1, 2014)
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The SESplan area population is 1,250,886, reprieseP4% of the Scottish population. The
largest % of the population (39.6%) is concentrate@ity of Edinburgh, Fife has (22%),
West Lothian (14%), Borders (9%), East Lothian (8&6)d the smallest is Midlothian (7%)
(SESplan, 2015). Accordingly, it is the issue ofrtbdirgh, the importance of its economy
and how to accommodate its growth, particularlydiog, that has dominated the spatial
planning context in the SESplan region. SESplantivasnost complex of the SDPA
creations as it brought together Edinburgh and_titeians — a group of Councils with a long
history of political friction - with Fife to the mth of Edinburgh and the Borders which (as
the name suggests) runs all the way to the Engbstier. The creation of the new SDPA was
clearly focused on each authority’s relationshighviddinburgh, while the links between the
other authorities were more tenuous. Overall, phigluced a quite disparate city-region
where no real sense of identity was likely to eraerg

The creation of the SDPA was intended to ensureBtgburgh’s growing importance to the
national economy was supported by a suitable gliagpatial planning arrangement.
Government reviews pointed to Edinburgh as onéetities which would be driving
Scotland’s future growth (Scottish Executive, 208@04). Indeed, in the early 2000s the
City of Edinburgh provided 20% of Scotland’s GDRmW15% of its population (Hague and
Jenkins, 2005), and this importance has only gremee. Collaboration through a twin city
approach with Glasgow - and the places in betwemsas-to be key to this (Turok and Bailey,
2004). In the mid-2000s Edinburgh’s economy haceeepced strong sustained growth with
employment rates that had not been expected amdgade previously (Vigar, 2009). This
improvement resulted from a City’s economy whick béways been diverse but was dealing
with post-industrialism as it evolved into a bassearvices, particularly financial services,
research, and government sectors that had grovindsitolution (Hague, 2005b). However,
despite this success, the literature of the tirmafestrates a sense that Edinburgh was still
being held back by the city’s political indecisiaround the extent to which, and in what

form, it actually wanted to grow (Docherty and Mekaan, 2008, Vigar, 2009).

The spatial pattern and planning problems

Edinburgh had long dominated the Lothians Regi@malncil 1975-1996 and the four-way
informal Structure Planning arrangements that leidviied it (Hague, 2005b). In spatial

terms, the result of this domination was a proedssre Edinburgh was seen to export its
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growth to its Lothian neighbours, for local poldalaeasons, while these authorities either
resisted growth or accepted housing growth forrégeneration’ benefits (Hague, 2005b).
Since its establishment in 1957, Edinburgh’s greértias been a principal part of planning
policy with a consistent priority being to maintdive landscape setting of Edinburgh (Hague,
2005b). However, for neighbouring authorities, $kase has been that this Edinburgh

priority came at the cost of ‘leapfrog developmento their own areas (Hague, 2005).

Development plan preparation was particularly diffi prior to planning reform. Preparation
to replace the 1986 structure plan started in 18 1vas only approved in 1997 (Hague,
2005b). That plan was replaced by another in 2084ingly, what appeared to improve plan
preparation was a relative rush to get plans addptéore the new SESplan regime took
effect (Vigar, 2009).

One of the long-term results of the restrictivetgbglanning strategy in Edinburgh has been
rising land value prices in the City which has gased the viability of brownfield
development opportunities. Edinburgh’s approaceniployment growth was different,
however, with the Council at the forefront of denghg significant edge of City high-end
employment parks particularly on the city’s westeoundary (Bramley and Kirk, 2005);

land that would previously have been greenbelt.r@lydhowever, this broad strategy
resulted in two major, spatially based, public pproblems: a lack of affordable housing
pushed families out of the city, and this in tugd to serious regional traffic congestion
particularly in and around the City (Hague and d&5k2005). In the mid 2000’s, the result in
political terms was not simply friction between gig@ouring authorities but also fraught
relations between Edinburgh and the regional hbwsleing sector. The situation in
Edinburgh demonstrates the classic planning dilesnima growth and the politics of growth
throw up in a UK context.

Institutional factors and the role for planning reform

Prior to planning reform, the institutional capélgk and performance of strategic planning
in Edinburgh had been looked upon unfavourably ifBey and Kirk, 2005), particularly
when compared with the neighbouring Glasgow re@Bailey and Turok, 2001, Turok et al.,
2004). In 2007, just as the reformed planning systas being implemented, Vigar (2009)
conducted an Edinburgh and Glasgow based analiythe existing and future possibilities
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for spatial planning in Scotland. This focused pat&l planning and the integration of
policy, land use coordination, and the deliveryndfastructure. It shed light on the problems
that planning at the strategic scale had alreadyilm&dinburgh, and what spatial planning —
as a nebulous concept — might offer through plagrefiorm.

Edinburgh faced several issues in comparison tegeha. It was not a definable metropolitan
region with the built infrastructure of a such giom. The politics of Edinburgh domination,
described above, had soured relations betweenréighoAt the outset of the creation of the
new SDPAs, there was concern that with the adddidfife and the Borders this would only
worsen. There was a lack of ‘soft’ infrastructungerms of governance capabilities and this
was put down to a previous lack of need for potiogrdination in Edinburgh which, unlike
the west of Scotland, had been less likely to brdduropean structural funds. Such a lack of
integrated governance was reflected in the Edirtbargl Lothians Structure Plan team
lacking permanent staff and having no executivetion. Accordingly, as planning reform
and the new SDP arrangements approached therenvals tom all constituent authorities
to get their own structure plans approved, pre-argphe bind of the future arrangements
(Vigar, 2009).

The creation of an SDPA and a new spatial planapgroach offered some hope that the
fragmented and frictional arrangement could be owed and that this would help tackle the
spatially based public policy problems that Edimgbuand its region faced. However, overall,
the Vigar (2009) study demonstrated a healthy szept from stakeholders that this would

be the case.

The 2004 Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plandeadut a twenty-year vision that was
widely agreed to have avoided important questioosral Edinburgh’s future growth.
However, in the same year, the City Council worlkth a group of experts and stakeholders
to produce an informal future scenarios reportsBat out how Edinburgh might address the
issues such as the lack of affordable housing, estian, continued areas of deprivation, and
maximising its knowledge economy in order to imgr@ompetitiveness with continental

rival city regions (Docherty and McKiernan, 2008he future best-case scenario presented
an ideal of Edinburgh as the best location for iqpaf life in Northern Europe, a sustainable
competitive city with a greater city populationafer one million people (Hague and

Jenkins, 2005). This emphatic vision, however, maager formalised into a purposeful plan
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and its Edinburgh-centric production and focus adgved to reignite political frictions with

neighbouring authorities.

The focus for this case study is upon the City @ihBurgh and its implementation of Scottish
planning reform with a specific focus on the newPSirangements. Accordingly, it is worth
setting out some further contextual understandeggurding the politics of growth in the City.
Hague and Jenkins (2005) draw attention to theabtee conservation lobby in Edinburgh.
This owes to its historic status and status as B&BO world heritage site. Indeed, there is a
history of over 100 years of organised civic invhent in the politics of development
through the influential Cockburn Association. Edingh has a history of political indecision
and community resistance which thwarted some sagmif (and destructive) plans for post-
war era redevelopment of the City (Hague, 200%dnas a history of scepticism and aversion
to the benefits of industry within the City (Madgind Rodger, 2013), but also a recent
history of significant public sector involvementand success in post-industrial employment-
based developments in and on the edge of the Kéxr,(2005). This complex relation
between capital and the Council is considered higlidg (2000) to have developed in the
1990s towards urban production, via political doati formation and elite consensus
building, but with failed attempts to generate sty@ublic-private sector relations and

institutions.

Planning reform and the recent development plans gtlied in this case

The new approach to national and city-region plagmffered a possibility that Edinburgh
might resolve the City-based tensions that existetbunding development and perhaps
utilising the visioning approach of SPDs reach s&md of compromise with its
neighbouring authorities. The new SDPA arrangemegiiesented a creditable increase in
resource for strategic planning compared to theipus arrangements. At the time of the
formation of SESplanl, there were twelve counglion the new SDPA committee, with two
representing each of the six constituent authsrifithe committee chairperson rotated
annually between authorities. The core team for@&Bwyas made up of one manager, one
lead officer, and one planner. A project boardluding the heads of planning from the
constituent local authorities, managed the prdgetn and had responsibilities including
agreeing reports to be presented to members. &@asthScotland Regional Transport
Partnership (SESTRANS) worked alongside the SDPfegional transport issues, like in

144



Aberdeen. Also, a system of secondment betweemiplg@rauthorities to the SDPA was in
place. Through this, a new arrangement was putitepvhereby through equal
representation, Edinburgh could no longer domittaestrategic planning agenda. The
intention had been to mirror Glasgow Clyde Vallegtsmsensual approach.

However, unlike Aberdeen, which was at the forefi@iplanning reform, this is an example
of strategic spatial planning failing to take hdkESplan SDP was approved in 2013, a year
late and, crucially, without breaking down its himgsallocations to local authority levels.
This had to wait for Scottish Government interventiand an increased housing requirement
was eventually approved with specific local auttyoailocations in a Supplementary
Planning Guidance document, a year later, in 20h4.Scottish Government commissioned
a review of Strategic Development Plans in 2013/{K&urray Associates & University of
Glasgow, 2014). Given the politically delicate matof the plan-making process at the time,
that review took a cautious approach to analyduiegESplan experience. This thesis takes
that aspect further, providing an analysis of tbktips of growth in this growth-pressured
City region. At the Local Development Plan leves tase study focuses on Edinburgh’s
LDP2. This was the first LDP to have to implemdra SESplan SDP (2013), as the previous
plan implemented the existing Structure Plan 20@#lyced under the pre-reform system.
After an arduous process, the Edinburgh LDP2 wasterlly adopted in 2016. In the thesis,
this will be referred to as the Edinburgh LDP (2DBy comparing Edinburgh and
Aberdeen, a picture emerges of what planning reptesn Scotland and how this compares

to the argument that planning in England is ‘paditical neoliberal spatial governance’.
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CHAPTER 6: Rolling out growth?
Understanding the importance of context
and putting Scotland’s planning system

In its place.

Introduction

This chapter begins to respond to research questierby examining the extent to which
spatial planning in Scotland could be described @®st-political’ process focussed on
delivering growth for narrow interests at the exgeenf the public interest. This is a broad
summary of the argument that planning academiach(as Haughton and Allmendinger,
2015) critical of incarnations of the English plamqsystem, from New Labour to the current
Conservative government, have made. Planning isteeleave been residualised, and what
remains of it appears to have value only if it sapthe market and economic growth. In
comparison, Scotland’s planning system seems amr#éte support of government.
However, Scotland’s current planning system, irsgéid in 2016, has made it clear that there
is still a need to forge a system that is ‘fit parpose’; with a subtext that planning is failing

to meet its objective of delivering ‘sustainablemamic growth’.

As previously discussed in chapters 2-3, Scotlapldisning system has diverged
significantly from that of England. Yet as a systéaydesign and in its operation, it still
retains a strong resemblance to the English ‘dgalaning’ system of New Labour (2004-
2010), which was criticised as representing a fofrmeoliberal spatial governance’
(Allmendinger, 2016). The extent to which the qute of Scottish planning as neoliberal
spatial governance, with the implication that thisans growth is pursued as a priority and
policy is dominated by business interests, is irtgodrto understand and is opened up in this

chapter.

In chapter 2, Scotland’s current political-econocoatext has been described as broadly

similar to that of the rest of the UK. The resultlas, according to Law and Mooney (2012),
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is a “competitive nationalism, enacting neolibgralicies”. Chapter 2 also discussed some of
the difficulties and limitations in branding plangias ‘neoliberal’, particularly in the
devolved Scottish context. This is the first of tiapters that analyse the meaning of the
term in a Scottish planning context.

Similarly, the critique that planning is not dematae, that the politics of difficult decisions
are pushed aside in the name of achieving ‘grofethharrow, primarily business, interests,
is very complex. This chapter studies two city-oegi where a constrained housing land
supply has been considered a constraint on groMatbse are not the conditions which one
would expect as the outcome of a system of decafd@®-growth neoliberal spatial
governance. To understand this, this chapter presen analyses the research findings from
Aberdeen and Edinburgh City-Regions to establishrttpact of planning. This analyses the
way actors operate within the system to deal wigdpompublic policy concerns such as
growth, housing and the environment. It will revéa relevance of this critical literature on
planning and help towards providing an understapdircontemporary Scottish planning

and what it represents as a form of spatial govera&n practice.

This chapter deals with the process of planninggfowth in the two cases. It first
problematizes the idea of ‘growth agendas’ asra,tparticularly in a context of ‘housing
crisis’ in each case study. It then spends the ireea of the section dealing with the process
of planning and why in each case the same statetgte - Scotland’s planning system - was
operated by planning actors to arrive at very ddifé ends. It does this by focussing on four
key factors, that were arrived at through the datding process discussed in chapter 4 (see
p129). These help frame how growth strategies Wereulated by developing an
understanding of:

1) The meaning of ‘planning for growth’;

2) The technical rationales for planning strategies

3) The importance of new governance arrangemengsnms of planning for growth;

4) The importance of Scottish planning reform: nlegv system and its interpretation.
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Understanding growth and the planning system

Are these growth agendas?

In Scotland, the right to develop land was effeadinnationalised in 1947. Since then
Government has required planning authorities tlgans up to date and ensure that enough
land is allocated to meet housing need and dentemtt{sh Government, 2014). In both case
studies, development plans had at times failedtthis. Irregularly updated and seemingly
ineffective plans were important drivers for tharpting reforms of the mid 2000s (Peel and
Lloyd, 2006). While centred on democracy and plagnthis thesis is undertaken with a
specific analysis of the ‘wicked problem’ (Adam$,12) of planning for housing

development, particularly housing in growth pressdaireas. Chapter 2 demonstrated that the
factors that underlie Scotland’s latest housingigre complex; these are explored in this
thesis from a planning perspective. In both arplasining is framed by some as a systematic
cause of housing affordability in growth pressuaeels, and yet as a state structure it is
employed as a solution to this same problem. Tégtian of the chapter is important in

setting the scene for the remainder of the the=taulse it tackles the idea that ‘growth
agendas’ were present or absent in either cagpbtematizes the term ‘growth agenda’ and

therefore the charge that ‘neoliberal spatial goaace’ is about ‘delivering growth.’

In Aberdeen, the region’s ambitious growth strategyg formulated through the Aberdeen
City and Shire Structure Plan (2009). This aimeddiieve a high growth forecast of 10%
population growth by 2030 to 480,000 with a lontgggm target to grow to 500,000. The
figure of 500,000 was picked, without robust evickeit appears, as a tipping point upon
which a resilient city-regional economy could tleriv future. This was to be achieved not
just via natural population growth but by attragtpopulation through in-migration with the
wider objective of “allowing the economy of the ate fulfil its potential” (Structure Plan
2009, 17). However, this was within a context afakes of fluctuating economic growth as
well as what business interests and others peteiselecades of planning constraint in the
region. For a cross-section of participants, therdlben ‘growth strategy’ was as much about
making up for previous forecasting difficulties ligoally driven growth restraint, and slow
plan-making as it was about a setting out a brawve ambition.
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Every current and former planning officer intervehconsidered the region’s Structure Plan
(2009) growth strategy to be one that was attergptiresolve past problems of
development plans which had under-estimated gro@ie. former head of planning
considered that the growth strategy was also riefleof a ‘pro-growth’ stance that had
enveloped planning in Scotland but one which wabkayes based upon discourse rather than
substantive change. This idea fits with the ‘contjet nationalism’ of Law and Mooney
(2012) where devolved, SNP-governed Scotland neds& be seen to be ‘open for
business’ and at least as positive about growthegest of the UK.

You've got to think about growth. | mean 10 yeags alans were all about
constraints, greenbelts. But we rephrase the telogy. Now it's growth. We used
to say we will restrict the growth to 5000 housesy we say we’ll grow by 5000
houses. But it's the same thing. This happened tnecourse of one or two
planning cycles across Scotland, everyone realisdhang on we should be
planning for growth’ and it was as much becausewere competing with the
neighbours to see growth happen.” (Interview 1@nRing Consultant, former Head
of Planning, 2015)

A former Green Councillor in Aberdeenshire saw tihianging attitude to growth as
emanating more recently from a more centralised SHernment: “We have to ‘go for
growth’, and up here there was this thinking thatpopulation will just appear’. The fact is
all other Scottish councils seem to be doing tmeesgInterview 5, former Councillor
Aberdeenshire, 2013). However, as the Edinburgh sagly reveals, if it existed, this pro-
growth attitude did not in fact appear to strewlstotland’s capital city region. At a Scottish
level, it appears there had been at least a chartbe discourse that surrounded growth, yet
Aberdeen and Edinburgh exemplified very differemnéipretations of this.

Growth and up to date plans

Through planning reform, Scotland’s planning auities have committed themselves to
producing faster and more up to date developmeamisplin the mid-2000s, plans in both
regions were to varying degrees out of date. Tlas wewed as a problem by developers as
well as planners and councillors. In the Aberdegnregion, failing to maintain a regular

updated suite of plans opened the risk that aicesirhousing land supply in the near future
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would put developers in a stronger position of powais is because the two Councils would
face pressure to maintain a supply of effectivesiragiland to meet housing need and so
developers would be able to argue for non-allockted to be developed. The development
plan-making process under the pre-2006 systemltyaer and was more legalistic with
drawn-out Public Inquiry into plans. This, combineith the volatile political nature of
estimating housing needs in the region, meantiyéhe time local plans were adopted in
both Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen City in the mideg0€they were partly out of date and
having to rely on their ‘future phases’ of lancbaktions.

One councillor reflected on the Aberdeenshire Lédah (2006): “We’d adopted a plan. But
it was ridiculous; there was an explicit failuretive development plan because we had to
stick to the NEST(2002) figures and so we were never really leatliegdebate in our area.
We were just following circumstances from the Stértterview 5, former Councillor
Aberdeenshire, 2013). In the City, the Aberdeenal &an adopted in 2008 was its first
adopted local plan since 1991. An attempt by sedfitsers to allocate above the pessimistic
NEST (2001) Structure Plan requirement led to detad threats of legal challenge. Sites for
these new allocations had been earmarked in tlemigedt but not allocated. These threats
came from communities who lived nearby and frometigyers and land owners promoting
land elsewhere in and around the City and who \Wesby to lose out. According to
participants from across the spectrum, a perceigadl statutory plan-making process, and a
lack of political consensus led to a break dowthanplan-making process.

By the time the Aberdeen Local Plan (2008) was tatha commonly held view had
emerged between officers, developers and a newagabadministration (discussed later in
this chapter) that a more ambitious plan was reguin the City. This was summed up by a
plan manager in the City, “All that work, and wedhanly eight hundred new houses, which
was just nonsense. We always had it in mind thaiture we would need to do something a
lot different, a lot more radical” (Interview 13bArdeen City LPA, 2015).

A development plan manager (Interview 14, ACS SDE®L5) reflected on the sustainable
and democratic case for the ambitious growth agerdeh did emerge:

4 North East Scotland Together (2002). The AberdeehAberdeenshire Structure Plan which had been
formulated and forecasted in a period of low expegrowth rates and which was to cover the per@il 2
2016.
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We were trying to argue that the vision for gromtis the sustainable vision and that
it was the ‘no growth’ or ‘growth out of the citthat was the unsustainable option.
And patrticularly the fact that the councillors dodals were well aware of the
constant battles there’'d been, the constant appbal# housing land supply and
feeling under threat sporadically about the wistfdsousebuilders. Well there was a
kind of collective desire of ‘well can we sort tlsis we have control over our

destiny’ rather than handing that to the Scottisivé&nment and Reporters in
Edinburgh. This was seen to be a more positivetipadio be in rather than
potentially arbitrary decisions being made by asredsout the growth of the city

region.

The situation in Aberdeen reveals the importandastfconsidering the meaning of an
‘ambitious growth strategy’ in practice within thestorical context of planning in any place.
The Aberdeen view was that Scotland’s system hacechtowards a greater push for
growth. So, the region was well placed to complthwand even pioneer this, in the ‘culture
change’ spirit of reform. Edinburgh city-region vimever, offers an important counter-
perspective to this.

Over the course of recent development plan cyddise 1990s and 2000s, Edinburgh and its
immediate neighbouring authorities have relied damaining process which largely
involved the city pushing housing growth outwardgyéar, 2009). But, by working in a new
larger city-region, planning reform was seen tceptially offer a more collaborative way of
working towards a spatial vision that could deahvihe fraught local politics of growth in
the region (Vigar, 2009). Yet the optimism aroutahping which Vigar (2009) sensed in the
mid-2000s clearly did not bear out. This chapteat e next explore why this was the case.
SESplan was a new authority applying a new systainadaling with the same fundamentals
and the same politics of growth which had simmevilout resolution for decades.
Developers witnessing what was happening in Aberdeel hoped the creation of SESplan
would mean planning reform might lead a new proaghoapproach; however, this proved

far from the case.

SESplan (2013: 2) makes strong statements abowtlgra states a vision of creating a
“healthier, more sustainable” city region. It délses the region as “the main growth area and

the key driver of the Scottish economy. At its héaEdinburgh, a leading European city
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which is the hub of the regional and national ecoyibd Yet, this vision aside, SESplan was
described by the current SDPA Manager (InterviewEtlinburgh, 2015) as not really a
strategy in its own right. Rather it was “a knigjitogether of existing structure plans which
had recently been adopted”. It is important to geige that the SESplan process (2009-
2014Y took place in the midst of the Global Financialsr(GFC). To a great extent
Aberdeen’s regional economy escaped the GFC, entebyi 2009 relatively unscathed. This
is because its economy operates in somethingaxfad bubble, conditioned by fluctuating
global oil prices. In SESplan, constituent authesitonsidered they had sound and up-to-
date structure plans in place, with local plang&iming generous housing allocations; which
in any case the depressed regional housing magpketaed unable to deliver. According to
the same development plan manager, with thesenegtaunces and the local politics of
growth well-known, “local authority officers | wagorking with were critical about how

aspirational the city region’s strategy for therptauld therefore be”.

SESplan contained much of the pro-growth discoasseciated with planning reform. Yet,
as this thesis discusses, eventually central gavenhhad to intervene and forcefully set
higher housing growth targets than local autharitiad been willing to accept. A ‘knitted
together’ plan based on existing circumstancessgamingly not fit for purpose or
ambitious enough for the Scottish Government. Solevgpatial planning in South East
Scotland may not have locally implied a post-pcditiprocess focused on delivering
economic growth, the intervention of central goveent at least meant that neither was it to

be about limiting growth in order to satisfy logalitical sensitivities.

At this point, what is clear is that the two caralges offer very different contexts for
establishing the relevance of the critique thahpiag represents growth focussed neoliberal
spatial governanc&he Aberdeen growth agenda should be viewed imtegbof past

failure to meet growth needs, in part due to tlping system. There was also a sense of
taking ownership over the need for growth and {symbolically) disempowering the
development industry and the Scottish Governmetihlitirgh’s approach was not pro-
growth. Instead the level of growth needed wasutesphand the consequences of this

5 This period 2019-2014 includes the time takendmpa ‘SESplan SDP Supplementary Guidance on Housing
Land’ (SESplan SDP, 2014) which supplemented thegkh SDP(2013). This Supplementary Guidance was
imposed by the Scottish Government through the 88SPDP (2013) Examination which found that housing
forecasts and requirements were too low and tleeatibn of housing was not specific enough. The
Supplementary Guidance had to allocate housingfgmly to the Local Authority level.
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‘deferred’ (Allmendinger, 2016) to subsequent Igalain processes. It appeared to be a
politically antagonistic process and because afithwas viewed as problematic by central
government. They effectively ‘called-in’ the Pldmdugh its Examination and set the
required growth rate for the Councils. This demiatss the way in which the Scottish

Government maintained a strong policing influencecity-regional plans.

Understanding the technical rationales for planningstrategies.

Population forecasts and the need for growth

This section of the chapter traces the key techrat@mnales presented by interviewees in
explaining Aberdeen’s growth strategy and Edinbigglifficulty in gaining a consensus on
growth. Strategic development plans in Scotlandegeired to respond to central
government population forecasts as one crucial @i determining the level of housing
required in city-regions. In Aberdeen, officersdipwpulation forecasts to present a case for
growth, whereas in Edinburgh population forecaststheir interpretation were a point of

dispute that would set the tone for a highly peditiplanning process.

In Aberdeen, by the mid-2000s, a dispersed settiepattern of North American style
suburbanisation had developed in the region (Ha2@5; Gelan et al., 2008). Aberdeen is
often perceived as a growing city, thanks largelits reputation as an ‘oil rich’ city.
However, officers revealed that fears over the '€idieclining population were significant in
providing a technical argument that the City neeechdically change and grow. This can
be traced back to a series of stark Scottish Govenh population forecasts in the early
2000’s. Having experienced significant growth frim 1970’s until the mid-1990s, the
population of the City actually fell from 219,8801995 to 205,710 in 2004. So, in the late
1990s and early 2000s, Aberdeen’s population wagedsing and an important factor behind
this was retention and in-migration of small housdb and a loss of young families to
commutable areas in Aberdeenshire, which was experig significant population growth
in the period. This was explicitly planned for besa the region’s structure plan (NEST,
2001) had been focusing growth on the Aberdeenskirgon of the Aberdeen housing
market area. New housing in the City was essentiaing directed to the City’s relatively

few brownfield sites. This was a reaction to Igoalitical sensitivities around the greenbelt
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and a rigid interpretation of national planningdarnce. In 2005, the then Scottish Executive
(now the Scottish Government) projected that inpbeod 2004-2024 the population of
Aberdeen was likely to fall by 22% from 205,000L&0,500 (GROS Scotland, 2005). This
came against a national picture of expected populgrowth and Aberdeen’s was the

largest projected proportional fall for any locatfzority in Scotland.

The late 1990s and early 2000’s were a period wAbexdeen and Aberdeenshire had been
suffering from a downturn in North Sea oil activitywas still performing relatively well
economically; even with this downturn the City’seamployment figures were well below the
national average. However, planning officers anlttip@ans who were interviewed
considered that in that period there was a serdenith a falling population, and a relative
loss of high band council tax payers to the Shive,City had failed to maximise on the
opportunities of North Sea oil in previous decadsthe mid-2000s, as the region’s oill
economy again recovered, the idea that there waga to capitalise on oil and gas related

growth in the City began to dominate.

One officer described how planners presented & lpiedure to some sceptical Councillors
which convinced them of the need to take more dnamithin the Aberdeen City boundary:
“We extrapolated not too far into future where gogpulation of Dundee exceeded Aberdeen
and that actually turned out to be quite a perseamigument, Aberdeen becoming
Scotland’s fourth city, which you can imagine wagpdrticularly attractive to politicians”
(Interview 14, ACS-SDPA, 2015). Aberdeen City arir& do supplement Government
population forecasts with their own research. Hoavewn analysing the GROS figures
(GROS Scotland, 2005), | found it difficult to firidence that this ‘smaller than Dundee’
scenario would have occurred, not least becauseéxs already much lower population
was also set to decline. This was one example wdfGoers were effectively building a
technical case for significant growth in Aberdeed #&ying to bring on-board any remaining
sceptical councillors. Officers were demonstratimgr influence and presenting this as the
professional common-sense case. This is not teealt refocusing growth on Aberdeen
was not a more sustainable option, but the scalleeoproblem and the type of solution
required were views that matched those of the dgweént industry and business interests.
This thesis, particularly chapter 8, analyses thg iw which that lobby gained power within

the governance network of Aberdeen city-region.
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Another potential misconception of the last 30 gaarthat of Aberdeen as the ‘oil rich’ city.
While average local salaries have certainly risefi above Scottish averages due to the
impact of the oil and gas sector, local public fioas of the region did not reflect this.
Aberdeen City Council (ACC) had been seriously esfgnding from 2005-2008, leaving it

in a precarious position. In 2008 it was eventuallpject to Scottish Government audit
(Accounts Commission, 2008), which severely cstc the Council’s financial

management. This meant that well before the impiitte UK’s nationwide public sector
austerity there was a local context of severe semits, and a Scottish Government imposed
restructure of the Council. This was, essentialgentralised technocratic intervention on the
City Council. This sense of crisis in the City aasted with greater stability in the Shire.

This crisis made the need for growth easier totedtitizens of the City, even those living
near the greenbelt.

Aberdeen City Council is often quoted locally astind’s ‘worst funded authority per
head’. This is borne out by Scottish Governmertisiies in terms of ‘Net Revenue
Expenditure on Services per Capita’ but does nohaat for capital spending on
infrastructure projects in the city and region (Naal Statistics, 2016). Councillors
interviewed in Aberdeen conveyed this sense thardden loses out to Scotland in terms of
revenue generated by local industry and labouthierScottish and UK governments
compared to revenue eventually received back indipg settlements. This widely-held and
discernible perception turned out to be quite usafgalvanizing public and private sector
solidarity in the region, by engendering a sensgrieivance and thus having to ‘get things

done ourselves'.

Planning and public finances were a problem indbisse. Aberdeenshire was seen to be
thriving while the City suffered from populationsl® as families (portrayed as wealthy tax
payers) were pushed out to Aberdeenshire becaws&ok of new housing in the City. One
senior officer presented this as a key argumenddoeloping the city’s greenbelt and one
senior councillor presented it as a reason for &éen City Council’s financial problems.
However, both rationales could be disputed andishimportant in understanding how ideas
gain momentum in planning processes. The City'adrigax band housing stock would have
remained constant in this time; it would not haisadpeared. Equally, there was a view from
some Aberdeenshire Councillors that the very saianenpg strategy had actually burdened
the Shire with high cost infrastructure and serviteat are required to service communities.
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This view has some merit; according to this perspecAberdeen was taking the jobs while
the infrastructure to serve the labour force, sachew schools, were being paid for by the
Shire.

In terms of linking suburbanisation and the citifencial problems, both Audit Scotland
Accounts Commission reports (2008 and 2015) maka&emtion of a loss of population and
council tax-base as a factor. In fact, by 201%radevere restructuring and cuts to services,
the Council was considered to have made signifipeagress in dealing with overspending.
Yet in this period no significant change in theioas settlement strategy could feasibly have
had time to take effect. Any recovery could notdaeen a result of the return of, or the

growth of, wealthy tax payers.

The issue of tax bases and growth are quite Amegoastructs and are the kind of
arguments used to form and defend growth coalitidfeotch and Logan, 1987). Yet
Harding (2000) finds that such a perspective isasatelevant in the centralised fiscal
structures of UK local government and suggests sheyld be used cautiously, even if they
provide quite attractive explanations for politib@haviour in UK contexts. The Aberdeen
study reveals that officers explicitly supportestary of city decline but as a situation that
planning could turn around. Many councillors musstdbeen happy to link this to the
Council’s financial problems and would in turn haxesated planning as a potential solution.
However, as this was going on, the region’s devekqt industry and business lobby were
supporting a similar story. What is clear at thegye, and will be analysed in the next
chapters, is that while not exactly a ‘regime’ atlg the urban politics of production were
influential and this was directed by what Hardi2g@0) identifies, in the UK context, as

coalition formation and elite-consensus building.

So, by the mid 2000’s central and local forecastgepted that the region’s population was
set to grow, but that the City’s might still dediwithout planning intervention. The local
economy was quickly recovering from a less sewvaralised (oil price-led) recession than
had expected in the late 1990s. There was a grovangensus that future growth was
needed and particularly that more of it should talkeee within Aberdeen City. Furthermore,
there was growing movement to ambitiously plan'tiggh growth’ in the region. Officers,
the development industry, and pro-growth counalhere developing this idea around an

ambitious growth strategy.
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In Edinburgh, household forecasting was to haverg gifferent effecandit is worth
discussing this here. As per Scottish planning gjuee, the South-East Scotland (SESplan)
housing supply target was a policy decision based technical Housing Need and Demand
Assessment (HNDA). SESplan’s HNDA took far longeptoduce than had been expected,
and this delayed the process of the subsequentl&ESPP and local plans. While there
were issues associated with dealing with a new awedbauthority and a new variation of
assessment via HNDA, interviewees described tHgrehlem as one of gaining consensus
between authorities first and then ultimately betwplanners and the development industry:

Edinburgh City Council still effectively had a vemery significant control over the
SESPIan policy board, over that group. And so wibeimburgh decided that they
were not going to zone land in the greenbelt, traegit put the others in a very
difficult position. (Interview, 22: Planning Consat, Edinburgh, 2015)

SESplan chose to adopt a more conservative hoteiget than household forecasts in their
HNDA stated were required. The authority’s rati@nfr interpreting the evidence this way
was that based on past completions, and accouiatirige impact of the GFC on the local
housing market, the figures being suggested b¥HtHBA were unachievable: “there were
strong views that there was already so much lankersystem which was not being
developed, and councillors were very resistannighang which was going to suggest
putting more land into the system” (Interview 2ESplan, 2015). Development industry
interests took issue with this and essentiallyecbhibr new housing sites to be allocated along
with any dormant sites. That stance reflects a lomging debate between developers and
authorities over the effectiveness of housing alfiens and what to do about land that is
‘constrained’ by market conditions (Adams, 2011neGnterviewee with a history of
representing the housebuilding industry reflectedhis and the wider issue of how SESplan

interpreted the HNDA's population forecasts:

You get planners, politicians and the public saywigre’s all this growth coming
from? That can't possibly be right, no, no, thatsright. On no particular evidence,
you know. Why have we just spent nine months prodall this information with
them when somebody can just turn round and sayactimlly | don't believe that,

that's nonsense’ (Interview 30: Planning Consult&dinburgh/Aberdeen, 2015).
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Here the clash between the science and art of jplgnvas clear. From the housebuilder
perspective, this was an opportunity to set outtse for far greater housing allocations
through a technical process. From the planningaaityhperspective, the housing target and
its location were political decisions and the techh’‘case’ presented by the housebuilding
sector was subject to its own inherent bias. Tkessnent was described as “quasi-
scientific” and using a “completely disproportioea@mount of time and resources” with the
result that “not nearly enough time and effort gpimto the quality of the places that are
eventually created by planning” (Interview 21, SE®p2015). The HNDA was interpreted
as being only a technical basis from which stratelgicisions could be made. Rather than
utilising managerialism and technocracy to dispkheepolitics of growth (Allmendinger,
2016), SESplan in a sense presented populatioodsieas unashamedly political in nature

from the beginning.

Development industry perspectives on HNDAs haventsgmilarly dismissive of the time
and resources dedicated towards such assessmegntssadérch confirmed such a
perspective. However, the perceived solution te Was more straightforward: to be more
generous in housing targets and to direct a greadgortion of allocations not to
regeneration areas or complex sites, but to thestas develop and highest demand
greenbelts locations of Aberdeen and Edinburghh@mcargument has been reflected in
recent work by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (20 2Wwhich finds that 28% of housing
allocations in the SESplan area are in what thépelas the ‘weakest market areas’, which
are unlikely to be delivered. Planners would fraegeneration as a strategy of intervention
required to maximise the public good of developmBetvelopers would take the view that
maximising housebuilding completions are a quiskay to resolve regional housing
problems.

In Aberdeen, that argument was won by developerghimiwas only possible because
officers agreed with this and presented technigalaents to win over any sceptical
councillors and communities. Because the regiotrgcBire Plan (2009) was something of a
hybrid falling between two periods of reform, ittlNBA was signed-off in draft form as
‘credible and robust’ by the Scottish Governmerhie fiigh growth figures it contained were
deemed suitable, based on the collaborative wakhad gone into it with the expectation
that further detail could be dealt with later ifbsaquent local development plans. The

development industry and senior officers were éffety speaking with one voice on the
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issue of the consequences of continuing to lingtdbale of development in the city
boundary, the scale of housing target requiredtiaadbest place for housing to be allocated.
The way in which this unity developed will be ex@d in this and the next chapters. In
Edinburgh, a more conflictual process took placag tais is one that is more common in the
UK context. There, the planning authority respontieldcal concerns over the scale of the
loss of greenbelt, and the reality of a post-GFQsitg delivery that relied on a seemingly
broken market model. After eventually agreeingsifon, the new combined authority
argued that forecasts were only the basis of ptandecisions and simply following growth
forecasts did not constitute planning. The ScotBsiwernment’s verdict put a stronger
weight on the requirement to meet housing needdanthind and imposed a higher and more

spatially specific housing requirement.

Economic cases for growth

The second key technical rationale that needs tonderstood from actors’ perspectives is
the economic factors that drove each spatial sfyatéberdeen used planning policy as a
means to set out to achieve an ambitious growghegly, while SESplan’s vision was less
clear. However, as this thesis has establishedettveo regions have been identified as
drivers of Scotland’s growth. This section firselyses Aberdeen and its subsequent
experience in dealing with fluctuating economicaitions then considers Edinburgh’s

apparent aversion to an ambitious growth strategy.

Aberdeen’s Structure Plan (2009) and the Economit®mA Plan (ACSEF, 2008) were clear
in their recognition of the maturity of the regiergil industry and the need to prepare for a
post-oil economy. The growth strategy was explidithsed on an optimistic ‘high growth’
forecast with an aim to reach a population of 500,60y 2035. For the region, this target was
described as “critical to securing its future pesly and realising its potential” (ASDPA,
2013). The 500,000 figure happens to be that wimebts Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development and European Union Eatrdsfinition of a ‘metropolitan area’
in terms of ‘functional economic units’ (OECD, 2Q1Bopulation growth as a strategy was
based on the precarious nature of the region’baskd economy. A bigger population, it was
reasoned, would make the area more attractiveéonational businesses by enabling them
to ‘anchor’ in the region (ACSEF, 2008).
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The process of collaborative spatial strategy-n@isrkey to understanding why this strategy
took shape. This important aspect is covered fuldter in this chapter and in chapter 8. The
population target appears to have emerged thrdwghegion’s increasingly closely knit
public sector economic development departmentpamdte sectors which were
collaborating on regional development strategy mgki he region’s public-private
partnership for economic development set out wihetpected future development plans and
development management would achieve: “Availabayl access to land for expansion is
critical in a growing economy as is a pro-developtragproach to planning with a
streamlined, fast, and efficient decision makingcess” (ACSEF, 2008, 15). Planners
actively encouraged this thinking. Interviews rdedahat planners had grown weary of
battling with the development industry after yeafrslealing with land supply shortage —
which was a consequence of pessimistic stratedig® ast. This had led to closer
cooperation between planners and the developmeusiry, and planners becoming
convinced of the need to be far more generousing®f land supply. Higher growth suited
the professional sectors as well as pro-growth cilors. The remaining task was to
convince any sceptical politicians and communitiethe benefits of growth.

Painting a picture of the future without change Weslamental. To try and convince
people that no change wasn’t an option and tha#iyraround the decline of the City
and probably the consequential decline of the i@tyion and that's probably where we
were helped by having — how could | put it — antable primary job source where you
could say ‘well if we don’t make this an attractpiace to locate they’ll go somewhere
else’ and you were putting forward a position whse€ompeting against Stavanger,
Calgary, Perth you weren’t competing against Glasgod Edinburgh. We were just
getting that different mind-set of ‘do we want fbbs here?’ and what would be the
consequences of not having the jobs here? (Interiie ACS-SDPA, 2015)

The public and private sector had forged closeikimgrrelationships with the aim of making
the region an internationally competitive placéive and work. This ideal fits with the New
Conventional Wisdom (Gordon and Buck, 2005) disedss chapter 2, where cities have
become seen as essential to international comyaetéss, cohesion, responsive governance
and possibly environmental sustainability, and éheslues mutually reinforce, rather than
compete against each other. It also fit the requargs of the Scottish Government for closer
collaboration between sectors as well as strong@namic growth in the Aberdeen City-
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Region. In the interview above, the planner’s pectige was not borne out of some sort of
insatiable appetite for growth, rather a real lhehat previous attitudes to growth had put the
City-Region in a precarious position. The sensa@ldrdeen’s relational geography also
comes through here; as a city locked into the dlobband gas supply chain, rather than a
regional Scottish city. This relational perspecisene that is commonly presented in the

city-region’s planning and economic developmentushoents.

In Edinburgh, SESplan represented a very differesattion to its region’s own economic
imperatives and these are discussed in the remanhdas section. While SESplan describes
the Edinburgh City Region’s status as “the mainghoarea and the key driver of the
Scottish economy” (SESplan, 2013), it realisticaipresented a political compromise
between development interests, communities antigahs on an acceptable, tempered,
level of growth. Compared to the Aberdeen casefwha absent was a strong and coherent

case from business interests on the economic visiaihe region.

The first thing to clarify is that SESplan is natiagrowth; it clearly promotes economic
development as a key objective. This is not unuguahning authorities and local
government have little history of opposing econogrmwth per se and the idea of creating
jobs is still a vote winner. This is why equatimggth focused plans with ‘neoliberalism’ is
complex and tenuous. Rather, SESplan struggledthatimtrinsically linked issue of housing
growth and infrastructure delivery, and it lackestrategic vision with a clear spatial
expression of specific allocations. The followingpte encapsulates the classic issue faced

when considering Edinburgh’s economic future:

These issues have been raised time and time aredagain, you know. That balance
between conserving what's good about Edinburghgiwive all recognise, and
understanding that is, along with Aberdeen, whieeeaiction is economically in
Scotland, and you have to accommodate...if yowneggto deliver the Government's
economic strategy, then Edinburgh has to deliven itarge part. So you have to
accommodate the implications of that, and the icapions of that are people and
movement and housing and employment (Interviewp&hning consultant,
Edinburgh)
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Development planning in Edinburgh faces the taskusfuring the economy of a medium
sized capital city with World Heritage status, faumiversities, a well-grounded
administrative and knowledge economy, and an etevi@putation for its generally high
quality of life. Managing this inheritance helpgp&in why the City has tended to avoid
epochal moments that require dramatic planningtieois. Public-private partnership is not
as local and integrated as Aberdeen’s. Other sectbthe chapter and chapter 8 of the
thesis will develop this, but it is important totadhat on the surface there is less of a
boosterist public-private partnership operating IKCSEF (Aberdeen City and Shire
Economic Future) has in Aberdeen. Had there beeSpfn and subsequent local
development plans would likely have been less an#ll and faster to prepare. SESplan
faced a similar issue to Aberdeen, that of eff@tyilhousing a growing population and
expanding businesses in order to encourage fuetteromic growth. But Edinburgh as a city
faces the more complex task of ensuring that thesahot ‘kill the golden goose’, as some
participants put it, degrading the urban charasties that pull businesses to the City in the
first place. For many participants, it was thisdo&ling that is the essence of planning
strategically; it is not simply anti-growth. Thdlawing quotes sum this up:

There’s been a failure to appreciate that the WwelEdinburgh is inextricably
bound up with its heritage. You still see peopl& aibout development or heritage?
Making money or looking at history? Tourism or in@ss? And, you know, that’s
completely daft because Edinburgh is attractiveoigorations because of its history
and the built environment. [...] James Crosbie at I9B@s told me this, his clients
they come into the building and into the great.halhey look out the window and
they see the new town laid out below them and sithe context for them signing or
not signing’. That's the context, our heritageis wealth (Interview 37: Architect-
Urbanist, Scotland, 2016).

The GFC had been expected to severely impact Edjhlsusizeable financial services sector
and this, along with turmoil in the housebuildimglustry, dominated the agenda at the time
of the formation of SESplan. Partly because ofSbettish bank nationalisations in 2008, the
impact of the GFC on Edinburgh’s economy was les®me than had been envisaged.
However, at an unusually critical juncture in Edingh’s historical economic context,
SESplan had offered an opportunity to rethink tle for planning in Edinburgh’s wider
economic strategy. The chosen path of ‘stitchimgtioer of existing plans’ means the City is
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now struggling to deal with land use implicatiorisubhat are now more favourable economic
circumstances. The land-use issue that has eméugadt is wrapped up with the way the
City deals with the politics of the expansion angnsification of land-use for differing
economic purposes as well as housing land. Ongeviatece, who represents Edinburgh’s
public-private economic development partnershigcdbed the impact of a rejuvenated
financial sector and a burgeoning tech-sector@ityawhere planning had done little to
anticipate or to attempt to deal with such grovdke in Aberdeen, housing shortages and
labour supply were intrinsically linked as econoisgues, and so planning was seen as not

dealing with ‘sustainable economic growth’

We need high grade offices for these people ircilyecentre, the new tech-companies
the staff want to walk and cycle to work, pop outuach and meet friends, but you'll
always be beaten by serviced apartments, residlentmtels. I've told the councillors
we have a real employment issue here, but theyt #apiv how to deal with it. | mean
to be fair to them they have a real shortage ostmgubut that's because of political
issues they already know about, tReporters have been telling them there isn't
enough housing land in their plans (Interview 4@inBurgh public-private economic

development partnership, 2016).

Both case studies point to the difficulty of spaginning dealing with the complexity of
global economies. While talking the language aérinational competitiveness and projecting
a common purpose based on economic growth, eaelpecesented very clear differences of
how that might form into a spatial strategy. Abenais strategy of civic boosterism brought
planning briefly into an important but confinedeaf growth facilitation, but this has
eventually met the reality of a global oil pricesh (discussed later in the chapter).
Edinburgh’s inability to overcome the local polgiof growth has meant it has possibly
missed an opportunity for planning to demonstratatvit can achieve in nurturing

sustainable liveable city-regional environments.

Keeping City-Regions moving

Transport infrastructure is a key rationale helgmgxplain why Aberdeen City was

considered capable of opening up for growth whil&dinburgh transport was seen as

6 Referring to the ongoing Edinburgh Local Develophféian Examination underway at the time
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holding back an ‘ideal type’ of development strgtefys discussed in later chapters, the
Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route (AWPR), a loagiptd bypass around the City costing
at least £750m, became integral to selling the alem expanding city-region. The argument
planners and developers could make to residentshassvith the AWPR ‘finally agreed’ in
the mid 2000s they would not have to suffer thegestion that had previously been
associated with development in the region. Planaoffigers | interviewed considered that the
AWPR was very important in appeasing anti-develapinsentiment in Aberdeen which for
decades had been dominated by concerns not arguowith’ but around road traffic in the
Aberdeen area. The irony is that these public aosceould legitimately be seen as the
consequence of previous suburbanised and decagttehgent strategy which previous plans

had encouraged.

The process surrounding the evolution of the AWBRraidea which eventually came to
fruition is intrinsically linked to aspects of greeelt development and wider considerations
of political power in the region which are discusse the next chapters. At this point it is
important to note that there was a specific orgahresistance to the road route via a group
called RoadSense, led by a local academic Williaaltdv, and there was a localised
campaign under the guise of ‘Aberdeen Greenbeladde’. However, much more powerful
was widespread public support for the road (beybedmmediate locality of its
construction) and very significant local media,ipicdl and business support. The growth
strategy was based on lifting a constraint thatld/open up the region to the rest of the

country and reduce commuting times for residentscasts for business:

| think before 2009 it was probably, people in Adegn were probably a bit anti-
development, but a bit of that was ‘we really dbwa¥e the infrastructure’. The AWPR
made a huge difference to peoples’ willingnescéejgt development. Even | was
thinking, shit, if we don't get the AWPR, you kna®Villiam wins his court case,
then actually we are going to have to rethink ouire development strategy. So there

was a lot hanging on that (Interview 35: former He&Planning Aberdeen).

The AWPR was a key political and economic strugghech preceded the growth strategy.
The region was seen to have finally won somethiagnfthe UK and Scottish Governments.
Technically, the growth strategy was significamtyiant on the AWPR to open up

development sites, and politically it was requite@ppease opposition who feared further
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traffic gridlock in the Aberdeen area. Both cousaigned up to an agreement to part fund a
portion of this Private Finance Initiative fund&tottish trunk route project. Such
contributions are unusual in the Scottish fundiogtext and demonstrates the importance
placed by officers, politicians and businessesherproject to the overall economic fortunes

of the region.

While in Aberdeen the eventual agreement to a niegosport project provided an important
rationale for a growth strategy, in Edinburgh tagure of a transport project is important in
understanding its approach to growth. The stothefEdinburgh Tram project and planning
for growth in Edinburgh are intrinsically linked duencapsulate the politics of growth and the
difficulties in delivering major projects throughlglic-private partnership and finance. The
only partially completed tram project began op@agathree years late, £375m over budget,
and is now subject to a Public Inquiry which will/estigate the project’s failures. For this
thesis, what is important to understand are the-lese implications that the tram project at

one time promised and the constraints that its-palyial realisation now imply.

The tram route was supposed to link Edinburgh ainpah the city centre, then run north to
Leith and around the docklands before looping ladke west of Edinburgh. This was
integral to linking the Leith docks with the Cityelping to enable development viability for
the most significant brownfield land opportunitytire region where at one point up to
20,000 housing units were being proposed. In tigg e tram only linked the airport to the
city and Edinburgh has been left with a tram liather than a network. More specifically, the
waterfront regeneration area has been left withayttram link. What was clear from the
research was that the mid to late 2000’s was agevhen the city was embarking on a new
approach to place-making based around more North@ropean place-making principles.
This had not resolved the housing issue but a &igqd it was about improving public
transportation which could lead to a more compastasnable city. However, this was
effectively killed off with the emergence of probie with the tram project and the inter-

related impact of the GFC on regional property cioonks.

There had been strong scepticism about the cabedfam project in Edinburgh when the
idea was being floated. But if it had been devetba® planned and improved the viability of
the waterfront, such a strategy would likely haeerblargely palatable to citizens across the

City — as has been the experience in other cikedublin. The GFC might have killed off
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the ideal waterfront masterplan for the Leith anmdr@on Docks on its own. However, the
stunted tram project has definitely decreased éveldpment viability of regeneration in the
area and this has meant the need to look for fae @evelopment land on greenfield sites on
the fringes of the City. In turn, this has sigrafintly increased public aversion to growth from
suburban communities in the City and its surrougdinthorities. The major land use
implication of this has been to alter the termshefbrownfield versus greenfield debate; this

is investigated in depth in the next chapter.

Sustainability and growth strategies

The final technical argument that is worth reflegton is the role that environmental factors
played in convincing decision makers about appat@rgrowth strategies in Aberdeen and in
Edinburgh. Development plans in Scotland must destnate compliance with environmental
legislation including: The Environmental Assessm@&uotland) Act 2005; The Conservation
(Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 1994; and@ienate Change Act (2009). Through the
Development Management process, subsequent devehdmight then have to comply
with additional requirements such as the Envirortiaddmpact Assessment (Scotland)
Regulations 2010. This legal framework providesliasis against which plans for growth
can be assessed for whether they may cause unalgleeparm to the environment. What
compliance with legislation also appears to coiger contribution to ‘sustainable economic
growth’; the idea of saying yes to developmentrmitat any cost. This section briefly
considers how the environmental aspects of sustdityavere considered in each strategy
and its importance in quelling the contradictiohsantinuous growth and minimal

environmental impact.

In the Aberdeen city-region, the Structure PlarO@Q) had only two aims: “To provide a
strong framework for investment decisions whiclphel grow and diversify the regional
economy, supported by promoting the need to usmiress more efficiently and
effectively”; and “to take on the urgent challengésustainable development and climate
change.” One officer described how allowing for &flecation of up to 72,000 homes by
2030, including potentially up to half of thesele City’'s greenbelt, was explained as
sustainable because 75% of the growth would beteideo the City or the wider region’s
transport corridors. This would meet the area’ssihiayineeds while minimising carbon

emissions. The city-region’s unsustainable subudsuelopment pattern which pushed

166



growth out of Aberdeen (Hague, 2005, Gelan eR808) had been recognised in the
Structure Plan (2009). The new strategy, desmtedale of growth, was seen as sustainable

and a common-sense approach, as one former seni@ecvant reflected:

“It's quite a simple straightforward thing, A, yeg'got two councils. B, you've got
radial roots. So it's a relatively straightforwaldnning exercise for a city-region of
what is it, about 400,000 people or whatever? Yoavk put around 40,000 around
in Aberdeen, that sort of thing. So, in some wilggjuite a classic example of a city

region” (Interview 47: former senior civil serva@016).

However, while the strategy involved a proportioimarease in development within the
growth corridors, it also provided an actual inseea development outside those corridors
as well because of the general scale of the plaerelwas also a slackening of rural housing
development regulations which officers explained beame about because rural councillors
had found the previous plan too complicated anttictige. In this sense, the new more
‘laissez-faire’ approach to growth was being drivsgrcouncillors in some cases. A small
minority of environmentally-focused councillors aggl that the plan could not be described
as sustainable. The joint chair of the SDPA coneaith the end could not even support the
plan when it was voted on by the wider Council.ddasidered it to be incompatible with the
need to address climate change and, in any cagdahthscale of growth envisaged would
prove unrealistic. However, he did not considet Hwding up on those grounds would have
been possible and local democracy - the will ofrttegority - had to take its course:
“Certainly myself and Councillor Johnston, when giten was adopted at Full Council, were
stating very clearly that these forecasts of hau&nd requirement, and so on, were cloud
cuckoo land stuff” (Interview 19: Councillor, 201@berdeenshire and ACS-SDPA), 2015).
The fact that the joint chairperson could not esepport his own SDPA’s Structure Plan,
and that this was inconsequential in getting iesllg approved by the Scottish Government,
demonstrates that an ‘ambitious’ growth agendagueasg to face very little effective

opposition in the reformed Scottish planning system

Swyngedouw considers the concept of ‘sustainableldpment’ as symptomatic of a
framing of environmental issues that contributea pwst-political and post-democratic
condition which prevents the possibility of a rpalitics of the environment (Swyngedouw,

1997). Haughton et al., (2010) call for further lgas of the implementation of such ‘fuzzy
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concepts’ that prevail within spatial planning ages The ‘sustainable’ plausibility of
Aberdeen’s fossil fuel based growth strategy, aioked £750m bypass around the City, is
highly questionable. The means by which the grastititegy was couched in ‘sustainable’
terms, and what this tells us about the democnaiare of planning in Scotland, will be

analysed further in chapters 8 and 9.

Edinburgh’s interpretation of sustainability is doated by the debate over how much
growth can be accommodated and where it can gdstvnotecting its greenbelt. The
simplicity and potential fallacy of equating greeftlwith sustainability was brought up in
numerous interviews. The next chapter will disdnsgreater detail the arguments that have
been framed as Edinburgh has attempted to expeapfrogging’) its housing need beyond
its greenbelt. The Edinburgh greenbelt dilemmakeyaplanning construct around which the
politics of growth have been fought out. The poligbate around greenbelts have been
empirically understood at least since its firsbrigus UK analysis (Hall, 1973), and the
Edinburgh case is a contemporary UK example optiigical intransigence of this land-use
issue. At this stage, the complexity and differimiggrpretations are captured in this quote
which is worth presenting in length:

Sustainable economic growth, sustainable developnrethe SDP it's got both of
them, and a clear understanding...I think there’s.edm we’ve made sustainable
economic growth absolutely central to it. It'll Bbsolutely central to the second
strategic development plan as well and the comenttie members. That doesn’t
necessarily mean we’ve all got a common interest,ignow with what economic
growth is, | suppose, but | think they're all signgp for growth. We obviously want
to put a big emphasis on sustainable economic ty;dvetcause that is the hook, |
think, that takes in things like and climate chaagd the low carbon economy.
Which in turn takes you onto things like, well, ddbe green belt encourage
unsustainable travelling patterns? That kind afghso sustainable economic
growth, 1 think if you ask people around our conteetor the member authorities,
they’'ll say, yes, we all support that, but it wanilchecessarily mean we’ve all got
exactly the same interpretation (Interview 21, SR8 SDPA, 2015).

This section has briefly set out the ways in whtod environment and sustainability

were brought together with economic growth in ecate. In Aberdeen’s case, the
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growth strategy was framed as common sense ar@d@2eminimising option, despite
contained, but significant, opposition. In Edinburthe region struggled more openly,
and continues to, with sustainability as a contegt is dominated by concerns over the
greenbelt. Chapter 9 compares the way the greetdedtte has unfolded in each city-
region in greater depth. This is important in ustiEnding how planning has been used to
deal with the politics of growth in Scotland. Beddhis, the chapter analyses at a higher
level how the Scottish planning system was operiayealkctors to deal with the pressures
for growth in each region.

New Governance arrangements and planning for growth

It has been established that after at least a éemfagruptions of strained political relations
between Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen City, planr@fagm and the formation of the new
Strategic Development Planning Authority offeredogportunity for a fresh approach to
planning in the region. Fraught relations betwdenhousebuilding sector and the Councils
in the early to mid-2000s should also be considerddde longer history of a fairly close
formal and informal working arrangement in the gitgion in terms of wider business-public
sector relations. So, the institutional ‘changesught about by the creation of the SDPAs
might be seen as quite cosmetic overall. The netoaity was really a continuation of
Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen City having to work ttogre What is more interesting in the
region is that the political attitude to growth olgad at the same time. This appeared to
emanate from collaborative working between officdiesvelopment industry and wider
business interests, and this consistent messagedilup to councillors. The governance
network in the region had been altered with a pawgh message emanating. The new
SDPA was seen as offering a route to confirmingoavth agenda because of planning
reform’s emphasis on growth as an objective anklgotative plan-making process. With
the issue clearly opened up here, this will betdeih in greater detail in chapter 8 which
specifically focuses on public-private collaboratio the North East and its impact in terms
of democratic outcomes. Accordingly, this sectioouses to a greater extent on the

emergence of the new SESplan authority.

The creation of SESplan was politically disruptiVéis is because while Edinburgh and the

Lothians had their own difficult history of goveng planning, the addition of the Borders,
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and Fife brought about an entirely new configuratio this case, a political disruption lead
to stasis rather than a new momentum, but the meergance configuration still goes some

way to understanding the political problems that@unded SESplan.

In Aberdeen, a new City Council administration 00Z confirmed a more pro-development
political attitude which had been slowly buildingwas already clear that the general mood
amongst market actors in the region was shiftingny case. After all, in 2004 the council

had already attempted to increase housing allatatioits Local Plan above those of the
NEST (2001) structure plan, but this had been l@ddky the fact that no new Structure Plan
was yet in place. In 2007, with a new Liberal Deraband SNP coalition in place, the

growth agenda largely took on a political form e City. It was the change in political
administration that was important in confirmingrawth strategy and an eventual acceptance
of the need for a 50/50 sharing of housing allacegibetween the City and Shire.

By virtue of a new City Council administration,tbe new SDPA level the City and Shire
now had two Liberal Democrat councillors on theatiotlg SDPA chairperson position.
Whilst ostensibly representing the same politicaty the two councilors were described as
“very different politically and in every way” (Inteiew 14, ACS-SDPA, 2015). These
differences made confirming the political accefdtgbof the structure plan difficult at the
outset. Officers described how the pro-developniatyt Chair and the pro-environment
Shire Chair had difficulty in agreeing to finalliga up to the growth agenda: “We were
locked in a room, the two of them were going atotd for word with officers trying to get
something that both councils could sign up to.dsviaard work at the time but I think in
retrospect it was very useful there wasn’t one dgetominating, there was a balance in
there” (Interview 14, ACS-SDPA, 2015).

What is important to understand in the North Eaess the sense that councillors were signing
up to a growth agenda rather than driving it thdwese This is discussed in the next chapter
but there was a long process of this emerging ast@mme Councillors and then eventually
gaining widespread political approval. Finallyagpeared that despite talk of ‘balance’
between development and protectionist interes¢stehl thrust was towards a very pro-
development political agreement. The option ofve-gpowth or pro-environment plan was

not on the agenda.
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In the South East of Scotland, the new SPDPA waserma of a core of Edinburgh and the
three ‘Lothians’, which had a long history of disagjing on where Edinburgh’s growth
should be accommodated. These were joined by tWwaties that had no history of

working together. The outcome was an inabilitynabed a positive working relationship:
“There was a lack of trust between authorities tietle were the legacy issues, relationships
between the member authorities, historically, thipgt weren’t very good” (Interview 21:
SESplan SDPA, 2015). The SDPA committee was mad# tyo councillors from each
authority and a decision was made to rotate th& ohéhe committee annually rather than
engaging one chair for the duration of the plarcpss (as ClydePlan in Glasgow did). The
outcome for the new SDPA was a tentative approaciew political working arrangements;
SESplan was seen by all participants as sometHiagedding-in process and this is a strong
reason that it became a “stitching together oftaxgplans”.

In the SESplan governance arragement, like Taygidnmberdeen City and Shire, each
individual council must ratify the committee deoiss of the SDPA. Ratification for SESplan
was aimed at engendering consensus. It replacesleops arrangement where Edinburgh
City Council could use its size to outvote the heiguring Lothian authorities. This can be
compared to Clyde Plan where decisions are delggatine strategic planning authority.
The Glasgow metropolitan area has a history of &strategic planning stretching as far
back as the 1940s through the Glasgow and Clyd@Ra&dPlan. Because of this, there is a
long engendered trust, or at least an understarmdiitg working history, from its constituent
authorities. This comparison was explored by Vig#&2009) study of metropolitan planning
in Scotland 2009. Without such a collaborativedrgtthe cautious approach by SESplan for
a fairly safe, if rigid, governance arrangemeningerstandable. In practice, with six
authorities in SESplan, however, strategic planintakecame a drawn-out process, and
because of this there was inevitably a higher tenof councillors on the committee than

would have occurred had a less consensual but efficeent model been developed.

In terms of officers, the new SDPA was formed oé tvead officer, a senior officer and two
planners. By the time SESplan had been sent tdiSicdinisters in 2013 for approval,
SESplan had its third (and current) SDP manageradt difficult to decipher why there had
been such high officer turnover. Public sector p&s were unwilling or unable to say,
whereas private sector planners had their sus@dhmat this was a result of SESplan being
driven by the needs of politicians. One local atthigplan manager described the general
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governance of SESplan as a “tortuous political @gscWhat happens there is everyone looks
after their own interests and agreement is not gasgach” (Interview 44: ‘Lothians’ LPA,
2015).

Yet it is difficult to see how a new authority inteon ruling by consensus could have come
up with a more authoritative means of decision mgkiVhat sets Aberdeen and Edinburgh
apart is first the simplicity of working bilaterglin the former compared to working with six
authorities in the latter. The new governance sinedn SESplan was inherently more
complex and, importantly, it involved somethingagbeace-making process between the core
authorities while bringing in Fife and the Bordeshich are two very different new
authorities with different needs from strategiowiang. In terms of explaining attitudes to
growth, the ‘stitching together’ of existing plaasd the desire to put off the difficult political
decisions posed by the city-regions HNDA can pa#yexplained by planners and
politicians getting a feel for strategic plannifgrhaps most important was the lack of sense
of urgency for radical change because of the regiimompact of the GFC. Most important was
the lack of an organised push for growth by busessnd the local housebuilding lobby.
Chapter 9 will explore this factor in depth.

A Planning System Designed for growth?

This section will first consider the reformed Sasttplanning system (2006-2016) as a state
apparatus and the ways in which it was used taupugsowth in Aberdeen, and how in
Edinburgh the new system clearly did not servephipose. It has been demonstrated that
there was a sense that the planning system hawpsiyvheld back growth in the North East.
This has called into question the idea that thevgragenda was something new, but was
instead perhaps something that had been suppr&3sapter 6 has demonstrated that the
reformed planning system and ‘culture change’ siatounded it were in effect tested out in
the North East as the two councils became thetérshplement the new range of Scottish
development plans. The section below focuses aoge lextent on the importance of the
reformed system to a new attitude to planning eNlorth East, but compares this with

experiences in implementing the same system istuth East.

Through the redesigned planning system, both regiamw the replacement of the Structure

Plan Joint Committees by a new set up of more @rars-length Strategic Development
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Plan Authorities. Conferring ‘Authority’ status efied a greater degree of autonomy, and an
increase in staff resources, marking a differengerévious arrangements. In Aberdeen,
improved resources and political backing for sget@lanning came not only through the
system change but also through local circumstaWyéb. the sense that something ‘a lot
more radical’ was coming in terms of the regiortt#@de to growth, strategic development
planning was handed the task of helping this hapipeladinburgh, the context of ‘stitching
together existing plans’ meant that regardles®fstystematic changes political prioritisation
of a new approach to planning was not really evidénis was a new set up which offered

greater legitimacy for strategic planning, but cbik embraced or used cautiously.

First, it is important to clarify that while resaas directed to strategic development planning
had increased in comparison to those years imnedgiatior, participants with experience of
structure planning under regional councils stilhgidered this to be comparatively a weakly-
funded system. What the creation of SDPAs did dffeugh was a legitimate means by
which growth requirements could be set at a cigyene scale; this made it a useful forum
around which development interests would coaldsedso placed a greater emphasis on
collaboratively approaching the delivery of devet@mt strategies and providing a technical
assessment of plans. However, as events were wisheach case, neither development plan
visions for growth or their actual delivery could §imply agreed upon through strategic

planning.

Strategic Development Plans as a means to legitirmigrowth agendas

In Aberdeen, participants in the research werer thed strategic planning had made pursuing
a growth agenda more straightforward than it wdalde been had the scale of growth been
determined at the local level. SDPs were seen as high-level; demonstrating a broad
vision, and less detailed compared to structuresplehich had determined the level of
development required in major settlements. Froraeeldpment industry perspective, the
previous North East structure plans were not oegnsas lacking ambition but also as being
overly complicated. This is a fairly typical viewofn the development industry Scotland-
wide, and was one of the reasons that a simpld@alopment plan document approach was
called for through planning reform in the mid-2000ke eventual Structure Plan (2009) was
not just welcomed by the development industry tefarge scale of allocations but also for

its simplicity in form and its clear instructiors planners and developers. Importantly, the
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credit for this apparent simplicity was put dowrthie officers preparing the plan carefully
with ‘key stakeholders’, rather than a new aspéth® system that could be easily replicated

elsewhere.

We can go back to the previous Aberdeen structiarespand you go back and read
that plan now, you know, it's opaque, it's diffictd understand what it’s trying to
achieve, the numbers are confusing and a wereesaoficonstant argument in the
NEST Structure Plan. Now, if that's your startiragn, then the rest is in trouble
before you even start and, you know, yet we'veegattly the same problem today
in Edinburgh with the SESplan (Interview 30, PlamghnConsultant, Edinburgh,
2015).

From the development industry perspective, thetBtadlan (2009) had simplified the issue
of defining the housing requirement at the outset setting out where this would be
delivered. Yet, SESplan (2013) was seen to be obfung) the regional growth requirement

particularly by its omission of local planning aatity growth requirements.

One major consideration at this point though isvitig existence of the strategic layer which
can be used to defer conflict to another pointmet(Allmendinger, 2016), or perhaps more
appropriately to justify what might turn out to bentroversial decisions when the point of

conflict later emerges. As one Plan Manager redlict

When we do our local plan and someone says ‘whyalidneed this many houses?’
we can say because the strategic plan says s@n the real answer is more
complicated but in terms of what we have to dollggeell then we have to identify
12,000 houses in phase one then that's what weifigéimterview 13: LPA,
Aberdeen City, 2015).

This configuration of the system created a route ¢gmowth strategy, but it was not one that
could be followed without political and officer wilAnother Plan Manager in the North East
reflected on the fact that in setting the Structli@n (2009) growth requirement, it had never

been the case that the public would get to pidkwa growth’ scenario:
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“We went to communities and well you know if yolk@a®mebody a question ‘you
can either have apples, oranges, or pears, thgrdtret ask for avocados’ but the
most important thing with all the community feedkawas that they actually got it.
They understood that we needed growth. | understaaidhe principle we were
offering was you can have a really high or a high aot so high but you can’t have
a low because we think professionally you need Qiglvth. We were able to
persuade people why low was not an option anddigkget it. If you go for low you
constrain the housing land supply all that's gaémbappen is prices will go up and
up and up. So there is a quid-pro-quo that you bav&ve more housing land, more
supply, to actually address the issues of affolitabiWell that's the theory anyway
(Interview 12: Local Planning Authority, Aberdedtyeregion).

In the interview above, there was a clear admisiahthe public were not to be offered
another scenario through the Structure Plan aridhibg could be persuaded as to why that
was the case. The logic from officers in the Aberdeity-region case was that they were
professionals imparting knowledge upon the pubdid mnost councillors. As the Structure
Plan (2009) emerged, the process was seen as havolged the public to a greater extent
than previous planning processes. Yet in othesparthe interviews conducted, officers
conveyed a sense that the public were not hugadyasted in the strategic level of planning.
The local development industry, in contrast, wall p@sitioned to take up its new position
as key stakeholders in the region’s collaboratireegnance arrangements.

In Edinburgh, the strategic plan did not offer asyeroute to a growth agenda simply
because, although the development industry mighg naanted that, there was insufficient
organised pressure political to deviate from thecpdent set by quite recent structure plans.
However, planning officers were clear that with tdoatroversy that has followed - the
fraught development of SESplan, and the subsedtdinburgh LDP — growth-averse
communities are now far more aware of the powestrategic planning. While SESplan had
been something of a battle between business, #maiplg authorities and the Scottish
Government, communities are now far more awareath@r than smoothing a path to

growth, officers expect subsequent SDPs to offeneyreater scope for political conflict.
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In Aberdeen, officers were clear that they congidehe system to have the potential to take
the politics out of planning for growth by ensuritigit councillors arrived at the process with

a different mind-set to that of local politics:

“We tried to instil a philosophy at the start tiyat are here to represent the city
region and its interests and you need to try anng/@ur political persuasion to one
side. Try to leave your ward and council at therdmxrause what you are supposed
to be doing in this room is what's best for the cggion” (Interview 14: ACS-
SDPA, 2015).

In Aberdeen, Councillors were understandably kegpottray their actions as reflecting their
constituents’ views, but a specific conflict-fragle of politics was being attempted: “I think
the meetings at the SDPA are harmonious apolitnegtings where we don't have City
versus Shire antagonism but we don’t have widatipal antagonism either” (Interview: 27,
Councillor, ACS SDPA, 2015). What this ‘apoliticakyle actually meant in practice was
considered, from the perspective of one councittohe a lack of engagement or scrutiny of

the growth agenda:

The political climate up here in Aberdeenshird’'@&say, inherently apolitical
anyway. Most of the councillors don’t care too matiout things and don’t have any
real ideology. The City is a bit different. But abuncillors like to have excuses of
things like the structure plan. You know, theredng to be lots of houses they have
to go somewhere it's not my fault it's the big Isdicture plan. It's nice having
someone else to blame. Effectively it was the thairs who really decided it. | can’t
remember any of the strategic plan committees Hgtonaking a decision, they just
rubber stamped what was put in front of them bicefs (Interview 5: Former
Councillor Aberdeenshire, 2013).

Whether this is pragmatism in the wider public iag or something more sinister, it was
explicitly the case that spatial planning wouldused ideally to depoliticize the issue of
growth. This councillor here and elsewhere in darinew described a lack of interest from
fellow councillors in the strategic planning progapecifically. Even for councillors, it was
not something they could ‘get their teeth into’this sense, planning was not depoliticised

by stealth, but by councillors themselves who raled to politicise it or had been happy to

176



not engage too deeply. At a regional scale, thi®es Hay’'s (2007) idea of depoliticisation

as a self-enforced constraining strategy by paditis.

In Edinburgh, the experience of councillors wasaqudlitical. The failure to agree on the
scale and location of housing meant something @mabarrassment for officers as the
Scottish Government intervened. From one perspediv councillors there was still a
strategy being played to even if it seemingly eindspparent failure: “One interpretation
would be that City of Edinburgh actually wants 8@ottish Government to take the
decisions, because the elected members in Edinlg@tgdo much heat from their community
councils and indeed MSPs and MPs, that they wanStottish Government to step in”
(Interview 44, ‘Lothians’ LPA, 2015). Here the aatyolitical strategy of deferral is incited
by politicians themselves. The result is a willsigft of the regional and local politics of
growth into the technical realm of the Scottish &wownent.

The remainder of this section will focus on theengnces in the North East of Scotland in
terms of moving from gaining acceptance of the ghovision towards deciding the SDP
allocations and importantly gaining acceptance gifaavth agenda in local development
plans where specific land is identified for growtthis this local scale where Allmendinger
and Haughton (2012) considered the politics of ghomould eventually manifest in

opposition to previously apolitical high-level dtgies.

Councillors in the North East agreed that stratptaoning was the least understood element
of planning and that this explained public indiéiece toward, acceptance of, or lack of
engagement with the strategy. For some, this wexs a& presenting an opportunity for pro-
growth interests. Interestingly, this councillootight that the pro-growth local press had

deliberately downplayed the implications of thewgtto agenda:

| felt that it was almost dealt with as a secreat ao has the latest plan update.
Allocating 72,000 houses. It's pretty scary. Thegd to sell it as 36,000 in each
area. But really it's an enormous increase in t¢it& {population. I think you are
talking about increasing the housing stock by edthihat'd be a wonderful Press
and Journal headline, but of course they would npxiat that. (Interview 5: Former
Councillor Aberdeenshire, 2013)
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One senior officer described the structure pla®@2@s almost being evasive in its format.
Its simplicity meant that councillors and commugsthad little “to get their teeth into.” Aside
from the overall high level housing figures, thegilicity also lay in the lack of policy, which
was replaced by statements and aims upon whichge local plan policies. “There's only
one policy. So there's not...well there was nothegly, and you can't argue with the policy,
so there was nothing really for people to objet{limterview 35: former Head of Planning

Aberdeen, 2016). The subsequent local plan poliweze based on these vague notions.

However, for the same officer, this was not a destration of a plan lacking democratic
input and legitimacy; like other officers she waseinced that the extensive work that had
gone into ‘stakeholder engagement’ had overcomeaagiyment that the plan was not robust
and the process lacked democracy. The term ‘stddtet@ppeared to be used as a term for
professional engagement; there was no doubtinghkeat had been a lot of that. However,
public engagement, while more extensive than imptst, had been met with a local
ambivalence. In Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshiregtlentual Local Development Plans
did not create the level of controversy officerd leapected: the point when red lines
appeared on maps. The housing was allocated iBttheture Plan and it was going to have
to go somewhere. Officers reflected that sites war@bly situated to minimise disputes
from neighbours. The tactics employed to gain puddiceptance of greenbelt development

will be discussed further in chapter 8.

There was agreement that the lack of site ideatifho at the strategic stage made getting the
headline structure plan figures accepted far eéisar it otherwise would have been. There
had been at least one senior officer who arguedhlaactual strategic sites, not corridors,
should be identified in the strategic plan. In éimel, the argument that broad corridors of
growth were sufficient won and this was put dowthte City’s aversion to detail at that

stage”:

You know, that wouldn’t have made it very easydsras you can imagine. So it was
fifty percent of development in the city and waithrry about where it goes
afterwards. So from a city point of view that wase (Interview 35: former Head of
Planning Aberdeen, 2016).
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One Councillor explained why it was easy to traiestdrategic plan figures into local
development plan allocations. The Main Issues Regtage of the local plan was the first
manifestation of the SDP as a local document.rveged a series of ‘options’ but over the
course of the plan-making process there would ptove very little moving away from the

Council’'s stated preferred option for site allooas:

Now in the LDP you have the Main Issues Reportyiowent early this is your real
chance to influence’. But people are only commentin options so it's all a bit
vague and woolly and people don’t know if that'snehing which will really
happen. Then suddenly by the time it’'s actuallthe proposed plan you can't really

change it. (Interview 5, former Councillor Aberdskine, 2013)

This section has demonstrated that the spatiabapgprto planning in Scotland offered a
means by which the politics of growth could be glethand evaded if the will of officers and
councillors was for that to happen. However, evéhaut the political will to do this, growth
was not successfully resisted in SESplan becaesplémning strategy was eventually just
centrally ruled upon and controlled. In each caseever, the result was one of a lack of
citizen control over planning strategies in loaaaes. The next and final section puts the state
apparatus of a planning system to one side anddmsghe importance of the ‘spirit of
planning reform’ in Scotland of the mid 2000s, enms of what that meant then and what it

means now.

Culture change and the path to planning reform

The majority of the Planning (Scotland) Act cami iforce in 2009. However, the Act was
preceded by white papers, consultation and guidedeh were signalling a shift towards a
system that would be “More efficient and responsovenarket demands; better able to
integrate and spatially organise the strategicripies of different public services; and more
inclusive, better able to respond to the needsrardests of affected communities (Inch,
2013, 06). This section considers the less formda sf planning reform. Planning reform
was couched in terms of ‘Modernising Planning’ (st Executive, 2005) and specifically
involving a ‘culture change’ that would drive a ‘$tive ‘can do' mind set and more co-

operative joint working” (Scottish Government, 2p11
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An extensive study of culture change in Scottiginping, in particular Edinburgh City
Council, by Inch (2013) considered this to havednee focused on public sector planners’
attitudes and ensuring a market friendly approadatevelopment management. My research
found that development planners in Aberdeen tookaard the culture change agenda,
interpreting it as a more collaborative and moagh focused approach to planning.
However, in Edinburgh, in terms of SESplan andBdaburgh LDPs, culture change

actually had little impact on development planning.

Because the growth strategy in Aberdeen was forgdte mid-2000s, planners in the North
East were producing Scotland’s first suite of siyat and local development plans. Officers
considered that they were responding to local fadtat were also navigating their way

through the emerging policy context at a Scottestel.

Two development plan managers in the Aberdeenregion were very clear that they
considered the informal policy shift, through thheqess of reform, to have been as important
as the formal system changes in developing suppotthe Aberdeen growth strategy. In
particular, the Review of Strategic Planning (2082¢l the Review of Scotland’s Cities
(Scottish_Executive, 2002) cemented the placetfategic planning at the city-region level.
‘Making Development Plans Deliver’ (Scottish Exaeat 2004), according to one
development plan manager, had signalled a chandiesaftion towards a greater focus on

effective engagement of the public as well as mssnnterests:

It became ‘look here’s what you said, and this mtwe’ve done’. We're still
benefitting from the currency of that inclusivertsparent approach even now. You
know we have not hidden decision making anywhetberprocess, we were upfront
about growth, and that's been an incredibly pasitinng and that came from the
'making development plans deliver' engagement geottee increased emphasis that
the government thought we should place on publisahation (Interview 12: Local

Planning Authority, Aberdeen city-region)

From this perspective, it was an honest approaathhidd defused the politics of growth.
However, planners in the Aberdeen city-region aldmitted that there had never really been
an option for either a low growth plan, or for amplthat might have prioritised other interests

such as social and environmental interests. Trapteh reflects upon the way in which other
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‘options’ were never really options. In Aberdedre tiew that had come to dominate, was
that it was the past focus on the need to prieritise environment’ aligned with a
despondency about the region’s growth potentiattvhiad made planning for growth so
difficult in the region. The ‘option’ from the Stwze Plan (2009) onwards would be
ambitious growth. This was a classic example ofm&ihdinger’s (2016) traits of
depoliticisation where a technical rationale forammbitious scale of growth was married with

the language of inclusive ‘option evaluation’ wihly one real agenda in mind.

The Aberdeen city-region’s uptake of the informdesof the emerging modernising agenda
chimed with the new SNP minority government’s (2@W41) approach to housing and
growth. One of the SNP’s first policy initiativebe housing discussion paper ‘Firm
Foundations’ contained an explicit target to b@i%J000 houses across Scotland per year. It
was a response to Scotland’s pre-GFC affordablsihgyproblem and set out how planners

and developers should respond to this:

For some time past, we have built 25,000 housesaa-ysignificantly less than has
been required to moderate growth in house pricgsh& middle of the next decade,
we want to see that number increase to 35,000 baugear (Scottish Government,
2007, 3).

An argument from the housebuilding industry attthee was that if Ireland was managing to
build 90,000 houses per year, Scotland should lgetalmanage 35,000. On this point, there
was little reflection that despite those build-satieish house prices were still somehow
rapidly rising. In Scotland there had been housangets regionally and locally, but one plan
manager believed that this national figure focusétds and demonstrated exactly what
central government wanted (Interview 14, ACS SDP®L5).The policy shift at a Scottish
level squared with the context facing the regiothattime:

On the one hand we had this Government strand gay® need a more radical
approach to housing, and to be much more visioloauwy term strategic. On the other
we had data which was showing significant popufagoowth in Aberdeenshire and
population decline in the City and we used bothstuttively as part of the
argument for a fairly fundamental change (Interviedy ACS SDPA, 2015).
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Another planning manager considered Firm Foundatiorback up his own Council’s
message and one that was already resonating veihutblic: “I think the argument about
affordable housing was clear and it was becomingerapparent to people that we had a real
crisis on our hands, we just weren't building thedlof houses that many people could afford

to buy” (Interview 12: Local Planning Authority, &bdeen city-region).

In Edinburgh, in terms of development planningeaist, the research revealed that ideas
around culture change and very real problems wiftrgable housing still were not
sufficient to engender a very pro-growth approathhe very least in terms of development
planning. The following chapter will examine, ir fgreater detail, the differences in how
growth was eventually allocated, and the publiesge sector relations between Aberdeen
and Edinburgh. However, at this stage it is impdrta discuss some key factors which help
explain why culture change appeared to have meastih the Edinburgh city-region case.
One planning authority manager described developmdaostry and planning department
relations as “a difficult, difficult relationshig(Interview 21, SESplan, 2015). There had been
no germinating collaborative governance network lik Aberdeen. Edinburgh City
Council’'s approach to planning processing agreesn@ntmajor planning applications has
been said to represent a kind of change in seelations (Peel and Lloyd, 2012). However,
my research demonstrated that when it comes tmplgrior growth and allocating
significant growth in the first place, existing jimlal tensions had not been tempered by
culture change, they simply resurfaced:

Culture change, it's fundamentally about plannintharities because they are the
gate-keepers in this process. It's their planthgs process ultimately, you know, so
the biggest burden is really on them, | would héngeight. And | don't think it has
changed a huge amount. There are individuals whi, geere are individual
politicians who get it, but collectively, when tgevernment are getting involved in
planning in Edinburgh it's a prime case in pointteTculture really has not changed
at all in Edinburgh, or SESplan, let’s call it SEBp you know, because Edinburgh
has a bigger influence on what, you know, the timgkn (Interview 30: Planning
Consultant, Edinburgh, 2015).

In this interview, and in others with developmerdustry representatives, there was no

suggestion that culture had changed and the verywas seen as having eventually become
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quite irrelevant. There was a sense, from developerests, that Edinburgh City Council had
a negative attitude to growth and because of thgortance in the region this attitude
shaped SESplan’s strategy. This was simply a tefleof the politics of growth in the
region. While there were references to certaircefB having a ‘negative’ attitude, the
stronger sense from a wider range of participaats tvat officers were under the control of
councillors and that councillors were simply refieg an anti-development attitude in the
City. Reflecting on this, one development induséapresentative considered it as
unsurprising that attitudes had not suddenly chdnéhey’ve got some good, competent
well-meaning individuals in Edinburgh, but they arst disappearing in a morass of
bureaucracy and anti-development culture. NIMB¥litics is not a simple flick of the
switch in culture change” (Interview 23: PlanningrSultant, Edinburgh, 2016). From his
perspective, culture change was a structural iss&elinburgh and the continuing power of
the most organised anti-development segment ofdhieg population was something

planning reform had been unable to change.

In each case, through the Housing Need and Demasédsament (HNDA), a collaborative
process was supposed to inform a final technicatase that would result in an indisputable
housing requirement for each city-region. In Aberdéhis resulted in a situation where the
development industry was ‘happy with the numbessdiae planner put it and in Edinburgh
where the industry was distinctly unhappy with wivas a ‘difficult difficult process’ as
another planner put it. The Aberdeen case demdesttiaat the final HNDA simply reflected
a pre-arranged ‘ambitious’ growth forecast. In Btgnburgh case it demonstrated that
HDNA could equally be used to keep the numberswasals was politically manageable. This
delayed the SDP by a year and resulted in lengthgpte at the subsequent Edinburgh LDP
examination. Both cases demonstrate the inherealitative process of such technical
forecasting and, importantly, the failure of Saittplanning to move away from a ‘planning
by numbers’ approach and towards an approach vgi@naing became focused on strategic

action and place-making.

" An acronym for anti-development sentiment: Not Iy Blackyard
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Conclusion

This chapter has dealt with the process of planfongrowth in the two cases. It first
problematised the idea of ‘growth agendas’ asra,tparticularly in a context of a ‘housing
crisis’ in each case study. It then analysed tbertieal cases for approaching growth
pressures in different ways in each case frommiffeplanning actors’ perspectives. It has
dealt with the process of planning and why in esade Scotland’s planning system was used

by planning actors to arrive at very different ends

The purpose of the Scottish planning system hdiedhaided first by the rise of the SNP and
their restless approach to demonstrating Scotlaaxbsomic potential, and then its response
to the global financial crisis, towards one of @sger discourse around promoting economic
growth. Planning reform prioritised the maintenanotan up-to-date system of development
plans, produced more quickly, and crucially a a@tchange that attempted to reshape public
sector planners’ approach towards planning and tirewd to treat business and
development interests as key stakeholders.

The Aberdeen city-region had suffered the conserpgeaf out of date and poorly forecasted
plans and so its apparent ‘growth agenda’ shoulddagted with a degree of caution. There
was a technical need for growth, but the scalawofbition’ was something that was driven
by the emergence of a governance network drives fp-growth mind-set. This fused
perfectly with the Scottish Government’s idea @rpling reform at the time.

The Aberdeen case suggested that from the vastitgagbthe public, there was a lack of
concern with growth itself and more of a concerthvensuring that people’s lives would not
be impacted negatively by it. Crucially, officedgvelopers, and councillors thought that the
issue of affordable housing had reached a tippoigtpwhere something had to be done.
Across the UK, housing is unaffordable to largetipos of local populations. Branding
strategies that ostensibly attempt to remedy ihustson as ‘neoliberal spatial governance’ is
quite a limiting way to investigate what is actyajbing on with planning and housing in
growth pressured areas. To understand this theraégd for further analysis as carried out

in chapters 7 and 8.
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Overall, the Aberdeen case has demonstrated therg@anning officers and
developer/business interests have when they redpdodal conditions and shape an elite
consensus around a particular idea of a developstextegy. This has been encouraged by
Scotland’s reformed planning system, which alloweatkpoliticised path towards a local

growth agenda to be established because localtcamglpermitted it.

In the South East of Scotland, planning for hougjrayth in this pressured city-region — a
place key to Scotland’s economic success — hasdseenertly political from the outset. An
‘ideal-type’ of development strategy for the Citgsled on public transport and regeneration
was at one point seen as having the potential tdnmge the recurring political conflict that
surrounds the issue of the City’s greenbelt. Tleation of a new strategic planning authority
with a new ethos offered an opportunity to dedledéntly with the inevitable politics of
growth that would have arisen from any collabomgwategy. However, the global financial
crisis, the hard reality of local politics and thability of the development sector to penetrate
and shape this local politics has led to an oppalitical planning process which has
eventually been dealt with in a centralised strgngernment approach. New governance
arrangements, intended to provide a consensuabagprhad failed to overcome
Edinburgh’s domination of plan making. Howeverttet same time, those same
arrangements had given greater legitimacy to irstngéy growth-sceptic councils bordering
Edinburgh. The ‘steamroller’ approach was notrfgtwith the idea of collaborative strategic
spatial planning. The effect on SESplan was a dramtrand fraught planning process. In the
end, there was an attempt to ‘defer the polititmb future point in time: the Councils
decided not to allocate growth even to the loc#harity level. There was also an attempt to
‘displace the political’ to the technical arenalod Scottish Government, after a failed
attempt at technically demonstrating why growthutidoe lower than government and
developers stated it should. Yet from the outssgjardless of these strategies, the politics of

growth was clear at all times.

This section concludes that there was no uniforalitgyut growth brought about by
Scotland’s spatial planning system, but there wasitability. The need (and ambition) for
growth at levels deemed suitable by the Governroenid not be resisted. This chapter has
dealt with the process of planning for growth asplanning system is operated in the two
cases. It is now followed by chapter 7 which coessdn more detail what happens when
these planning strategies ‘hit the ground’ and vienaulated into Local Development Plan
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allocations. In doing this, it assesses the winaaslosers from the two planning strategies
and moves towards a stronger understanding of wieser lies in the planning system, and
how powerful planning can ever be in Scotland’senir political-economic condition. It also
lays the foundation for Chapter 8 which analysesitifiuence of narrow special interests in

each case study.

CHAPTER 7 - ‘The crucial ‘Where’ of
growth: Political strategy and the

location of development.’

Introduction

The previous chapter discussed the way in whictoattp agenda emerged in Aberdeen
whereas in Edinburgh the fraught politics of gromgmained. It found that each region faced
similar economic conditions and similar housingdl@hortages while working in the
framework of the same national planning systerootisidered planning reform to have
created a system designed to encourage the edsiegjsiance to growth, which was rolled
out alongside a pro-growth ‘culture change’. Howeuaportant contextual factors in each
of the case study sites meant that planning didmply anything like a purely growth-
focused or post-political state structure. Impdrtachnical, structural, and cultural
differences between each region’s own planningtésys’ led to very different outcomes.
This is the first of two chapters focusing on twayk/ariances between the regions’
approaches to planning: their differing treatmedrthe issue of greenbelt development; and
the different degrees to which the private secanvolved in strategy making in each region.
Examining this provides an understanding of whatti&h planning represents, where power
lies, and in whose interest the systems operates.
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This chapter focuses firstly on the Aberdeen oiigion case, questioning whether a shift
towards major urban extensions in the City's gre#tmeally represents a radical deliverable
change in planning strategy. Relatedly, the chaptplores whether the spatial strategy in
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area may in fact regmeghe “deferral, displacing and
transferring of the politics of growth” (Allmendieg 2016). It then considers the experience
in Edinburgh, where the City has faced conditiotsciv may transfer more readily to other
UK cities: a significant brownfield area which t@euncil does not control but wishes to see
developed, and a greenbelt that developers comticbbare eager to build upon but where
communities have been resisting development. Edgtibsl experience demonstrates the
continuing politics of growth even at the early depment plan stage of planning and how

these become ever more fraught as planning stestégt the ground’.

Building consensus on housing growth in and arounéberdeen

Chapter 6 presented and analysed the technicaf@watbee Aberdeen city-region’s growth
strategy. It demonstrated first that there werewtindundamentals that required a response
from planning authorities. The ambitious growtlastgy that emerged, however,
demonstrated the power of planning officers, bussneterests, and newly-willing
councillors to shape a consensus around a partistiitegy. The chapter also demonstrated
how Scotland’s planning system was useful in smagth path towards a growth strategy
but only because local political and less tangtuleimportant ‘cultural’ conditions in this

place permitted this.

In their critique of English spatial planning, Akmndinger and Haughton (2012) suggest that
the inevitable politics of growth can be avoidegksning strategies are devised, but when
final decisions have to be made on the particaleation of development, and when
development planning then morphs into the developm@anagement stage, then the
inevitable politics of growth emerges. This sectiocuses on these phases and specifically
on the way in which Aberdeen managed to seemingtyamme the traditionally fractious

issue of locating housing in affluent high-demareha, specifically in and around the City.
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Building consensus with councillors

In Aberdeen, greenbelt development had been tramefbfrom a politically ‘toxic’ issue to
one where the argument was accepted that it wasreelgas part of a wider strategy to secure
the city and region’s future. In that period thditpzal landscape moved from one where in
Aberdeen allocating 1200 greenbelt units in a pla only just been acceptable and where
“all hell broke loose over one 20-unit allocatiqi®lan Manager ACC) to one where in 2009
over 20,000 new units were of housing were allatatehe city boundary without much

political controversy at all.

The transformation was summed up by a plan managbe SDPA: “| started in 2001, it's
the first time I've seen in print that Homes foro8and are content with the land supply.
We're in the place we want to be but it's taketeast 14 years”. The previous chapter
described how developers had persuaded counalaiffiof the necessity of this strategy and
how a transformation of the politics of greenbevelopment had occurred. This section
explains and analyses how this occurred with agasuthe major development sites as well
as the wider process. It explores why obvious conityuesistance was not necessarily
absent but was subsumed into the developmentgyrdtimderstanding this will help inform
the debate that surrounds Scotland’s housing ctisspolitics of housing development, and

the specific role of greenbelt policies within this

A technical case was developed by officers who alggkto the sense of proportionality of
this strategy to help councillors face up to theateon of the growth strategy that they were

supportive of. Key to this was a review of the ‘@tgreenbelt:

It was hard work. You had to make really stronguargnts making clear that the
greenbelt was still important and that even if gewelop on the proposed scale you
would still maintain around 95% of it. We lookedtla¢ city as a whole and
something like 45% of the City council area wasegteelt and that would have
changed to 41%. So that’s the kind of context wigitdn and saying look greenbelt

is still really important but it doesn’t mean that won'’t be releasing some for
development. Painting a picture of the future withchange was also fundamental to
that to try and convince people that ‘no changst wasn’t an option (Interview 14,
ACS SDPA, 2015).
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Another planning manager in Aberdeen spoke of Hy translated these numbers into a

tangible idea of the political strategy they wislwedincillors to embark upon:

And so we did a couple of workshops with our meralvdnere we said, okay, you've
got thirty-five thousand new houses, and we gaemtlittle cardboard squares, and
said put them on the map, where do you think yayorag to put those in the city?
So we were already getting their heads roundwteasvere doing the structure plan.
We were selling the message about, well, okay it soaind like a lot of houses in
terms of numbers, but actually it's still a tinpportion of the overall amount of
greenbelt that now has to be released. So theyheaicheads round the idea of
growth (Interview 35: former Head of Planning Abeed).

Each example makes a straightforward case for growthe greenbelt in terms of the
proportional impact of the strategy. However, agptér 6 set out, each argument was part of
a long and difficult wider political process thdticers had been engaged in. So, the above
tactics need to be understood within the complextity context-specificity of the North-East
case study, particularly when seeking to learmolesshat might be transferred to other places

with their own distinct contexts and planning crdis!

This strategy employed by officers was not failesafd officers spoke of having to bring
sceptical councillors around to the idea of gretirdies. Indeed, the Counteswells site for
3000 houses in the highly prized western greerdgyt just scraped into the Local
Development Plan 2012 by a single vote. Howevatt, ttiese councillors could sign up to
this agenda was, compared to previous experientteiAberdeen City Council, still
surprising. One officer (Interview 12: Local PlangiAuthority, Aberdeen city-region) put
this down to a change of the political administatof the City in 2007 when the ruling
Liberal Democrat/Conservative administration becanhéeral Democrat/SNP coalition. He
considered this “new guard of councillor” meantttimeterms of greenbelt housing there were
“suddenly possibilities” in working with councillsrat ACC “who had previously been very

reluctant to talk about greenbelt releases”.

In a similar vein, one Aberdeen Labour councilleftected on the period and considered that

all politicians in all parties had in the early P80'took fear a bit” from greenbelt-averse
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officials and planning convenors, and considered tiis had been a problem. From this
perspective, the more growth averse officials anghcillors had dominated the City council
at least. Speaking in 2015, from this Councillgésspective the change in attitudes that now
prevailed across the Council administration, antiatly opposition councillor, was not
something that would shift back again. In this gemise political commitment to the growth

strategy had been locked in.

Beyond the ‘building of consensus’, one interviewath a background in the housebuilding
sector was blunter in terms of how a more growtbnded planning department leadership
had emerged in both North-East councils. The ladpgif the Councils in the mid 2000’s had
actually involved a far more raw assertion of pawiee persuading of Chief Executives to
replace ‘anti-growth’ staff: “What happened? We#ytain people were shoved to the side,
people of a different mind-set. But you know thatlto have political buy in as well”
(Interview 30: Planning Consultant, Edinburgh/Alessd, 2015). This point was not raised by
officers but then it would be unlikely that they wd have been comfortable explaining such
circumstances. In this light, the critique of cbl@ative governance (Brand and Gaffikin,
2007) as encouraging neoliberal or at least powsedttional interests is very relevant. The

next section moves on to how ‘consensus’ was gegemith communities in the region.

Building consensus with communities

Chapter 6 demonstrated that the ambitious growgim@ag and its household forecasts were
arrived at through a technical process but in theext of a political agenda. The vision for
the region as a successful thriving one was diffimutake issue with (Purcell, 2009). The
arguments around the issues such as affordablénigodisl become increasingly pertinent as
the SDP process moved into LDP allocation stagausrhouse prices in the region were (as

officers predicted) continuing to climb.

However, at the earlier SDP stage the actual sfdalee growth levels envisaged had been
challenged by communities. This challenge was nigkelly to succeed because this part of
the development plan process, strategic forecastemgained and still remains a technocratic
exercise which communities, even sceptical counsillfind difficult, if not impossible, to
challenge. One community councillor reflected ogirtlown challenge which had been made

consistently since 2007: “I really think our argurhes still applicable, even more so with the
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oil slump. But the City and the Shire have all beaying ‘yes, this is another slump, but this
is a long-term view, an aspiration and therefor&wke to maintain it” (Interview 29:
Community Council, Aberdeen). This rational teclahiglement of Scottish planning retains
the privileged position of policy makers in localdanational government.

A common concern even with broadly pro-developnoemtmunities centred on
infrastructure provision. Through the consultajoracess, officers and developers assuaged
communities’ concerns around infrastructure praviddy stating that things would be
different under the new planning system. Work waigg into creating innovative
mechanisms by which funds would be pooled betwkerévelopment industry and the
public sector. There was an expectation that, nalip or regionally, a better and more
workable model would be arrived at for all devel@mnin future. At a minimum, there was
an expectation, and reassurances made, that mitast funding would be in place for
selected major sites. Communities were broughtaamdvia a range of events, by
engagement in development framework and mastepptasesses, and by broad assurances
that short-term ‘pain’ would eventually lead to t@mmunity facilities without detrimental

impact on existing communities.

To understand why the plans were promoting a mowautds an increase in the role of major
or ‘strategic’ sites, it is important to recogntke continuing ‘delivery imperative’ (Adams et
al. 2016) that drove planning reform (Scottish Exee, 2004). An argument put forward by
the development industry was that very large-satideations were required in order to
deliver infrastructure through economies of scildavour of this approach, developers
argued that only major sites could deliver enougttainty and land value uplift for major
community facilities. As encouraged by the reforrpéhning system, developers were
selling the idea of their plans for the local ad@actly to community councils. Some
developers had been hosting events at the Struetarestage in an attempt to win over
communities at the earliest possible stage. Suntegses were then ratcheted up after the
Structure Plan was adopted (2009) and the eaestaf the two Local Development Plans

began.
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The politics of locating housing growth in Aberdeerand Aberdeenshire

Politicians and communities had been persuadeaeofdiativity of the physical impact of the
growth strategy. Concerns over infrastructure miowvi had been soothed by the promise of
the delivery of infrastructure which could only pi@vided because of the scale of growth
strategy and the scale of the sites. Most impdygtapoliticians and communities who
remained unconvinced were simply told that theylbatithe argument. This section now
focuses on the site level: the point where the ebi@und Aberdeen’s growth strategy
moved from the conceptual to the concrete.

Housing in Aberdeen’s Greenbelt

Two major extensions to Aberdeen City were idesdifin the Aberdeen LDP. One was at
Grandhome in the northern greenbelt, adjacente@iifboom suburb of Bridge of Don.
Bridge of Don is where the majority of Aberdeentibing had been focused in the 1970’s
and was built out until the early 1990’s when diigaint greenbelt developments largely
stopped. The other was at Counteswells, in thehggught after greenbelt to the west of
Aberdeen near the affluent Victorian suburb of €altd Bieldside. A major urban extension
of Bridge of Don had always been likely if the omgs to significantly expand, and in many
ways its expansion is less surprising than th&ainteswells where the communities,
councillors, and officers had resisted pressummfdevelopers for decades through previous

plans.

Grandhome, Aberdeen and the Scottish Sustainable Gomunities Initiative

At Grandhome, a site for 4700 houses, but eventealbable of accommodating over 7000
houses, was allocated in the Aberdeen City LDP Z201his Greenbelt site, along with a site
in the general area of Counteswells had both besmrarked’ but not allocated for
development in the mid-2000s. This was at the polen planners had been frustrated by
the requirement to conform to the outmoded butlstially binding structure plan NEST
(2001), and by the fact that the City Council & time was still split on the issue of pro-
growth and growth-aversion. The adoption of the@tire Plan (2009) growth strategy
meant there was now a legal requirement to find Ineuwsing sites through the emerging
Local Development Plans in Aberdeen’s local autiidroundary and so the two sites were
obvious places for such development.

192



Bridge of Don is a suburb which could be descriaeduccessful in the sense that demand
for housing there is high, but it has a reputatierencompassing much of the blandness of
1970’s and 1980’s UK planning and design. Its redleon two bridging points between the
suburb and City, and increasing volumes of trdffien the north of the City, has also added
to the negative perception around the place. Howavéhe spirit of planning reform and the
messages of Aberdeen’s development plan strategycdlors and nearby communities
were primed to expect a more empowered planninggss) the delivery of infrastructure
with development, and a much improved final desigmdard through a sustainable urban

extension.

Grandhome’s selection, after a bidding processfasaunner for the Scottish Government’s
Sustainable Communities Initiative (SSCI), helpssiuae councillors and communities that
the future development of the Bridge of Don wouloh& for many of the mistakes of the
past. Pressingly, the provision of government fagdor the Third Don Crossing (now built),
and the wider AWPR project, meant that plannersdsvwetlopers could point to tangible
evidence that solutions to transport issues wewel@ng found. The fact that these
‘solutions’ only encouraged greater car-dependevasa point with little political purchase

in the City and region at the time.

The SSCI came through the Scottish planning refdesign agenda’. It was set up to
“encourage the creation of places, designed aritltbuast, where a high quality of life can
be achieved” (Scottish Government, 2009). Signifigefor Grandhome, the site was one of
three that were given additional support whereleySbottish Government paid the
‘internationally acclaimed’ urban designer AndrasaDy and his DPZ practice to lead a
series of ‘charrettes’ on the future neighbourhdaaiany’s charettes are a participation
method which fuses ideas of communicative planmitly citizen engagement in New
Urbanist ‘placemaking’. The SSCI can be seen asrdsl of what the Scottish Government
considers to embody ‘sustainable economic groviAldm a pilot project, it would go on to
have a significant effect on conceptions of greéirdeelopment both in North East and
South East Scotland.

MacLeod (2013) has critiqued the Scottish Governte@uoption of Duany’s new urbanism
within the SSCI as a post-political planning stggtel hat research focused on councillors’

views of another of the three pilot SSCI sites: Thenagrain new town near the small, but
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rapidly growing, city of Inverness. From MacLeog@arspective, a wealthy landowner, the
local Highland Council, and the international ‘@gliguru’ Duany, utilized the concept of
New Urbanism deployed within the soft spaces ofpla@ning system to bring about the
designation of a new town in Scotland. The positipal nature of the apparently
participatory planning process is revealed as ik&das way to fruition through the semi-
formal spaces of the planning system before evépto@coming, in the words of one
councillor, a ‘fait accompli’ that is subject tdtle opportunity for democratic oversight. The
process reveals how ‘sustainability’ of a standaloaw town development is framed within
‘smart growth’ design principles. Allmendinger (2Q0Xkonsiders ‘smart growth’ as an
example of what Raco (2005) referred to as Third/\Meerpretation of the grand neoliberal
discourse of ‘sustainable development’. In a wiklatse, it is one account of the nature of
spatial planning in Scotland where ‘front-loadaedormal consultation processes solidify
into formal legally binding plan designations thgbuvhat were initially informal —
depoliticized — forums. Grandhome provides an oppaty to analyse the application of the

SSCIl in the form of a ‘sustainable urban extension’

Grandhome: The outcomes so far

The proposed design and public consultation proge&sandome represents a significant
improvement, on the surface at least, comparede@tocesses and outcomes that have
occurred in the Aberdeen area in recent decadasniply frameworks, masterplans and now
permissions have been approved by the Council gD b7 initial construction work was
underway on site. However, the problem of land @aapture had not been resolved nor has
it been part of Scottish planning reform. Ratheneyal ideas and broad suggestions that
infrastructure would somehow be provided up-framienlargely failed to come to fruition. In
terms of actual infrastructure provision on the dity 2017 site enabling works (drainage and
power etc.) had begun and this was because theast@rioritized in 2016 for a Scottish
Government Housing Infrastructure Loan coverin@fivof the £7.9m costs. This fund is,
however, a pilot project rather than a failsafe nss@ resolve the issue of development

infrastructure provision in Scotland.

Planning frameworks — masterplans - have been apgroy the Council and these were
produced at least partly through community consiolla However, despite this, the Bridge

of Don Community Council still objected stronglyttee final planning application to allow
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work to begin. The Community Council did not objexthe principle of the development, or
the promising masterplans they had supported. Rdtiey stated that their concerns over
major infrastructure (primarily surrounding roadagldhe impact on existing schools and
locations for new schools) had not been taken @mndbthrough any of the engagement they
had been involved in. The community council in Bedf Don made clear that they did not
believe their concerns over the development had beesidered and acted upon. The
Council and developer view so far has been thaintineediate impact of the development
would have to be accepted until longer-term sohgito community infrastructure and wider

regional road improvements are possible.

The Grandhome allocation and its development soffars an opportunity to gauge what
planning represents in practice. Conflict with kbeal community was delayed first through
broad messages about Aberdeen’s strategy repnegentireak from the past. Promises were
not explicitly made; rather more vague assuranaag given, and so were technically not
broken. As a frontrunner in the SSCI, the desigthefdevelopment and the consultation
process won a lot of praise and, if realized, woalatesent a major improvement in urban
design terms when compared to the quality of sududevelopment in the region in recent
decades. However, issues like land value captargjependency, and infrastructure
provision, have not been resolved. Similarly, wiaillt of consultation took place, the local

community never supported the application which agsroved by the Council.

Finally, before this section moves to understandramunity perspective, the question of
who to consult and who is affected and by what rmésmnaised here. A planning officer

reflected on this:

My own personal view is we do too much consultatiotih the wrong people and it's
all consultation with people that live with nextaloYes, | think they should have
views on the design of their area and the facdliied things they need but it's almost
the people who are moving in, or who can'’t affoodising, that you want to be
speaking to but we have no way of talking to thenemit comes to new
development (Interview 26: Senior officer, LPA, ABdeen city-region).

From this perspective, it cannot really be expetted existing communities will ever fully
support development in their own backyards, regaslbf the indications of Charrette or

other similar processes. But in terms of ‘communttye planning system has continued to
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focus on ‘people next door’ and rewarding develspeno can find new ways of pacifying

them in order to smooth a path to the acceptangeowith.

More pertinently, another planning officer reflett@n the social justice implications of the
suburban development strategy on existing comnamifihe working-class community of
Woodside and Tillydrone had campaigned againshéwebridge and the development of a
new arterial route (The Third Don Crossing andBkeeryden Corridor) through their
community. While essential to serve the commuting lzisure needs of residents in Bridge
of Don, Grandhome, and other settlements northbardeen, for existing residents in inner-
north Aberdeen the crossing and corridor was yethaan traffic thoroughfare dissecting and
polluting their community. While the growth strayegas not a divisive political issue,
Labour had framed the Third Don Crossing as an &d\Rinistration project in local
elections in 2012. However, when subsequently eteictto a coalition administration in the

City, Labour then decided to support the projeterall:

Labour were dead set against it and then surphisgw elected. Now they'’re

building it and telling everyone we really needBecause it's a council housing area
they’ve been consulted on just about everythingH plans for more affordable
housing, housing improvement, community improvemeartd every year the

council has come to them and said ‘we’ll delivasttwhat do you want?’, ‘what
would make this place better?’” And all we've evend is build a road through it. So
it's not the amount of consultation, it's the fétat we consult and they can see that
not a lot happens. So it's not surprising when wehgre and they say “No one
listens to us and all you've given us is a road it even for us and it just makes

the place worse (Interview: 15 Senior officer, LP¥aerdeen city-region).

Focusing on Grandhome reveals the ways in whiatloaty strategy which encourages more
car dependent development, and requires the bgitefimew roads through working-class
communities in order to move suburban commutersratahe City faster, can be couched in
sustainable terms. It also demonstrates how plararet politicians can claim that ‘the
community’ has been involved and consulted evehawit gaining the approval of any
particular community, through a ‘more inclusiveaphing system. While Grandhome brings
development closer to Aberdeen, and is part ofedegjy to deal with housing affordability,
the growth strategy ‘when it hits the ground’ has resolved the contradictions of a market-

led planning system. Planning reform has not adgédefundamental concerns around
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developer power, the delivery of the ‘public goaddevelopment, social justice, and the
lack of political will to challenge political-econdc structures, nor the continued political

opportunism that can be made of land use issueban areas.

Counteswells: developing the greenbelt in Aberdeesiaffluent suburbs

This section now considers how a community counaine of the City’s most affluent
suburbs perceived arguments and arrangements for development set out in the
Aberdeen City LDP 2012. A new site for 3000 homes allocated in a part of the City that
had traditionally been successful in resisting mdgvelopment. This interview with two
community council members took place in 2015. Bt significant experience of
involvement in community councils in their area amdther greenbelt communities in the
City. They discussed how they had strongly objetdetie Structure Plan’s (2009) growth
forecasts, but had been unable to influence tlotgss. They had also campaigned against
the AWPR years earlier but similarly had decideat they were never going to win the
argument that a new bypass was not required forethien. Instead, in each case they had
come to what they saw as a pragmatic acceptantthtiecommunity would have to accept
a greater level of development than in previouss/eehe Community Council had
eventually come to accept an argument from devedogred from planners that major site
allocation would deliver the necessary infrastreetwould mean that all development could
be concentrated in one place, and for the nextd#eatleast there would be minimal
sporadic planning applications to deal with. Alseing in a location which in their words,
was “relatively hidden away”, it was sufficientlystbcated from the existing community.
This would minimise the visual and immediate amemitpact on the existing residents in

the area.

The key thing that we've been pushing and commgrdmis to make sure that there
are no more major developments in our area urggdtones [*pointing to map*]
have come to fruition So there’s going to be soragonplanned development but
there’s still is that ability to resist sporadiqéipations Yes. Look [*points to map*]

they can no longer say there’s nowhere for thebyuitnl houses!
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The Community Council did not see itself as pattidy anti-development; rather
they were a mediator between anti-developmenteassdand a pro-development

council.

(Interviewee 1)

There will always be the ones who oppose developrivéa’'ve had that argument,
we had it with the AWPR, but you've got to be retii too in that to promote
economic development in Aberdeen and then creathdbsing that you need to
support that there has to be development somew8erkthink our challenge as a

community council is to manage or see that managed.

(Interviewee 2)

yes, make sure that any disadvantages are desogihaad that we get some
advantages out of it.

The community council did not consider that theg baer been explicitly anti-development.
From their perspective, their position had notlyeeathanged from previous plans. They had
always campaigned for the provision of communifyastructure to come with development.
They had in previous years cited the lack of a bg@es a key reason why their community
could not take more development. The commencenighe AWPR, however, meant that
debates had moved beyond its need and shifted iimfitact on ‘changing traffic patterns’
and ‘modal shifts’ which had confused that argum&hey had lost the argument on the
scale of the growth strategy and were now in atjpmswhere an ‘out of sight, out of mind’
approach to locating growth and accepting pronuesore upfront infrastructure in future

was the best strategy they could deploy.

Elsick new town: dealing with major housing allocaions in the Aberdeen commuter
belt

The final site analysis in the Aberdeen sectiothsf chapter focuses on the provision of a
completely new town through the Aberdeenshire Lamalelopment Plan (2012). In the
south of Aberdeenshire, the towns of StonehaverPamtiethen had accommodated

significant housing development in previous plarss was largely housing to accommodate
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Aberdeen-based commuters. There was significardldegr pressure to continue this and at
the same time much of the local population wassiasingly resistant towards the scale and

nature of development that had taken place moentc

When the decision was taken to accept the levejsafth required in the Portlethen to
Laurenckirk SDA, this was actually made with theadf a new town somewhere south of
Aberdeen in mind. A new town somewhere on the saathoundary of Aberdeen City had
long been mooted, but had never made it even tdefielopment planning stage. Through
the official ‘call for sites’ stage of the Aberdestire LDP, plans for two new town sites were
submitted by separate landowners. One was at Bayrtleggart (on the Banchory-Devenick
site) on the edge of the Aberdeen City boundare dther was for a new town at a site
called at Chapleton of Elsick, a site 10 miles frAberdeen and, while located just off the
main A90 north-south route in the region, relatyvsblated in comparison. A report by
NESTRANS, the transport partnership for the Nordsttof Scotland, considered the two
new town ‘options’ and ‘alternatives’: “The altetiv@ option put forward of another new
settlement does not really provide an alternative rather another of the same. It is felt that
a real alternative should have been consideredasiefltpansion of Stonehaven or east of
Portlethen enabling use of the railway” (North Easbtland Transport Partnership, 2009).
Here, the provision of two ‘alternatives’ meanttttiee region was going to get a new town,
and existing towns would be spared from what wadkerwise have been very significant
scales of development.

What occurred at the proposed plan stage of thed&eashire LDP was that councillors
made a surprise decision to allocate up to 8008émto Elsick in place of either Banchory-
Leggart or Portlethen. Politically, the Banchoryghart site would have raised far more
immediate planning issues for the City and wouldeh@quired a strong partnership
approach between the two authorities. The plan’siN&sues Report had still considered it
the more thought-out, deliverable, and sustainabtbe two new towns. The selection also

surprised officers and even some councillors:

You ended up with ludicrous decisions like Elsiltkwas astonishingly idiotic and
totally floored the land owner. He couldn’t beligvis luck. He was shocked. They
said it was ‘considered’ but that decision was madsort of 10 minutes flat, for no

substantive reasons apart from the typical wed Itical members thought it will
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upset the least number of people (Interview 5, Er@ouncillor Aberdeenshire,
2013).

Coming from a similar view, a planning consultagpnesenting developers with interests in
Stonehaven and elsewhere in the North East coresidbis to have been a depoliticising
strategy in which the idea of planning as techrésarcise was abandoned in place of the

‘displacement’ of politics:

Yes, we got a big new plan, I'm cynical but | thiRkMBYism is just as bad here
still. The whole Elsick strategy was all about, yamow, we couldn’t build in
Stonehaven, Newtonhill, Portlethen where they hheeailway stations and
services. We couldn’t even build a new town neaerflben, so what will we do oh
we’ll build something new where nobody can se¢ &lla All over the region, | think
the planners have been very clever in directingeHarge-scale allocations to areas
where there’s less sensitivity (Interview 17: Forthead of planning, planning

consultant, Aberdeen city-region).

Developers who looked set to lose out on their etqaktallocations focused on the argument
that Elsick would prove undeliverable. The land ewithe Duke of Fife (a distant cousin of
Tornagrain’s Earl of Moray), at this stage stepppafforts to promote the site and ensure its
allocation. To do this, they turned to Duany’s D&l the planning consultants Turnberry,
the exact team which had been working on TornagmthGrandhome under the SSCI. A
major charrette design process was carried outrd$dt was a plan for a new community
which bore a strong resemblance to the Duany’seqaiuns for Grandhome. As a standalone
settlement, the ‘sustainability’ of the town layan idea of a kind of self-sufficiency, with

community gardens, home-working, and local comnyuiaitilities.

The design appeal of Duany’s work is subjective @arilbe considered as rooted in a local
historical context or as pastiche depending ongaeets/e. What was not subjective was that
the strategy was not making best use of publicsprart or community facilities in the
development corridor. Elsick had been selectedafepence to another new town site only a
few miles from Aberdeen, and over existing townaberdeenshire with existing services
and bus and rail links to Aberdeen. In terms oiveey, the idea that it would provide 400
houses per year was a risky approach regardldssohice the concept looked and how

engaging the charrette process had been.
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A planning consultant, who had worked for develspeith interests in Stonehaven and in
Edinburgh’s greenbelt, reflected in 2015 upon tekvdrability argument which was lost by
developers who opposed Elsick:

We've challenged Elsick on the basis of delivettg.riot to say that Elsick's not a
good idea. It's not to say that it's not the rigjimig to do. But it's not going to happen
in five years' time. It's not going to happen in.t&nd in a way, they’re putting all
the eggs in one basket. Edinburgh to some extdnt diith Leith docks, Aberdeen

to some extent are doing it with Grandholm anddkls{interview 22: Planning
Consultant, Edinburgh/Aberdeen, 2015).

After the Council had made clear its preferencedigick and put it forward for ‘Proposed

Plan’ status in 2010, the Provost of the Counamhoeented in the local press:

We've seen the downside of piecemeal developmeheipast and | think we need
to avoid that. | think what we're doing today neadst of vision and it needs a bit of
courage. | think it would be a bold statement attdrik it would take the pressure

off other places (Aberdeenshire Council ProvosMearns Leader, 2010).

A councillor for the area was similar in framingstimot as a decision that would quell public
resistance to development in locations like Stomehabut as a brave decision by the

Council, and something planning reform was supptséx about: building better places:

We greatly welcome development in my ward, butdrege horrendous examples of
development not just here but across Scotland. IDpreent could be said to have
been better prior to the introduction of plannirf&pme progress has been made
though. The masterplan process for Elsick is dbgrovement on what we were

seeing in the area (Interview 7: Councillor, Abendghire, interviewed in 2013).

There was a genuine sense of frustration at thityjo&the development that the industry
had been providing in Aberdeenshire in recent desathe development industry argument
on the Portlethen site was that the investmentiregdior ‘big ticket’ items like major grade-
separated junctions meant that less money hadaweglable for other forms of planning
gain. That argument encapsulates much of the debated the quality of planning

201



outcomes in Scotland and the UK (Healey, 2010; Agland Tiesdell, 2013; Hall, 2013).
However, there was nothing in Scotland’s plannegfgnm which changed the basic function
whereby the uplift in land value gained through gin@nting of permission accrues to the
landowner, and the public sector then must clamash of this back as they can for the
public good. This had led to a backlash againseldgwnent in some towns and this opened

the way for concentrating development on majossithich carried fewer political risks.

Elsick offered many advantages. A single landowtier Duke of Fife, owned the site and
when it was allocated in the ‘Proposed Plan’ theiligs development company stepped up
work on the proposal. They were offering the Coladot of what they had been seeking in
terms of a better approach to design, to publi@agement, a long-term approach to the
development of a community, and, importantly, offgra much less combative approach to
developer contributions. One officer compared Witk the standard approach they were
used to in the area: “The difference is that thestigper and landowner has a vision for that

area and a sense of history. So there's a setegaafy”.

However, there are signs emerging that a stratdgghwplaces such a degree of
responsibility on the private sector to deliverey lelement of the region’s housing strategy is
risky, regardless of political buy-in or long tefamdowner vision. A good example of this is
the fact that the successful legal challenge inrsan2016 to the SDPA’s innovative and
statutory Strategic Transport Fund (chapter 6) nvade by the lawyers representing not one
of the old guard of lobbying housebuilders in tegion, but in fact the Elsick Development
Company. The goodwill and engagement of the charpgbcess quickly gave way to a more
traditional public sector versus landowner conflehen the reality of committing to the
region’s attempt at a funding mechanism to overctrargsport infrastructure funding
vacuums via a public-private approach became appare

Seen in the light of northern European intervensioplanning (Hall, 2013), they could be
considered failures to deal with the political atiaictural contradictions that Scottish
planning has yet to face up to. Yet when compaosedlly, the early results of North East
Scotland’s adoption of a growth approach and ndvanism still represent an improvement

on what has gone on in the recent past:

It's interesting because the political dilemmaasg about whether such and such a

party thinks we should build houses and the othetygloesn’t, it's much more
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about the democratic issue of people generallygoani-development and NIMBY.
At the moment development of any kind especiallygiog is not seen as a vote
winner. Even in Aberdeen. So the way they’ve gouad that is a variation of the
Elsick model. So if you're going to come up witlvay of building that doesn’t
upset people then make sure you develop where éinen& any people. Don’t come
to the crossroad, go to the back of beyond. Bybif are going down the European
route of interventionism you’d say ‘right go whehere’s infrastructure, where
there’s schools, where there’s train stations’gfiwiew 17, Planning Consultant,

former Head of Planning, 2015).

Section conclusion

This section of the chapter focusing on Aberdestrategy for allocating the housing
requirement of a significantly ambitious growthasétgy has demonstrated several key points.
Tactics to garner political and public supportttoe strategy relied on a mix of assurances, a
selling of the overall vision in strategic termadaat times a straightforward shutting down of
any questioning of growth forecasts. Structuraléssof infrastructure delivery, and ensuring
developers built out their allocations timeouslgresnever resolved by planning reform. As
such, regional attempts and assurances had to te tm@&nsure that the growth strategy
could actually be allocated without political turind@o a degree, a strategy of ‘out of sight,
out of mind’ was practiced in the Aberdeen Greendetl commuter area. This was aided on
two key sites by the use of the Scottish Sustam@oimmunities Initiative, and its processes,
design concept, and personalities, which were geeplas part of a ‘sustainable
development’ pitch which helped officers, coungsloand landowner interests roll out

growth without questioning its environmental andiabimpacts.

The (impossible) search for consensus on housingogvth in Edinburgh

Chapter 6 described Edinburgh region’s experiendésmplementing planning reform as one
of political intransience which focused, amongsieotfactors, on the extent to which
Edinburgh as a city should accommodate its own troWhat political problem, the
immediate economic problems resulting from the @lébnancial Crisis (GFC), and the

natural limits of ‘bedding in’ to new governancegpesses and institutions, led the authorities
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of SESplan towards a strategy of “stitching togethesting plans” (Interview 21 SESplan
SDPA, 2015). However, this ‘stitching together’,ileha reaction to prevailing conditions,
was not what the growing city and region require@atrategy. This section of the chapter
considers the physical and political embodimerthege complexities which are centred on

the issue of Edinburgh’s spatial strategy for hogsi

The remainder of this chapter focuses on key placEsliinburgh where this debate has
physically manifested in order to understand wizat $topped a compact brownfield first
strategy, the kind supported by Scottish Planniolgcf?, from happening. From this, a
nuanced understanding of the politics of plannmgantemporary Edinburgh emerges. A
general perception of Edinburgh as a city wherammolitics is defined by a protectionist
outlook dominated by anti-development interestsifi@inly to an extent. Here it is held up to
a far more complex reality of a city dealing wittogth pressures while facing structural

constraints which have not been resolved by plapreform:

There’s been a culture for decades of saying Edgibis full up. You know,
Edinburgh is constrained - which it is, you knot\s quite a tight city boundary. We
can't allocate more land for housing because wé d@mt to release the green belt,
we don't want to release edge of settlement, we tediocus it all on the waterfront,
Leith etc., etc. So we're full up, you'll have mgpmeplace else. Compact city and
all that stuff. The problem that that's causedfigourse, it has created far more out
movement and in-commuting that really isn't goodti@ region, you know, more
generally, you know in sustainability terms of @irality or congestion and all the
rest of it (Interview 30, Housebuilding interestisaltant, Edinburgh and Aberdeen,
2015).

The above statement represents the view widelytheltbveloper interests in regards to
Edinburgh’s inability to deal with growth pressuesgl the politics that surround growth.
This perspective was formed through the experiamceoutcomes of SESplan and the
Edinburgh LDP processes. Such experience cleadywdh the ambitions expressed in the
Edinburgh 2020 Vision (City of Edinburgh CounciQ(3). This section of the chapter will
uncover this story from a series of perspectivekiamentred on the debates over the

development of key brownfield and greenfield sitethe City.
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Brownfield/Greenbelt and the persistence of the pdlcs of growth

Before considering the politics of greenbelt depatent, it is important to understand that

for over two decades, Edinburgh’s land use strategkiousing has been based on an (as yet
unmet) desire to see its docklands and waterfexgveloped for significant brownfield
housing development. Realising this would helpGitg to deal with its key land-based
problems: transport congestion associated with cotimgp growth, providing housing close

to new jobs in the city, and improving the businesse for a tram network in the City
through developer contributions. Politically, theagegy provided the opportunity to

minimise greenbelt development in development-a&veamstituencies.

The council has supported redeveloping the Leith@ranton docks and industrial sites for a
mix of uses including housing since the 1980s. Mtl&d gentrification around Leith, the
relocation of the Scottish Office in the mid-1998sd eventually a Leith Docks regeneration
strategy on land belonging to Forth Ports (KerQ20 provided impetus to plans for
significant regeneration of Edinburgh’s waterfroitseries of complex land ownerships and
differing objectives made land assembly in Leitkd &ranton difficult Kerr (2005). By the
mid-2000s, the major landowner in Leith, Forth Bowtas in the process of selling off land
for sporadic apartment developments as demandiasihg in the City grew. At the same
time, Edinburgh’s tram project was approved, witilan to link the waterfront with the City
and west of Edinburgh. By 2008, a masterplan endef@ea mixed-use community
encompassing up to 16,000 houses over 20 yeatsedreith portion of the waterfront alone,

with plans approved for thousands more houseseiGttanton area.

These plans were rendered unviable by the Glolmari€ial Crisis which saw land values
plummet and the market for inner city apartmentdinog in Edinburgh shrink significantly.
Added to this, the failure of the tram project, @hivas eventually opened with only half the
anticipated network (it did not get near Leith)stdouble the estimated budget (E375m over
budget), and took twice as long to build as planiié@ outcome for the City’s housing
strategy is that the wider waterfront it is expddi@ provide only 11,000 housing units under
the LDP 2016 rather than the 20,000-30,000 thatdmae been expected. This has caused a
problem for Edinburgh as a planning authority beeathe shortfall of houses must be found

elsewhere in the City.
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At the Edinburgh LDP examination in 2016, the Calmposition was that Edinburgh’s
waterfront clearly fit the requirements of ScottBlanning Policy and could take a
significant portion of the City’s housing requiremi® Developers argued that the waterfront
would not even deliver the reduced volumes thatbencil expected it to. The plan
included greenfield sites in the greenbelt to antdor this and for the fact that the Scottish
Government had raised the overall housing requingtioe the region. Overall, the LDP
examination found that there would be a shortfBdllmcations in the City’s plan in its early
stages compared to the (SESplan) SDP housing esgeitt. So the plan eventually adopted
in November 2016, after various SDP delays, startsvith a clear admission that it will not
provide enough housing to meet the SDP requirembntkis sense, the Edinburgh LDP can
be viewed as a failure because a smooth (and desad) path towards growth was not
established. The following section of the chapteauels the implications of this for our

understanding of Scottish planning.

On the waterfront

In an interview, a former chair of the Planning Goittee Edinburgh reflected with regret on
the fact that senior officers and councillors neneadly committed to the idea of pursuing the
waterfront development until just before it washytthe GFC. While the Council talked
about the potential of the waterfront and likedithea, he considered that issues including
land assembly, tram links, and working with investewere complicated and crucially not
something with sufficient political capital at thme: “The chief executive always thought
more about the Council than the City. He was gomigave retired by the time it came
around and it wasn’t really an issue for him” (hview 43: Former Chair of Planning
Committee, Edinburgh). Interestingly, this shoriesm is something that is usually
associated with the five-year life cycle of theipgibn; in this case, a politician makes the

same point around the cycle of senior officerd @ €ouncil.

Another more fundamental point came from a planemgsultant who had worked closely
with Forth Ports the land owner at the time thetsrgtan process and planning application
were being developed (2005-2008):

It was never viable. | mean, they were trying togpermission which they were
then going to vary the terms of. In other words, ¢bst of implementing that

permission was not achievable. But things were gpogicrash. You know, it was
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like, let’'s get the permissions and then sort $iuisf out later. But just as they were
getting their permissions, you know, the bottonhdet of the flat market in

Edinburgh like nothing. Just gone. (Interview 2&rfhing Consultant, Edinburgh).

The difference in meaning attributed to the plagrapplications and permissions between
developers and planning authorities is clear. Rtusperspective, the visions, masterplans,
and planning permissions are all there to be caoatiy negotiated. Planning authorities, such
as Edinburgh, will always be aware that in the @igonary Scottish system, negotiations

will continue throughout planning processes. HowgNeavas interesting to hear a developer
view that the waterfront permission was never \@ablthe agreed form in the first place. The

concept was fundamentally flawed from the outset.

This was an issue with the discretionary planniygjesn, which is market-led and requires a
cushion of viability which is obviously tenuouslglbnced in a fluctuating market. The quote
below, from an urban designer who worked in Edighuat the time, sums this up. It also
demonstrates the direct effect of the failure efwaterfront strategy: which is that the

market gravitates to locations that are easieetelbp:

The way we do things is you hand it out to the raatken you try to get a strategy
out of what comes back in and then you build a fplam there. Looking at Leith

you are trying to achieve European masterplannptbaph using a Scottish
planning system which it just can’t do so therdigays going to be an impasse
which means that by default you have developersrmgnomp on the outside with the
all sorts of plans such as the Garden District psafs out there (Interview 34, Urban
Designer, Edinburgh 2016).

A planning consultant considered the strategy\est being employed by the council as

inherently unfair to renters and aspiring homeowner

There are some Edinburgh officers who believe ybatuse the greenbelt boundary
as a mechanism to encourage regeneration8ias explicitly saying this at the
examination last week. | mean ok that’s been daferb elsewhere and it has that
effect eventually. But it's what happens in theemh? The only reason it stacks up

8 Name changed
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is because house prices and land values go up slo begause of lack of supply that
it makes it worthwhile to develop those sites. Buihe meantime, your affordability
problem has just got a whole lot worse [...] to hEam say, you know, “no we still
need focussing on the waterfront and it's all cépalb being developed”. | don’t
think he believes that, but he knows that’s whatrhembers need him to say

(Interview 23: Planning Consultant, Edinburgh, 2016

Greenbelt restrictions were being used explictlyaise land prices in the City and enhance
the viability of brownfield sites. There are cl@@nners and losers in such a strategy.
Homeowners in Edinburgh see the asset value af llbenes increase. As this occurs, many
households then have to move beyond Edinburghtordgmmute back in to the City, and
many renters (and buyers) who remain in the Cityaray afford to do so by accepting
poorer housing conditions and rising prices. Theharge referred to above took place at the
Edinburgh Local Development Plan examination hegpfidanuary 2016). From the
developer’s perspective, officers have clearly baaeying the directions of the politicians.
This was a common perspective in the researchptiigicians in Edinburgh set policy and
that officers followed, whereas in Aberdeen thisayic was more complex.

Finally, another planning consultant reflected lo@ impact on the failure of the waterfront
strategy and what this reveals about market-lednitay; the wishful thinking of politically
derived development strategies in such circumstraced the current state of Scottish

planning:

| don’t think Forth Ports themselves did anythingmg. What they exposed was the
naivety and the lack of commercial awareness tluat planning authorities have.
There’s nothing wrong with these projects, anddtsanothing wrong with having a
bit of ambition. But one, you need a vision. Twouyneed a realistic vision, and
three; you need to be able to think on your feedwith doesn’t happen. And planning
in the way it’s run in this country just now is rarticularly good at that (Interview
22: Planning Consultant, Edinburgh/Aberdeen, 2016).

Edinburgh’s inability to achieve its spatial stgatdhas meant that in effect this vision is
in limbo, with an idea that communities, developarsd politicians agree is a good one
in theory but with no way of making that happensluhe market ‘returns’. The City has
remained committed to this vision in policy terrhsough its recently adopted LDP
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(2016) and the SDP (2014) that overarches that.extew this has meant that the
attention of developers has increasingly turnedatow the City’s greenbelt. In effect,
unlike Aberdeen, the city never achieved a workiagsensus on its development
strategy. Politically, the easiest strategy hasithbednope that the waterfront strategy will
reduce demand for greenbelt development, or thghheuring authorities will take
significant amounts of Edinburgh’s growth. Develapdowever, have been put in a

stronger position in terms of pressuring the Cduioci‘market-led growth’

Edinburgh’s greenbelt and the persisting politics blocating housing growth

The thing you have to remember with Edinburgh & the waterfront was for so
long at the very heart of their development strhatégnd a lot of councillors still

don’t accept the developer line which is, it's@hstrained. It'll happen when it
happens, but we’re not going to do it now. Nownld¢o believe in market forces,
which means if it isn’'t happening, it isn't happeni You can’'t make people develop

(Interview 23: Planning Consultant, Edinburgh 2016)

It was never about Leith versus Greenfield, it wigays about both. Particularly
when you look at the numbers that came out of &88ffan and the HNDA on this,
you know, anybody with half a brain could see thatas about both and finding
ways to get both happening. But, politically, teali seems unacceptable to

politicians in Edinburgh

(Interview 30: private housebuilding representdtwasultant, 2016).

The statements above encapsulate the developg@eptve of the drivers and outcomes of
Edinburgh’s housing development strategy. Counsilifaith in market delivery at the
waterfront had led to an outcome that they caneat @ith without facing severe political
consequences. The solution is to choose not toujade this by developing another spatial
strategy which stands a better chance of delivEng. second statement refers to the outcome
of the SESplan examination process which requinedXouncil to allocate more housing,
through its LDP, than it had argued was neces3dmg.view from these two developer
interests was actually commonly held from othespectives: that Edinburgh would not deal
with the political ramifications of developing ais most politically contentious greenbelt
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sites, even if councillors knew the probable outeamas to be forced to by the Scottish

Government.

This section of the chapter primarily analyses \Eynburgh’s Councillors could not agree
on where to develop rather than rolling out groaithe greenbelt, as was the case in
Aberdeen. The politics of development on Edinbusghéstern fringes, as demonstrated in
this chapter, is not one of simple ‘nimby’ vers@veloper interests, and the rationale for
communities opposing development is not as strimighérd as being ‘anti-development’.
Opening up these arguments from a variety of pets@s provides an understanding of the
continued politics of housing growth in Scotland dne way in which the planning system is

used to deal with this.

Edinburgh’s strategy of developing the greenbelefoployment is quite similar to that of
Aberdeen’s in terms of the way employment develaproe its edge has often been
politically acceptable as long as it is located yivam higher value residential areas. In the
1970s to the 1990s in Edinburgh, the Gyle retail amployment development and
Edinburgh Park grew alongside post-war public hagigixpansions to the west of the City.
The public sector was heavily involved as a landavand partner in the Gyle and Edinburgh
Park developments, and these locations have pgaghificant part in Edinburgh’s post-
industrial economic development strategy. Therewaoepoints to be clear about at this
point: first, there are obvious basic requireméotemployment development in the
greenbelt and this is not the same political issibousing; the second is that in each case,
and particularly in Edinburgh’s, the public sedtas played a significant role in opening up

the greenbelt to development for employment.

The previous section demonstrated that the politid®using are partly a manifestation of
structural forces that have prevented the city frealising an ambition to see a market-led
strategy in the City’s waterfront. The aversiorgteenbelt development is partly caught up in
the traditional UK aversion to urban sprawl thas bacome firmly rooted in the mind-set of
officials, councillors and constituents in Edinblur@all 1973; Hague, 2005b). From this
developer view, the ideal strategy has been proe¢dto be deliverable. So in the absence of
a technical rationality, they view the current plang strategy of minimising land release as

purely politically driven:
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It clearly makes no sense and | just don't seethey can believe that deep down, as
planning officers. But | mean there's a very clealitical steer about what is and isn't
acceptable strategically, and you know, with hogisiarge scale greenfield
expansion around Edinburgh has just never beetigadlly acceptable. Planning here
seems to have now come down to ‘well we have t@ génburgh for the
Edinburgher’s’ kind of thing’ (Interview 30: Houseitding/Planning Consultant,
Edinburgh, 2016).

A planning manager in a neighbouring authority aedrevith this characterisation: “It's
certainly been the persistent issue. Now | thirdcehare signs that officers see the need to
release greenbelt, but politicians in Edinburgh @tin’t” (Interview 44: Planning Authority,
Edinburgh city-region, 2016). There was a broadggaiion, not just from developers, that
the technical case surrounding the issue was smeathy the politics of locating housing

growth.

Building on the greenbelt can be considered a &giatcome of the need to accommodate
development, or alternatively a sign that plannggot really planning at all but simply
follows the market to the most profitable locatfonlandowner interests. However, the
convenor of the Council’s planning committee digphno signs of an obsession with a

‘sacrosanct’ greenbelt ideal:

Yes the greenbelt’s a major issue but I've said bf@fore. There is no such thing as
‘greenbelt’. Strangely enough, they’re trying to@f@ct something which actually
doesn't exist. There’s no geographic definitiowtbiat the greenbelt is. There are
certain protected areas like the Pentlands foant&. You've got protection there
but none of the other greenbelt has. So what thppdns is you make a plan, you
then release a bit of area which comes out ofgheenbelt’. That's how we actually
treat it and by doing that you’re not developing dity in a very structured way

(Interview 45, Planning chair, Edinburgh city-regi@016).

This perspective, from the leading politician deglwith planning in the City, that there was
no such thing as the greenbelt and no definitiom, geverely contradicts a wider view that
the Council is fixated on the greenbelt and is néxddly also incorrect. However, as the

interview went on it was clear that he considebed the greenbelt is a policy construct, and
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simply land that is protected from developmentlunis reviewed through various plans.
The outcome of such an approach was a kind of imengalism which, in resisting
significant sprawl, was successful enough to beelyicegarded as an implicit part of
Edinburgh’s housing land supply problem, but wiiels never really provided any
protection as such. This particular councillor reently become an advocate of a ‘green
corridor’ approach for future plans, where develeptwould be focused along arterial
transport routes into the City and green wedgepmatected between. If this plan gains
enough traction in the next Local Development Pllaen that might represent a long-term

strategy. However, this would signal a shift awanf a current brownfield priority.

From the outside, Edinburgh’s councillors appedodaave little concern for the underlying
structures inhibiting the city’s growth compactyfiirownfield first strategy. To make radical
changes to planning, land reform is required, &mlis not something that Scottish planning
reform ever attempted to deal with. A group of Gpeen Party councillors in Edinburgh had
been vociferous in their opposition to buildingtbe greenbelt, arguing that something more
radical is required. In an interview, a Green Callorcfocused on the need for greater
government powers in the land market and for laxdtion. He suggested that this was not a
view that other Councillors could hold because thag to stick to national party positions:
“Some of the Labour councillors say, ‘well, yesgree with you, Nel] but you're being too
idealistic here’ and | think, well, no, you can make same points. You're an elected
councillor” (Interview 36: Green Councillor, Edintgin). Neither planning reform, nor
Edinburgh’s recent experience with its growth stggt had led to a significant challenge to
the structures that inhibit the realisation of ltietter places in urban areas that Scottish

planning is supposed to be set on achieving.

The Edinburgh LDP Process

There was a consistent Council position that SESIptaising targets had been unduly
imposed because the Scottish Government had imcte¢as housing requirement in its report
on the Plan. In terms of party positions, according Green Party councillor's perspective,
the Conservatives in the City had been split oemgjoelt development depending on whether
they prioritised faster growth or protectionism eTBNP-Labour coalition could not come to
a plausible agreement on accommodating the housqgrement of SESplan. In the excerpt

® hame changed
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below, the Green Councillor demonstrates a seraefficers and councillors were only
really united on the need to be creative in dealitf the SESplan housing requirement in
order to minimise the release of new housing Idin@. interview took place at the time when
the LDP had, eventually, been submitted to thet&StoGovernment reporters unit for

Examination:

When it came to the LDP and providing enough lanohéet the Government’s
targets | think there was a strong desire amonfggta the officials to make sure it
was managed as best as possible so that we dide’'tig too much. There was a
definite feeling that we will try and manage...wéihd ways, we’ll find windfall
sites, you know we’ll do this, that, and the otrether than simply say “oh let them

have as much as they want” (Interview 36: GreetyRaouncillor, Edinburgh).

By the time the LDP was finalised and submittedgovernment examination in 2016,
Councillors in Edinburgh had been dealing withgstleveloper appeals for sites in the
greenbelt. These were lost on the grounds thatthmcil had not maintained 5 years of
effective supply of housing land as required byt&sio Planning Policy (2014). Scottish
Planning Policy also promotes a town centre, anavbfield first strategy across Scotland,
but housing land supply takes precedence overARis. late measure to deal with this,
Councillors inserted a note of support with theiomitted LDP for the allocation of land for
major greenbelt development in a site developedsiiaaned the Garden District (discussed
later). This was land far away from any neighbogiianeas, beyond the Edinburgh bypass.
Strangely, however, this was the exact site thdtreeently been ruled out for inclusion in
the LDP, by the very same councillors, on the gdsuthat it represented unsustainable urban

sprawl.

When the plan was submitted for examination, on® $bduncillor with a constituency in the
greenbelt branded it, in the local press, a ‘pilexince’. The sense of disarray around the
LDP portrayed in the local press and amongst tiveldpment industry largely rung true

from this Councillor’s perspective:

The LDP process, well yeah it was a kind of letlyarg the part of the
administration. An inability to bite the bullet anealise what they were being forced

to do instead of saying, look, this is wrong, teguirement is too large, and saying
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so publically and loudly they tried to fudge it aindige it and fudge it until they got

to a point where they couldn’t go any further.

Even the final submission was...well they askeddertain areas’ to be included
after all. And again that was just cobbled togetht&r some hideous compromise
which didn’t quite work. When it went in, it wascase of ‘well this is just going to
have to do’ (Interview 36, Green Councillor, Edindpi).

From this councillor’'s perspective, SNP councillor&dinburgh generally tried to tow a line
set by their Government in Holyrood on the incredseusing requirement that they had to
implement through SESplan. He also considered tpemerally to be “more gung-ho and
neoliberal” about the primacy of economic developtie the planning system. Yet this
position could not hold because certain SNP anauabouncillors in greenbelt areas
opposed the plan in order to protect their constity (and their own) interests.

Dealing with the LDP allocations: the failure of Ednburgh’s planning strategy

Around 15% of the new housing land required throtighEdinburgh LDP came in the form
of new greenbelt releases. Aberdeen officers hadthv® argument with their councillors for
far higher allocations. The Green Councillor acedphat this was not evidence of a
‘greenbelt busting’ plan and that officers and collors had minimised such releases by
ensuring as many sites as possible in the exibtiiging land supply were considered as
‘effective’ housing land. This was partly by arggithe viability and effectiveness of the
waterfront allocations. However, from his perspestthe 15% figure was, in fact,
misleading. The reasoning for this is importantaimarket-led system, these sites would be
relatively quickly developed whilst the brownfigddes in the city remained difficult to
develop without major government intervention audden return to pre GFC bank lending.
Because of this, it was likely that further gredhtaand would have to be continually released

and the Council’'s strategy would never be achieved.

A national housebuilder's management team wasviet@ed. Collectively, the three
participants had decades of involvement in devalppiousing in Edinburgh. They discussed
how this required a range of strategies which wdelelp them in the business of building

houses in the region in the long run: includingvantield and greenbelt, with long term
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approaches of strategic land promotion to shom fand purchases and applications and

risky appeals for quicker development:

With SESplan | think those neighbouring authorisasv it as an opportunity to make
Edinburgh face up to its own housing demand, saldicelopers, and so you've seen
that through the number of successful greenbekalpphat have taken place in
Edinburgh recently (Interview 46: Housebuilder, iiddirgh 2016).

The situation whereby Edinburgh offloaded mucht®hiousing requirement to its
neighbours had not been ideal for developers. Hewereviously, as long as the
neighbouring authorities had been willing to engagehe strategy then, from this
developer’s perspective, it had been a way to kedding and selling houses in a region
where there was high demand. SESplan and its pnsitad turned the developers’ focus
back to Edinburgh because neighbouring authotii@esstopped accepting as much of
Edinburgh’s housing land requirement. So colledyivievelopers were not getting the
overall level of new housing allocations that tlnghed to see but individually, some, with
land, had been put into a strong position wheante to winning individual planning appeals
in Edinburgh’s greenbelt.

In such cases of ineffective land supply, the pilagmprocess shifts, even temporarily, to a
more technocratic one enforced by Ministers andgBuwent Reporters. This overarching
power of central government hangs as a threatatonphg authorities to meet their own
responsibilities on housing their population. Tengg the technical threat might be deemed
‘post-political’, but it is a situation invoked wheocal politicians have failed to meet
statutory responsibilities entrusted to them alarpng authority. It is this scenario that
planners in Aberdeen used as they pressed thelgamenda and ushered councillors
through a development plan process timetable thatmarkedly shorter than councillors had
been used to pre-reform. This hurried process,waged by tighter plan-making targets via
planning reform, was discussed by a councillor beleenshire (Interview, 5). From her
perspective, this demonstrated an emerging ladewfocratic oversight, which was
inhibiting good plan making. Officers invoked theerario of ‘planning by appeal’ and this
appeared to have worked to keep the developmemtnpéking process on track in Aberdeen.
However, in contrast, a planner in a neighbourimarity to Edinburgh considered the

politics of approving housing permissions and atowy housing to have reached a point
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where there was no political capital to be gaing@ven taking planning decisions let alone
keeping development plan processes on target. Tauacillors had become happy to allow

the Scottish Government to take decisions for them:

The City of Edinburgh actually wants the Scottistv&nment to take the decisions.
The elected members in Edinburgh now get so muahfh@m their community
councils and indeed their MSPs and even MPs, llegtjust want the Scottish
Government to take the difficult decisions (Intewi44, Plan manager, Edinburgh

city region, 2016).

The same planner considered the underlying isshiedh¢he breakdown in the earlier
SESplan process (see chapter 6) to have been thie igsue of infrastructure provision that
would support any future planning strategy. Eaghlam has traditionally been less willing
than some authorities to take Edinburgh’s houdiag its neighbours such as West Lothian
and Midlothian, which as former industrial centhese tended to use Edinburgh’s housing
growth as a form of ‘regeneration’. By the timetttiee SESplan bargaining process over
housing allocations was underway, all neighbouauthorities had become more averse to
development. This aversion was a result of expeimgnthe ‘pains’ outweighing the ‘gains’

of housing growth. From this planner’s perspectitie,neighbouring authorities had reached
their infrastructural limits and in a context ofighie sector austerity, and a planning system

that did little to address this, they had begurstiegy Edinburgh’s future housing growth:

Edinburgh is the driver of the regional economy Bdinburgh claims to be
constrained by its own greenbelt and therefore #g@m awful lot of its growth.

Now a lot of the neighbouring authorities are stgrto say, now come on Edinburgh
you can’t export all your housing growth and expexto pay for the equivalent
infrastructure to cope with that. Some might saydfnburgh is to pursue that policy
then they should actually make payments to thewand authorities (Interview 44,
Plan manager, Edinburgh city region, 2016).

This statement from a development plan managdreirsbuth East of Scotland highlights the
consequences of the shift towards a market-bagadagh to housing and infrastructure
provision in Scotland. Without any significant a¢étBon to powers over land ownership and

land value taxation, the public sector is left ipaaticularly difficult position when the legacy
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of underinvestment in infrastructure over the yeatdes with a context of a growing
population and public sector austerity. The pravisef public infrastructure through the
market is a key issue in the politics of developmemmny part of a city. Whilst at the
waterfront there was the idea that housing devetoiiwould deliver infrastructure,
regenerate an area, and help provide a rapid wansgtwork, on the edge of the city and in
commuter towns there was no sense that places vaotudlly improve through

development.

Cammofields: housing in Edinburgh’s greenbelt andhe view from a community

Having considered the perspectives of politiciang| servants, and public and private sector
planners on the strategic issue and the politi¢®aking in the greenbelt, the following
section now considers the views of a community coum a greenbelt area under threat of

development through the Edinburgh LDP process.

Cammo is an affluent suburban community in the wé&dinburgh which had been the
focus of the most high-profile debate over theatmn of housing land in the City’s
greenbelt throughout the LDP process. A site fdr @@mes on the western edge of
Edinburgh was identified by developers and thertrcorrsially included in the City’'s
proposed LDP. While the site’s selection was hasdiyrising given its location — flat low
lying land sitting between two of the main arter@alites into Edinburgh and located within
the city side of the bypass — the site ‘Cammo Eiddécame one of the most highly contested

locations because of a vociferous and well-orgahissident group campaign.

The developer promoting the site through the LD#ra of the run of successful planning
appeals in Edinburgh, applied for planning pernisdiefore the site had gone through the
full LDP allocation process. This ratcheted uprissident campaign opposed to the
development. Controversially, the developer sudaflgsvon an appeal based on the
Council’'s non-determination of the application. Haer, the wider area was a key marginal
seat politically, and as Holyrood elections apphmatin spring of 2016, the SNP minister
responsible for planning used his powers to ‘adlke application. The call-in essentially
paused the development by supporting the Counmilsstion that the application was
premature. While the resident campaign assumedhheépuccessfully resisted the
allocation, the site was eventually allocated m aldopted LDP in November 2016.
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The Community Council had opposed the allocatian the highest profile campaign on the
issues was actually conducted by a residents’ cgmp@ammo Residents Association,
which sprang up on this single issue. The two gsalig not have a particularly good
working relationship, and the Residents Associatiammed to be taking on the issue as they
perceived the Community Council have not been gterough in fighting the application. In
an interview, the Chair of the Community Councigjgasted that the Residents Association
had misunderstood the workings of the planningesysind reflected on his Community
Council’s position on development. The interviewkglace at the time when the application
had been halted through the Ministerial call-inrigd016). The community councillor
viewed this as an ‘entirely political’ act (Inteew 31: Community Council, West Edinburgh)
and reflected on a meeting with a local City ofridirgh Councillor who had been dealing

with constituents concerns over the rise in plagm@ippeals around the edge of the City:

We had a long meeting with Councillor who dealswtite community councils and
she’s also on the planning committee and we saiki lee're totally and utterly fed
up, she said so am | and I'm on the planning cotesnishe said what's happening is
developers are simply bypassing the council we maveower at all so they go
straight to appeal and then they go to the ministes keeps approving them. So the
process is breaking down at that point becausedtecillors couldn’t influence
things and if they did they were just completelgwouled. | don’'t know who was

more depressed: me or her!

Here the councillor in question was either playamgobvious political strategy of blame
deflection (it is the developers’ fault) or hongsthw no possible role that politicians had
played in Edinburgh getting to the stage wherdetgelopment plan process had broken
down and its housing supply was being found tonleéective with power handed over to the
Scottish Government and, ultimately, to developkiisis the latter, then this displays the

naivety of politicians that developers discussed.

The interview provided a deeper understanding atywinom a Community Council
perspective, the problem was with the developmélamal for housing. To do this it is worth
analysing the Community Council’s perceptions @iitiproblems with the impacts of
development and the role that they play in termsyarig to balance the needs of the current

community with the broader need for growth in Edirgh:
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We're not opposed to growth. But it seems withltoal development plans they are
just looking for some holes. Some holes in the gdowhere they can stick some
houses. If they achieve that they call it “planriiig our view that is not planning at
all that is just sticking houses in a hole. Theresconcern for infrastructure be it
roads, be it health or whatever. Therefore, aié¢hthings are going to degrade if that
housing development goes ahead. So, it's housinglalement with nothing
alongside it. We believe that’s faulty. And alrigté not a planning issue, the
National Health Service, but if we are going to gey service from our local health
service which is absolutely up the gunnels wedl &'planning issue for us. So not a

planning issue? Well it's a big issue for peopkiniy here.

This argument is one raised continually and fageddtors in planning process since its
inception as a statutory process: that of defimrglanning issue’. While there are clear legal
definitions of this, planning must still take acodwf (but not necessarily resolve) various
and at times conflicting roles of the state. Thapbe refers to might have been something
that could be considered as falling into the sploéi®cotland’s system of ‘community
planning’ - the partnership approach to plannintdseservices in places in Scotland. This is
an example of the continued inability to fuse comityuand land use planning through a
spatially based planning reform. More importantly,system would have been able to
deliver such infrastructure alongside developmerat iime of public sector financial
constraints, and private sector borrowing and sipgncbnstraints.

The community councillor reflected on the role o€ls planners. He considered his own
interactions with ‘planners’ as not particularlyptematic. In fact, there was a pragmatism
overall from this interviewee around the need fevalopment. In a similar way to the
Aberdeen greenbelt community councillors, he cargid his role as something of a conduit
with the planning authority on one side and whathoeight were anti-development
tendencies in his own community on the other, WwithCommunity Council trying to
mediate this by working with the planning departin@&ime reason for the anti-development
tendencies were not simply an aversion to developmer se but to development without
infrastructure, and so a failure of an integrateatisl planning. The literature on Edinburgh,
as SPR was being developed, reflected predictmma broadened role for planning and an

integrating role (Vigar, 2009). Here the ‘plannisgue’ and the disconnect of services such
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as transport and health represented a failurehi@ae the aims of ‘strategic spatial

planning’.

The real problem is the transport department becthesr job is to deal with the
transport issues. They'll say ‘our job is to enaldeelopment’. It's absolute
madness. The officials in terms of planning camkey but the ancillary reports that
have to go in with the application, like transpergll we worry about because we
just get totally ignored by that lot (Interview 3Zommunity Council, West
Edinburgh).

This idea that the transport service considers toé to be to ‘enable development’
encapsulates the positive pro-development mantss&rategic spatial planning in Scotland. |
reflected on this point made by the community cdiorcand the Edinburgh LDP
examination hearing in 2016, which | observed Ifas tesearch. There, very unusually,
Transport Scotland openly criticised the Edinbuc@#. They considered that as it stood
transport had not been appropriately assessedhanthe plan would create issues of public
safety without more specific mitigation in certéiications. However, in line with the
community councillor’'s view, what was very reveglwas a statement from their
representative which was that today’s Transportl&ad were, in an official’'s words, “no
longer a predict and provide service.” ‘Predict gnolvide’ conjured up images of rational
planners predicting growth in car use and thereoiikeling roads to accommodate (and
encourage such growth). Their contemporary role egagntially to try and encourage a
modal shift in planning, but really to accommodd¢eelopment and suggest how to mitigate
impacts. While moving away from ‘predict and pra¥/idt was still not one where they were
involved in early strategic planning and investmé&¥hile the rational technocratic status of
planning has diminished, it appears that in ite@l8cotland’s strategic spatial plan approach,

a vacuous and underfunded ‘enabling developmeptcgech has emerged.

| discussed this with a recently retired civil ssarvwho had a major role in planning reform:

| think it is a huge issue, because | remembemgadiscussions with Transport
Scotland and saying, “okay, are you telling me #raund Edinburgh, no place can
accommodate development, you know, is that whatg®aying? Well, we need to
run this past ministers to say, no, we can't taleraore development.” Would

ministers accept that? Well, of course they wotld8o, | don’t think that the
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whole Edinburgh experience was very good at faomgp those sorts of issues

(Interview 47, former chief civil servant, ScotlaRdl6).

The problem for planning in Scotland, and the dva@ tommunities feel the effects of, is that
strategic spatial planning has not yet providedijtheed up spatially based governance’ that
had once been hoped for. In a context of public@ndte sector austerity, delivering timely

infrastructure through planning appears even i&sfyl

The community councillor was very aware that then@ul had a duty to meet a housing
requirement and that to enable this to happenhheyto negotiate with developers who were
responsible for funding much of the infrastructdfeom his perspective, the obvious problem
was that the developer would be aiming for the munn possible provision and the
community council was unable to influence the Cautfrough the planning process, in
order to get what they saw as the required prowvisfacommunity infrastructure: “why

would they (developers) care? They aren’t goingawing to live here”. The community
councillor considered his community’s idea of conmityiviability, and the developer’s idea

of development viability, to be completely incompb.

The compromise planning strategy represented biyldtidgh’s LDP is a failure to plan
strategically, not just on the waterfront but aisa@leal with a planning failure and find
another strategy. When the community councillocdbed planning in Edinburgh as

“filling-in holes”, he was not far off the descniph that a housebuilder provided:

Edinburgh has a premium as a market, but by itg nature is relatively constrained
in terms of open space. It's grown to the bounddithe bypass. We, as an industry,
well as our chief executive is fond of saying: “we’been very clever over the last
thirty years in being able to find every little aprof land to build houses on.”
Whether it can take much more without a very sigaiit review of the greenbelt is

questionable though (Interview 46, Housebuildein&drgh, 2016).

This section has revealed the story behind tharfaibf a strategy and the inability to find an
alternative when planning for growth in Scotlartchds done this from a variety of
perspectives. The purpose of the planning systemsrcase is not to roll out growth but in

the absence of that any purpose becomes unclegpdiars that avoiding the politics of
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growth on the greenbelt and avoiding any radicaéssment of the structures shaping the

city’s spatial strategy is the strategy itself.

Wishing away the politics of housing development: est Edinburgh and spatial
planning strategies

Edinburgh International Business Gateway

The final section of the chapter now moves furthest, to land lying beyond the physical
boundary of the Edinburgh bypass: land which has lokeemed unsuitable for housing
expansion. This chapter and the preceding chapiar made it clear that housing
development in the Edinburgh greenbelt and employrdevelopment in the greenbelt are,
politically at least, very different matters. Edimgh’s westward expansion for employment
development has been identified officially sincéeatst 2003 through the West Edinburgh
Planning Framework (WEPF). This was eventually kexbin 2014 having served its
purpose, with the principles of development thammiporated into the NPF3, the SESplan
SDP, and the emerging Edinburgh LDP.

Described in the WEPF (2008) as ‘a national asgethould perhaps be a place that
demonstrates the benefits of strategic spatiainptanin full effect. It is located on land
adjacent Edinburgh Airport, where two decades aflr@ail, and tram investments have now
created Scotland’s most easily accessible locaisignificant part of the WEPF is land
identified now as the ‘Edinburgh International Biess Gateway’ (EIBG); a nationally
important development in the NPF and one seen tgessive Scottish Government’s as key
to Scotland’s international economic competitivendss regional planning terms it is an

‘internationally recognised area of economic impoce’ (SESplan, 2014).

However, while there are signs that this site miggdome a positive example of strategic
spatial planning and the mediating of state-mamnilations in Scotland, this site and the area
surrounding have recently been a battleground wdooh the contestation for Edinburgh’s
spatial strategy has played out. In 2016, as Edgtboouncillors desperately searched for
housing allocations that were likely to appeasesttgpment averse constituents, they turned
their attention to the EIBG and more isolated lapdrby as potential sites for significant

housing allocations.
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Studying this location in the mid-2000s, Vigar (20describes the site as something of a
signifier of Edinburgh’s inability to handle strgie planning. This was compared with
Glasgow’s tradition of regional planning cohereaod pro-development city-regional
politics (Vigar, 2009; Goodstadt, 2007). The WERRhat study was described by civil
servants as a reaction by the then Scottish Exectdithe site’s strategic importance, the
politics of development in Edinburgh, and the la€lstrategic planning skills available at the
time in the Council, and central government decitetdke the initiative and lead on its

planning.

Reflecting on Allmendinger’s conception of postipoal neoliberal spatial governance
(2016), the WEPF can be considered an examplesgidbkt-political nature of spatial
planning; a ‘soft space’ in which the politics awlopment are suspended through a
usurping of plan making and political control frahe planning authority to a less tangible
and accountable body than the local authority niméerview with a former head of the
Council’s planning committee, the view that the @alicould not be trusted to get on with
planning and development at that time was rigosodsputed. He discussed the Council’s
long history of proactive engagement in developniethe area:

| — In West Edinburgh we’d been very successfld &ouncil, we had a lot of land
that had been developed out there — a lot of tlaatlought up by forward thinking
estates officers decades ago. Then there’s theolainat the airport. My predecessor
was taken utterly by surprise one day he was ah&ecence with a minister and the
minister suddenly announced that the Scottish Gwaent was going to do the

planning for that.
R — The west Edinburgh planning framework?

| — Yeah. They were slow it was bad and it did@ttde work. It was an outrageous
thing to do and what | think what probably our dice had known and had talked to
the Scottish Government and told ministers bechadaew there’d be some kind of

row about the site which he wanted to avoid.

R — It's been said that the Scottish government’tidust Edinburgh to get on with
it.
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| — Well they were wrong and their plan was wroWfhat it needed was
infrastructure, like everything else: the tram, Wegerfront, the south east wed@e
this. It wasn’t about putting lines on piece of pgghat’s the easy bit. It was

infrastructure money.

(Interview 43, former head of planning committedirtburgh LPA, 2016)

The Scottish government had decided to lead onianadly important location for business
development and had possibly done this with thediuhg of senior members of the Council
who had presumed that this would simplify the pssoghere multiple landowners (including
the Council) would be subject to a single planrfragnework. Scottish Government
involvement in this respect supports the ideafttm@aiCouncil did not want a political fight
over the site. From this former councillor’'s perspee, the real issue had never been one of
debate over whether to develop this prime locatiahe greenbelt, it was an issue of how to
make development happen and who should pay féransport infrastructure had
undoubtedly improved in the wider area but thers stdl no sign of the money to actually
get an internationally renowned business locatipand running. These are issues which
have not been resolved through strategic spatanmhg in Scotland. The West Edinburgh
Planning Framework has traits of the ‘soft spaeest ‘fuzzy boundaries’ that Allmendinger
and Haughton (2009) associate with English spplaining. Looking at this example, such
fuzzy ideas and boundaries are, perhaps, not aayidea. It is possible that planners have
lost the ability to say ‘here are the constraimd apportunities of each site, the government
will deliver development timeously at this locatioBuch concepts are only ‘fuzzy’ or
‘deferred’ or ‘displaced’ because there are notstkits or resources, ability or power to

make specific things happen in specific placessgegific time.

By 2016, land in the WEPF on paper included therhdtional Business Gateway (IBG) and
in physical terms the wider transport infrastruetwas largely in place. However, as an
exceptionally well-located site primed for develaggrhand in the context of Edinburgh’s

desperate search for housing land, the attentiaewélopers and Councillors in 2016 turned,

0 1ne example raised about the ‘South East Wedge'dd&elinburgh’s long-running strategic development
locations, allocated for around 20 years now, tleaihas been that the land south-east of Edinbwogld
absorb a significant amount of the region’s housiemand on the edge of Edinburgh. The land encosepas
part of the former Midlothian coalfields and fadlsross both City of Edinburgh Council and Midlothi@ouncil
boundaries. Development has been delayed by labdist issues, wrangles between the Councils aad t
Scottish Government over infrastructure provisiod &unding, the GFC and changing private sector
developers, but has significant development ofiteeis now finally underway.
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perhaps inevitably, towards the housing potenfighis site and land around it. Before
presenting and analysing the outcome of this sudt#t) this section of the chapter first
focuses on a site nearby but completely unallocgtednbelt site that has become known

recently as ‘Edinburgh’s Garden District’.

The ‘Garden District’

Greenbelt land separated from Edinburgh by thésclitypass, but near the IBG, has become
the focus of a proposal named ‘Edinburgh’s Gardestridt’ by land promoters. This

includes up to 6000 houses and it represents ampttto conclusively breach the physical
boundary of the Edinburgh bypass and begin builesimy in this as yet off-limits area of
greenbelt. Since the bypass was built in the 19&@geloping significant housing land
‘beyond the bypass’ has been an idea that Edintsidgtvelopment strategies have
consistently resisted. The ‘Garden District’ is mnjant because a proposal with such a
disregard for the City’s housing land use stratagiyially gained the support of councillors in
2016. This occurred at the point where argumengs where to locate Edinburgh’s growth
had reached something of a breaking point. The €ibbad submitted its LDP for
Examination by Scottish Government reporters anshcillors had already declared it a
failure as they faced numerous residents’ campagol as that described here at Cammo
Field. In taking a sudden decision to allocate iicgmt housing land ‘out of sight and out of
mind’, regardless of arguments around sustaingpihiere are similarities with the decisions

taken by councillors in Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire.

An international team of consultants working foe thigh-profile landowner, Sir David
Murray, promoted the benefits of the ‘Garden Distidy couching it in sustainability terms.
The promotion of the site for development was edrout through international design and
public consultation firms and planning consultamke were ingrained in the local politics of
development. In 2016, as the Council fought antdptanning appeals on high profile
greenbelt sites, Councillors spotted an opporturiitgred by the Garden District. As a
relatively isolated site which could accommodateugands of houses, there was an abrupt
shift from a united officer-councillor position dhe ‘unsustainability’ of the site to an idea
that actually had the potential to quell rising @ntp development around the City fringes.
Aware of the success of planning appeals and agfare difficult dilemma councillors were

in, despite recently failing to get their site hetLDP, they submitted a speculative planning
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application. Councillors overruled their officerecommendation and approved this as phase

1 of the ‘Garden District’ — a sustainable extensid Edinburgh.

While the change in decision on the Garden Distwizs$ abrupt, interviews with councillors
and developers revealed that there was a gradaageharound the politics of greenbelt,
which had been building for at least two years. iflea of ‘green wedges’ in future plans,
referred to earlier, is a signifier of this. Onéviewee representing developer interests
described how senior politicians in Edinburgh hadrbprivately telling developers that they
were beginning to accept that the west of Edinbuvghld have to be opened up to
significant housing development in future. Howewer2015-16, and as Edinburgh produced
its LDP, that point had not been reached as then@bcontinued its focus on a brownfield
first strategy. For one developer, what causedtigelen shift, and split between councillors
and their own officers opposed to Garden Distugts purely short-term political interest:

They've suddenly waking up to the fact that acyudliis may have been more
politically acceptable than releases right in anelge of it, because no matter where
you release within the city boundary of Edinburgbu get huge public opposition.
We've already seen that. Cammo was probably thé voogerous and most high-
profile resistance, you know, they were runninghi® press every other day and
arguing against that one. But nobody actually liwesthere (Garden District).

There’s been pressure to go out there for a wiale lout | think the dam has well

and truly burst (Interview 30 housebuilder/plannaagpsultant, Edinburgh, 2016).

With the decision by Councillors to press for aongllocation of thousands of houses in the
Garden District, there were remarkable similaritigth the allocation of Elsick, and not just
in terms of the ‘out of sight out of mind’ politicd housing allocation. The project team
included the very same international design firrRZDand consultation and public relations
experts that Elsick promoters had hired in to sujpijp@ir own allocation in Aberdenshire.
The SSCI concept was again being deployed in Swhtthis time to promote major
development on a relatively dislocated site whickagly contradicted Edinburgh’s stated
sustainable development strategy.

In hiring Andres Duany’s Florida-based DPZ practite landowner of the ‘Garden District’
demonstrated that the concept of sustainabilityccba utilised to tempt controversy averse

politicians who were desperate to save their owitigal futures. With its links to the Princes
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Foundation and support of the Scottish Governnteough the Sustainable Communities
Initiative, they would have recognised the sucdkasthe firm was having in convincing
councils across Scotland on the case for majomfedd developments in housing-pressured
areas. The Garden District design utilised the staatitionalist/new urbanist design
principles and discourse of the Scottish Sustaen@ammunities Initiative. The same SSCI
charrette process was carried out as well, in ®wdstburgh. This engaged the local
population of the area (or what exists of it astgdt is important to reiterate that the site is
not in anybody’s ‘backyard’, so to speak, and segiyag public engagement is again very
difficult. In buying-in the services of DPZ, thegonoters of the site were buying the
legitimacy that comes with an international firmattthe Scottish government had promoted
and paid to play a major role in the SSCI proceasey part of Scottish planning reform’s

design agenda.

An Edinburgh-based architect and urbanist withifiicant experience in promoting the

Government’s town centre and brownfield first agmtres to development reflected on this:

Andres Duany is doing the greenbelt busting stufind David Murray’s land which
is all about this raising value of farmland. Bigtzy stuff and basically you do
everything wrong by pulling development out of #dsut then you try and put a
blindfold over people by getting him talking abol, does public presentations

where...
I: Yeah charrette.

R: Yes you know, a charrette is? “Do you want ¥e lin this 20 storey housing block
in Wester Hailes? Or would you prefer this wee giais heilan’ ham&?” So the
community say “oh we’d prefer grannie’s heilan’ réimSo then that allows them to
build Prince Charles pedimented homes out in teergrelt because the public say
that that's what they want, which I this is jus¢ timost disgraceful charade as oppose

to charrette.

11 Referring to old fashioned looking houses in a roticgsed Scottish vernacular
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I: He seems to have got involved in Scotland thhoilng Sustainable Communities

Initiative and...

R: Yeah. He picked up a lot of...And he was obviouskhey do the same thing
again and again because they can. It's a disg@weah that happened because
everyone else has to go through a terrapin tohgetinniest wee job with the
Government but he was just shoved enormous amotigtszernment money
because there was a wee link up between Alex Salptom and the Prince of
Wales. There was a wee meeting they had down atrétml where all that was kind
of cosily agreed and caused. It's tremendously erabsing for everyone. So now
Edinburgh has all sorts of people getting excitieoua building outside it. That's the

actual result (Architect and urbanist, 2016).

In this example, the scale and interactivity of tBowl's ‘policy village’ becomes clear with
high-profile actors at the national and internadidevel hatching ideas for the spending of
public money, and the direction of planning andgles informal spaces and with little

democratic oversight.

As the councillors scrambled to allocate housingpbd the City bypass, and approved ‘the
unsustainable’, they also presented a letter ghauo the LDP Examination stating their
wish to increase a relatively small allocation afund 300 houses, which were to support the
business uses at the International Business Gatémwastrds a strategic allocation of 2500
houses. This represented a dramatic divergencetfiertNPF and SESplan supported plan
for the IBG. It also completely contradicted thaivn plan and their officers’ stated positions

at the Examination.

In the end, the Government Examination of the Edigbh LDP rejected both the Garden
District proposal and the plan for up to 2500 haustethe IBG. The ministerial letter of
adoption for the LDP is unusually scathing of tle&dwviour of Edinburgh’s councillors and
of the whole LDP process. It accuses Edinburgh Cibohtaking too long to prepare their
LDP, failing to consider infrastructure properlgjling to allocate sufficient housing, and
then, in the period after submission, signallingralies and making decisions that could
impede the delivery of the strategy that was coetin the submitted LDP (Stewart, MSP,

2016). Essentially this was a ‘slap-down’ from eahgovernment to Edinburgh’s
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councillors, and a clear statement of central gowent power, forcing them to revert to the
previous version of the LDP which they had worketlwith their officers and publically

consulted upon.

The Council’s Planning Convenor’s response, inidkeal press, captures the conflicting

signals and imperatives that Councillors were wieighip:

Councillors reserve the right to suggest any changeany report written by officials
at any time. To deny otherwise would be to undeenhiical democracy and an
individual councillor’s ability to respond to thercerns of their local communities
who were affected by the proposals in the LDP. Vé&eame confirmation from the
Scottish Government that Edinburgh’s LDP can noviobeally adopted, providing

more certainty for residents and developers (Gidithburgh Evening News, 2016).

Chapter Conclusion

The statement above is an appropriate way to a@adliapter. It encapsulates the
arguments often made by developers and othersadina politicians invoke ‘local
democracy’ as a term that is utilised, as in thseg without a sense of wider
responsibility for a sustainable spatial stratéigys raises the question of where ‘local
democracy’ ends and electability begins. Plannm8aotland similarly shifts on a
spectrum of the technical and the political, firglan appropriate place in any given
situation. In the Councillor’'s statement, theréhis assumption that at all times the
technical act of planning can be overridden byalatemocracy’. The Councillor defers to
the Scottish Government though, and in this resjpecstatement encapsulates the

ultimate formal power of central government in $isbtplanning.

Of course, this leaves unmentioned the informaicstiral powers, upon which formal
planning ‘systems’ have been overlaid but only @égerporarily. These structures shift
and evolve with little regard for formal systemattattempt to regulate it. While this
makes Edinburgh’s strategy incoherent, it mightmeatessarily make Edinburgh’s
planning system better or worse than Aberdeentkerat is just a different assemblage:

planning is simply the condensation of social refa in a particular time and place.
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Edinburgh’s and Aberdeen’s experience in plannorggfowth involved significantly

different political processes with planning acteielding varying powers.

In Aberdeen, a planning strategy looked likely tarkna serious shift from the growth pattern
of the past. A strategy of bringing councillors ammmunities on board was conducted
through a variety of techniques which include srat the ‘deferral, displacing and
transferring of the politics of growth’ (Allmendieg 2016). This including utilising the
Scotland’s Sustainable Communities Initiative fo@dte development concepts on a scale
that would have seemed impossible only a decadedaef et in the region there has been no
fundamental reconsideration of the structural fisctbat inhibit the making of better places.
As chapter 6 and the next chapter elaborate upohbérdeen fluctuations in the global price

of oil have again rendered the overall growth stygtfor the region ineffective.

In Edinburgh, where the City has faced the cond#iof development-averse communities

on the greenbelt, visions for brownfield developtmamthe waterfront, and developers and
landowners looking to realise their own strategiesugh land value uplift, Edinburgh’s
political classes have been incapable of succdgsfeterring the politics of growth.
Edinburgh’s experience demonstrates the continpaligics of growth, even at the early
development plan stage of planning, and how theserbhe ever more fraught as planning
strategies ‘hit the ground’. However, each caseesha common experience of difficulties in
arriving at outcomes that might be considered astanable economic growth’. Neither

could possibly resolve the structural issues aftructure funding, market-led planning,

and the fluctuating economic conditions within whatrategies and plans are made. The next
chapter will analyse the varying influences of plisuig actors in each case, but it presents this
analysis within a frame that understands the sirattonstraints that each case operates
within. Overall, in both cases this chapter has aestrated how while in one case plan
making was more efficient, the idea of an inclusinel integrated strategic spatial planning

has failed to arrive in Scotland.
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CHAPTER 8: Whose plan? Do ‘narrow,

sectional interests’ dominate planning?

Introduction

This chapter, the final data chapter, will focuscontrasting approaches to growth in
Aberdeen and Edinburgh, exploring the extent tactvithe relative power of business
interests explains the difference in the approadajrowth in each case. This chapter builds
on chapter 6, by considering the planning systemwider sense than that of ‘development
plan processes’, and chapter 7, by moving beyoagdnt where development plan
strategies ‘hit the ground’. It investigates plarghas ‘spatial governance’ through the formal
and informal structures that planning operatesiwitim doing so it establishes the extent to
which ‘planning is dominated by narrow sectionaémnasts’: the charge set by Allmendinger
(2016) as one that demonstrated the shift away piamning in the public interest.

Chapter 6 set out the ways in which the techniaaés for growth were treated. It has
demonstrated that in each place there were difjgpressures for growth and that the critique
that planning is focused primarily on facilitatiegonomic growth holds in each case, but that
conceptualising this as ‘neoliberal’ and ‘post-podl’ is complex. Chapter 7 concentrated on
the issue of housing growth. It demonstrated haitbatment of greenbelt in each city was
important to understanding the way that growth dgsrwere formed and resisted and this

helps to understand more about what planning inl&wdbrepresents in practice.

This chapter is structured into two main sectioith & focus on the Aberdeen case study
followed by the Edinburgh case study. Within eatthese sections, the chapter explores
both the role of private-public-partnership andibess interests in each city and focuses
specifically on the housebuilding interest as agdénterest in each case. It concludes by
analysing what is meant by pro and anti-developroeuncils and specifically responding to
the charge that planning might be dominated byravaisectional interests’.
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Organised business interests in each case

This section of the chapter focuses firstly on Aleen, where a powerful public-private-

partnership has already been highlighted as véiyeintial in driving the growth agenda in
the region in the mid-2000s. It then comparestthisdinburgh which has a public-private
relationship which has had a different assemblaglerationale, but wields power in a less

obvious manner.

Business interests in Aberdeen

The Aberdeen case study has revealed that theagemeht industry, specifically, played a
significant political role in the emergence of Atheen’s ambitious growth agenda: an agenda
that crystallised in the Aberdeen City and Shira&trre Plan (2009) and the region’s two
Local Development Plans, which were adopted in 2012

Aberdeen has a history of private sector involvenmefocal governance which has
influenced planning in the city and its suburb=ofld and Newlands, 1989; Tiesdell and
Allmendinger 2004). Following the discovery of No$ea oil, the North East Scotland Joint
Advisory Planning Committee (NESJPAC) and NorthtEe@sScotland Development Agency
(NESDA) were formed in 1969. Davidson and Fairl29Q0, 60) describe NESDA as a
public private partnership agency that was ‘piomgetand ‘widely regarded as a model’ in
Scotland. NESDA was a reaction to the rapidly ewmg need to accommodate the emerging
oil industry and specifically the need to ensueephblic sector was not doing anything that
would ‘frighten’ away the industry (ibid). But NE@Dwas a fairly logical coalition of public
and private interests because “the North East Isét®ag tradition of public private
partnership even by Scottish standards” (ibid)19@5 NESDA became the economic
development arm of the new Grampian Regional Coanci in 1990 was merged into the

regional council’s new Economic Development Deparitn

According to Lloyd and Newlands (1989) NESDA wa®action, and probably an
inadequate one in hindsight, to an “abdicationesponsibility” (1989, 99) by central
government in terms of a weak national oil industnategy. For Lloyd and Newlands (1989)
this entrenched the already existing private setbonination of planning and economic
development strategy in the City. One outcome isfwas ‘Aberdeen Beyond 2000' (Wood
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et al. 1987), a document, written by a coalitiolbo$iness interests in the area detailing
various projects and strategies to deal with tiggorés first major oil downturn in 1986.
Writing in the 1990s, Lloyd and Newlands describe locument as one that failed to
suggest a life beyond oil for the region, and wasblished by a self-appointed, ad hoc
committee of business interests in the city” (1989, They describe the committee as a
growth coalition, as three quarters of the commaitteas made up of local business interests,
including land-based interests such as local mgldirms. The document challenged the
official planning policies in Aberdeen, calling fl@ss restrictive city centre policies, more
greenbelt development, and criticised local goverminfior ‘an unwillingness to place the
sensible use of resources before local politicales’ (1987, 43). According to Lloyd and
Newlands (1989, 53), ‘the document ‘effectively\pdes an alternative ‘privatised’ planning
perspective on the growth and development of tty& ci

Reflecting on this, some of the group’s suggestimasge in that document were already in
the development pipeline. For example, significqatdil development in the City centre,
involving the demolition of historic buildings astreet patterns, was already approved when
the document was written. High-tech business pagkg developed in the greenbelt in that
period, as the committee called for. It is hardécipher whether the ‘privatised planning
perspective’ of this document was reflecting odleg official development strategy. It
included plans for a levelling and rebuild of thigy@G Union Terrace Gardens as a part
recreation, part retail, and part car parking depelent. Indeed, this idea has been pursued
by these same private interests without succetf®iB0 years since. Most pertinent to this
thesis, the Beyond 2000 strategy called for sigaift greenbelt housing development over a
brownfield first approach which did not take hatdthe 1990s and in this sense the
committee (or coalition) was clearly unsuccesgiuhiese early stages. It is important to
point out at this point that the business intecesistellation, even some of the same
personalities, are still at the forefront of pulgigvate-partnership approach to urban

governance in the region.

The partnership has morphed into various formsadnie time of the research was known as
ACSEF (Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Future)SEE was not a completely new
partnership, but one which emerged out of Scoisterprise Grampian (SEG). In 2007 John
Swinney, then the Scottish Minister for Finance &uadtainable Growth, was the Minister
responsible for planning across Scotland. He desdrACSEF as a model of public-private-
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partnership for other regions in Scotland to follasvthey implemented planning reform
(ACSEF, 2013). In 2013, ACSEF promoted itself aptalic-private partnership that drives
economic development in the region [...] to ensucellborative approach to growing the
economy and enhancing quality of life” (ibid). $operiod of planning reform, this group
was backed by central government, was influenamgllplanning policy, and was utilising

the discourse of collaborative governance.

At this point it is worth noting that by the endtbé research period, the group had been
disbanded and broken up into a more explicitly gevsector funded and focused
development partnership known as Opportunity NE&dkt (ONE). This section has set out
the long-running integration of the public and pier sectors in terms of Aberdeen City and
Shire’s governance. The next section analysesoleehat private business interests played
in the emergence of the region’s growth agenda.

Public-private partnership in Aberdeen in the devebpment of the planning
for growth agenda: the role of Aberdeen City and Sine Economic
Future (ACSEF)

| have discussed how following a sense of divergenthe 1990’s, the public and private
sectors had forged closer working relationshipgaats of a wider aim of improving the
international competitiveness of the region. Inriid-2000s this was framed by officials and
private sector interests in the region as a tinfedas on the recovery of the oil and gas
economy and plan for a greater scale of growthéenshort term, while recognising a need to
diversify the economy in the longer term. ACSEFuuents (2008) called for a more
ambitious growth strategy and a removal of plansiygiem impediments to the local
economy. This manifested in the Structure Plan $20én ambitious growth agenda which
heralded a need to hit a certain scale of populgB00,000) in order for further growth to
essentially become self-sustaining. This chaptés dinto the experiences of a range of
actors, reflecting on business interests in thenédrand informal processes of planning in the

region and explores what this reveals about therdyiforces behind the growth agenda.
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One key actor reflected on the period in the earig-2000’s when Scottish Enterprise
Grampian had begun a concerted effort at achiewimgre cooperative pro-development

regional politics. At that point, there was notaamsensus on this strategy:

We all had to kind of work at it you know. | medrete was a reality that something
had to be done but it was a case of how do wehgéehgagement? So part of that
was bringing in other experiences. | remember one we took someone in from
America who’'d done something similar work in citiaghe States and he was able
to demonstrate just how powerful you could be imgeof getting everybody to work
together, as opposed to working in isolation: the touncils working together, the
public and private sectors working together: onsmne can equal three if you
know what | mean? (Interview 39, Former leadeAGSEF/SEG).

Here the former leader of the partnership desciiogsthe discourse of international
competitiveness had been utilised through the gepdmt of ideas of cohesion (and
potentially coalition) borrowed from the US contegy 2007 Aberdeen City and Shire
Economic Forum emerged out of Scottish Enterpriseer@ian (1991-2007). It was a
partnership that was supposed to move away fromt was seen to be a public-sector
dominated model that had roots in the old Scofliskielopment Agency (1975-1990). In
2008 there was a further transition away from $glotEnterprise and it became ‘Aberdeen
City and Shire Economic Future’ with a looser, mloi@al, and more private sector oriented
make-up?. However, the ACSEF (‘Future’) board, as it sti@@008, still contained
membership from Scottish Enterprise, and the boasi50% public sector, and importantly

included the leaders of both councils.

My research revealed that although this partnershgomoved towards an increasingly
private focus, it has struggled to deal with theldprivate balance. The private sector
lamented the political and financial barriers gfudblic sector organisation, and some, but not

all, on the public sector side considered the finah of the partnership in ACSEF to be a

2A snapshot of rotating board members from 2008 wh@BEF was made up of: The chief executives of both
Councils, the leaders of both Councils. ScottisteErise. As well as: Chairman Tom Smith (Chairron
Nessco Group Holdings) Stewart Milne (Stewart Mith@mes), John Michie (Michie Chemist local retail
businessman), Stewart Spence (Marcliffe Hotel oyvifardy Willox (Federation of Small Businesses) klik
Pitillo (Robert Gordon University) Dave Blackwoo@i( and Gas UK) Melfort Campbell (Imes Group (ailca
gas)) Michael Clark (Fish processing) Claire Br(Reyal Deeside and Cairngorms Tourism) Colin Crosby
(Aberdeen Asset Management) Mike Salter (Scottishniber of Commerce / and oil and gas industry)
Professor Stephen Logan (Aberdeen University)
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private sector ‘bosses club’. Importantly, a kegaldy based national house-builder was
placed on the board which, for some, representadduoe influence of the development
industry on planning in the region. My researchdwarted in 2013 (O’Sullivan, 2013)
revealed that half of ten councillors interviewedrid ACSEF to be a problem in terms of
democratic accountability. The other half largedit that ACSEF were controlled by the
Councils and were mostly doing a good job in teafiss economic development focus. | re-
interviewed some councillors who had had intergspierspectives in 2013 and asked them
how things had changed over the subsequent pesitteavarious development plans were
implemented. | picked up on this finding againhie tesearch in 2015-2016 with a far wider

range of planning actors:

I mean ACSEF is part of the Council. Yeah. Thetké&City and Shire councillors

on the board and there’s officers attending. Thsgpe'ople from business - of course.
But it isn’t just councillors; there have also bérrsiness people who have said ‘well
they don’t represent me.” Some of them see itlais @ an oil and gas thing who of
course feel that they have the right to demandiatedfere in the public sector
(Interview 16, Senior Councillor, Aberdeen City @ail, 2015).

The quote above sets out the position of one seoiancillor who, when weighing up the
function and form of the ACSEF (as it existed & tilme), could see the problems with it, but
very importantly considered it to be a part of @auncil. This councillor’s viewpoint was
somewhere around the mid-point in terms of thelleffeoncern about ACSEF. Because at
board level ACSEF was represented by the two Coleatlers, there were no perceived
problems with democratic accountability, but therillor felt that the private sector
influence had to be kept in check. The ‘oil and tpasg’ referred to is interesting because
ACSEF did contain an oil and gas influence, bubtigh more of the locally rooted firf¥s
rather than the multinationals. With this in mittae following section explores multiple
perspectives on the role of ACSEF in the regiomtsangh agenda and, in a wider sense, the
role of the private sector in the Aberdeen planmmystem. It focuses on what this partnership
might mean for democratic accountability in plarmnand the possibility that ACSEF
advanced the formation of a ‘UK style growth caatit (Harding, 2000) in this case with

13 Some of these local organisations are major glglmgderating companies in the industry
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implications that planning was run for and by ‘mavrsectional interests’ (Allmendinger,
2016)

The Pro-ACSEF view

It's not ‘democratic’ itself, but then the decissowhich come from it are taken by
the respective councils who are accountable to gesple. It is a business lobby
who are there to provide that expertise to the cibima similar way that there are
community councils, parent councils who the Countlil engage with to form a
better understanding of the needs of the partiarnea before they take decisions on
it (Interview 1, Former SNP leader of Aberdeen @tyuncil).

The above statement typifies the view of Coundlland other planning actors who saw the
role of ACSEF as a fairly rational one within a text of governance where the private and
public sectors worked together on a range of isstethis point it is important to consider
that in recent years ACSEF were associated wittstiieé-led administration (2007-12) which
was seen to be very pro-development. ConversedyA@SEF sceptics were associated with
the Labour and Independent administration thad¥edld in 2012 onwards. That Labour-led
administration was seen as, in effect, reinindhepower of ACSEF. In the 2005-2012
period ACSEF became heavily involved in promotingtcoversial development projects in

the region. Those projects are crucial to undedstanthe growth agenda in the mid-2000s.

| interviewed a former Head of Planning (Intervid®, Aberdeen City Council) in order to
understand the experience of working with ACSEF igsmthfluence on development in the
city. She described how ACSEF and the Chamber®ofr@erce had been “engaged and
supportive” of the planning department and thahpés and ACSEF had a strong
relationship, particularly in the period of the n2@00s as planners worked towards
producing a more ambitious plan “with the promise@amething different”. Interestingly,
there was no sense that ACSEF had gained a leweintfol over the growth agenda.
However, the cordial relationship was perhaps bezaollaboration had led to a planning

strategy which was following a path that had beersged by business interests.

Another management level planner reflected ondka that ACSEF pushed the growth
agenda, as opposed to the alternative view, tiflatved with what was already an obvious
technical rationale for an ambitious scale of growt

237



R- ACSEF was another track of the agenda if yoa Vikhere the business community
were jumping up and down about growth and throu@$EF, but the City and the
Shire were part of that. There’s some challengeetin relation to how businesses
view the planning system and indeed how Scottidlerfinse view it often in quite
simplistic ways which presents some quite significzhallenges for stakeholder
engagement. But yes that kind of ACSEF agenda wagigg at the same time as

we were pushing on a separate but parallel track.”

| — “So it seems like it's not really a coincidertbat ACSEF and the councils were

on the same page.”

R -Well yes there were a number of streams (Inteni4, ACS SDPA, 2015).

The interviewee in this case was carefully non-cattafron the role of ACSEF in terms of
their influence on the overall growth agenda, namg a position that there was not an
undue confluence of the public and private seaendas. However, it was clear that the
business community and the two councils were at lgashing for the same agenda at the
same time. In chapter 6 it was demonstrated th&BR¥s Economic Action Plan (2008), in
plain terms, called for more growth, more developtiand, and a less restrictive planning
system in the region. The Structure Plan (2009yalkas planning reform and its ‘spirit’ of

culture change in planning were used to pursue this

However, that interviewee was clear that therdraportant differentiations between
ACSEF, the Chamber of Commerce, and the local atidmal housebuilder lobbies.
Elements of the private sector are in a defaulitiposwhere they will always seek to press
the public sector towards a position of ever momwh. Even after Homes for Scotland (the
national industry lobby), after more than a deaafd@&gument, had stated publicly that they
were satisfied with the level of housing land sygplthe north east in 2015, some elements

of the local — wider - development industry lobli svould not accept this:

| was updating the community planning partnershipgamd supply and the person
from the Chamber of Commerce was still saying thate still isn’t nearly enough
land - so you need to just double the amount osimguand employment land and
the market will take care of it. Now without wargito be disrespectful that's just a
ridiculous perspective to take but it’s that ‘wenwvanore’ kind of approach
(Interview 14, ACS SDPA 2015).
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The point here was that ACSEF were not necesdhglpnly business representative group
in the area, but they were the most respectedrenchbst integrated into local governance.
The region still has other organisations that leitlby the councils, such as the explicitly
business focused (but less planning focused) Chanah€ommerce and the powerful
Grampian chapter of Homes for Scotland which lothlsigecifically on housing land supply,

as covered later in this chapter.

Another planner considered the role of ACSEF asdha partner rather than a lobby. In the
example given below, ACSEF had worked with the piag department to begin to address
the longstanding issue of mid-market housing atibriity. The council’s Housing Need and
Demand Assessment had raised this as a speciie is010. Essentially, housing was
becoming unaffordable, not only to poorer householat to people who might be defined as
‘key workers’ in the public sector. By 2013, theus of housing affordability was seen as
something that was impacting not just on the pudictor but also on the high paying oil and
gas sector. In this context, the affordable hougsge was reframed not as one of social
justice, or even operating public services, buaragconomic development issue in itself:

specifically, the ability to attract and retainléat’ for the region’s employers:

| don’t think they have much power. Just becauseACSEF we don’t run in one
direction or another. | am not convinced that thaye a great influence over

planning matters.’

For example, | had to write a paper on ‘housingébent’ and that was a very useful
exercise because it highlighted in my mind a mpjoblem in the North East. We
have a development industry building one thing, lamdgsing associations another,
and then nothing in the middle. | was quite happyXCSEF to request that paper,
for me to write it and them to think about whethisran issue.

The fact that they are now running around withoiésh’t bother me at all. I'm quite
happy for it to be a main issue in the MIR and tf@PACSEF to write into the MIR
consultation and say ‘yes that’'s an issue’ buebdially expect ACSEF to go to
companies like Shell and say if you want ‘housiogtélent’ then you’ll have to buy
it, and get involved. They'll have to go to thedamwning community who are
represented on the ACSEF board and say well ybaite to accept less for your land
because we need to reduce the profit margins @e thiees so we can build cheaper
houses. | don’t think they are dictating the agemdeen they come up with an issue
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it's rarely an issue we weren't already aware ofdilview 12, Plan manager, ACS
local authority, 2013).

From this perspective, ACSEF was a private seataridated group that told the planning
department to research and write a paper on a tdpheir choosing, and then forced the
issue into the Local Development Plan processderaio elicit their own pre-conceived
response on the issue. However, ACSEF was respptalihe affordable housing crisis,
albeit to protect their own interests, and was mpidély providing a public benefit. In this
sense, a public good may come about from this: ACBE&s influential and well placed to
actually get something done about affordable hausimegion. Using the planning system to
provide in this case the policy impetus for *hogsiar talent’ provided an official legitimacy
that might have pressured landowners, industryptheic sector to act. Overall, the view of
senior councillors and officers was one that, ACSHS very powerful, but in this example
was not wielding an undue influence over the wdrthe planning authorities. Rather this

was an example of how public-private-partnershig méended to work.

Another interesting factor at play in this scenasithat of the concept of the race for ‘talent’.
ACSEF utilised the discourse association with gogjaru Richard Florida’s ‘Creative Class’
(2002) (see chapter 2), itself a neoliberal comstnhich implores urban policy makers to
join the competitive race for a talented workfor€his offers something of a recipe book for
urban success based on creating specific condivbinh are often associated with
gentrification and wage inequality in urban arebschapter 6 interviewees from the public
sector had stated that the public generally agnetrdtheir message that something needed to
be done to address affordable housing concerigiregion in the late 2000s. For this
interviewee (Interview 17, former head of planniXlgerdeen city-region) it was economic
concerns and issues around ‘housing for talerterathan ‘affordable housing’, that captured
local media and wider business attention, confignig acceptance as an issue of major
concern because it demonstrably linked housingém@mic growth and affected people who
might never have imagined themselves or their f@sas being at risk of not owning a

home.
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The negative view of ACSEF

So far, this chapter has demonstrated that seffioes and most senior councillors were
quite relaxed about ACSEF and its level of influoa council policy. The growth agenda
from this perspective might have been supportedeard led by ACSEF. Chapter 7
conveyed the strongest opinion from senior officeasincillors, and members of the
business community was that the business lobbyeiffestive at pushing for growth but only
because the technical rationale for it existedhenfirst place. However, my analysis of this
was more critical of the ‘technical rationale’, gtiening its extent and the isolating of the
technical from the political. Foucauldian analysisnts to a vigilance around the
construction of issues and rationales as techriuialis inevitably in itself a political act with
policy does not just addressing problems but predymoblems as well (Flyvbjerg, 1998).
Planning in this case seemed to offer no alteradtiv anything other than an ‘ambitious’

market-led growth agenda.

This, the main section of the chapter dealing withAberdeen case, now investigates the
view held by more sceptical stakeholders that éimebitious’ scale of the growth agenda, and
its ‘high growth’ forecast, was an outcome of depehent industry pressure which was

directed through groups such as ACSEF as wellrasigh informal networks.

It has no formal role but it quite clearly is ador where economic development gets
discussed. So people with particular needs cart inputhe development process.
But you have to look at the composition of ACSEFevensome people on it aren’t
necessarily interested in providing sustainabla job the community. They're
actually developers who would wish to influencentfs so that they can build more

houses (Interview 8: Councillor, Aberdeenshire, 301

The above quote from a councillor in the region destrates a view that was held by six of
the eleven councillors interviewed in 2013 and 20kbvarying extents, they considered that
ACSEF had a legitimate purpose in providing ecomomevelopment expertise, but that there
was a more problematic purpose of some membehairthiey carried vested development
interests into the organisation that were imposdibl'bracket-off’. From this perspective, the
high growth forecasts and the ambitious growth dgemere driven by the development
industry: “I feel quite suspicious of their motivédave a feeling that our head of Council is

on the board to keep an eye on them; it seemsldaptain of industry club” (Interview 2:
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councillor, Aberdeenshire, 2013). The aforementibgeaote, from a councillor who viewed
ACSEF with a degree of suspicion, but one thatadpubbably be held in check by the
democratic oversight of the Council leaders, peshrapresents a mid-way point between
those who saw no issue with ACSEF and others wewad ACSEF as a significant problem
in terms of democratic planning. However, thereensome councillors, former councillors,
and local issue-based group campaigners with expess that made them view ACSEF with
far greater suspicion. This will be examined inadleghrough examples in this section. These
are based around important spatial governance maattéch demonstrate the obvious and
also inconspicuous ways in which ACSEF influenckehping. Through this analysis, the

workings of business interests in this will be ogetip and understood.

There is no clear mechanism on their declaratiantefests; their businesses are not
unlinked to their ‘issues’. They are publicly fumdeut are self-appointed. There is
no democratic accountability. | know there are twancillors, but it is not clear that

they have any influence (Interview 4, Aberdeens@ioaincil 2013):*

ACSEF is completely undemocratic. There used tthbestructure plan team and a
planning partnership made up of business but asmsport with groups like
NESTRANS. However, now ACSEF and the SDPA is a kihdorporate
blancmange with the Strategic Development PlantaslgInterview 9,
Aberdeenshire councillor, 2013).

The views above set out the key reasons that th@sean apparent democratic deficit created
by ACSEF: that it was seemingly self-appointed withmechanism for removal of members
and that it allowed the pursuit of private agengaiader the pretence of the public interest.
From this perspective ACSEF demonstrate a cle& @biseoliberal spatial governance
which is at diminishes democracy in the region. theo councillor in Aberdeen reflected on

this way ACSEF had changed over the years:

| thought Scottish Enterprise Grampian worked bétten ACSEF. | think
sometimes they can be very controversial especrallye business element. They

are, well, they are not so much straight developatsvell they have that focus.

¥ Part of this quote was used in O'Sullivan, 2013
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Both Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire have had resemsgagioout it. | don’t think it's
accountable (Interview 3: Chair Planning Aberdeéy Council, 2013).

The ‘business element’ that the councillor refetieedppeared to be based on ACSEF’s
involvement and support in shaping specific ecormatevelopment projects in the region,
specifically: their support for the highly contras®l Trump International golf course and its
related housing development in Aberdeenshire frOf62nwards; the less controversial but
enigmatic Energetica ‘Energy Corridor’ - an ecomodevelopment project conceived by
Scottish Enterprise in 2007 which is ongoing; andlfy, the highly controversial proposed
redevelopment of Union Terrace Gardens in Aberag@nh ACSEF led through the
project’s private backer Sir lan Wood in 2010 ameintabandoned in 2012. The Trump
International and finally the Union Terrace Gardeostroversies led to a widespread
association of ACSEF’s with raw civic boosterisior reasons of brevity, this thesis focuses
on the Trump International debate. This is bec@usek place at the time of the formation
of the growth agenda, whereas the Union Terracedbarissue was brought to life adain

after the adoption of the Structure Plan (2009).

While ACSEF included housebuilder interests, thmesaouncillor did not, however, conflate
ACSEF with the housing lobby itself:

No there’s ACSEF and then there’s the builders tiie really Homes for
Scotland. We get lobbied weekly by the buildersy@o know who they are. At the
moment they are taking issue with our affordablesiug policy and yes they're
strong as well, oh god yes (Interview 3: Chair Rlag Aberdeen City Council,
2013)

From this perspective, ACSEF were not to be coadlatith the house-building lobby, which
consisted of Homes for Scotland and their localngrian branch. However, one councillor
considered their operation to be a lot more subd#ecribing ACSEF as “setting the mood
music” for the scale of development required inrdgion. He considered this to have had a

“malign influence on the direction of strategicmt@ng” in the region and that it became

15 s discussed earlier in this chapter, the ACSEmRpleghosal to redevelop Union Terrace Gardens has a
history of promotion by private sector interestdalhgoes as far back as ‘Aberdeen Beyond 2000’1 98
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difficult to separate the agenda of ACSEF fromdbenda of the Council (Interview 9,

Aberdeenshire councillor, 2013).

So, when operating in such a small network, it diffgcult to separate these groups on
formal lines and ACSEF can be considered as patpob-development network. The
examples below demonstrate how this works in alss@hted region facing growth
pressures. When | pointed out that many counciflo officials considered ACSEF’s
formal power to be very limited and so this lacldemocratic accountability may not be an
issue, one councillor (interview 19) gave an exanglthe way in which an apparently

informal advisory body had actually morphed int@ gmacticing formal powers.

ACSEF and democratic governance

As a councillor sitting on the Council’s Infrasttute Services Committee and responsible
for all planning decisions and much of Council'sles strategy, the Committee were
routinely asked to ‘note’ the decisions of ACSEfsent meetings. At one committee,
councillors debated whether or not to signal thar@d’'s support for a third runway at
Heathrow. The broad debate was that a third runm@yld maintain Aberdeen region’s
landing slots within the global hub airport, helpimaintain its international status and the
competitiveness of its oil and gas industry, bat there were also significant environmental
issues around Heathrow to consider. At that meeétiwgs pointed out by an official that the
Council had already endorsed the third runway bee#had previously ‘noted’ a decision

taken at an ACSEF board meeting that supported it.

My answer to that was, noting their decision isthetsame as agreeing with it, or
saying that it's our decision. So then the ACSEpepa came back to the next
Infrastructure Services Committee meeting, we wertonger asked to note the
decisions of the ACSEF Board, we were asked torsedbe decisions of the

ACSEF Board. And as you would imagine, we didnidnghe information on which
they based their decisions, that their interestlscams were not the same as ours, and
the notion that we were simply agreeing with whatetey decided, without any
separate scrutiny of our own, was extremely undbkrin governance terms. But
more worryingly, effectively, a self-appointed gpoof people from one particular

part of society, were setting Council policy anis thas completely unacceptable,

democratically (Interview 19, Senior councillor, &ldeenshire Council, 2015).
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The Councillor described how he had to argue thdbesing a largely unelected group in
place of conducting the debate via a democraticge®was unacceptable, and eventually
other councillors and officials accepted his viéwthis example, this particular councillor
demonstrated a clear case of the incursion of énécplar developer interests into public
democratic decision-making. This is an incursiaat timost went unchecked by fellow
councillors. This example provides a useful cowargarment to officials and councillors
who, perhaps unwittingly, considered ACSEF to hawéed power.

ACSEF, the media and the politics of development

Another councillor's experience of coming up aga®&SEF brings to life the multitude of
actors, the nodes, and the formal and informal vimyghich ACSEF wields power: a form

of power that may go unnoticed by others. Fronpeispective, Scottish Enterprise
Grampian (SEG) had been more of a technical forndrasponded to economic
development issues and arguments, but progresdN&BEF developed its own agenda,
which then became the agenda of the two councédscadthsidered that the transition away
from Scottish Enterprise Grampian towards ACSEFIkddo the growth in the power of
private interests, but that even in its previousitfof public-private-partnership, because of
the small isolated governance network of the negst of Scotland, the private sector had
always wielded a significant power. To demonstthig he recalled an example of an issue
when there had been character attacks on coursclilka him who had spoken out against the
proposed Trump International golf course and haudevelopment. As one of the
councillors who refused the initial Trump Intermetal planning application in 2007, he had
faced intense pressure from members of ACSEF togghhis stance: “One or two people on
that body called for a kind of retribution becauseok a planning decision, which they as
private business people, but sitting on a governrnedy, took exception to (Interview 18,
Aberdeenshire councillor, 2015).

The newspaper headlines and quotes below demansteatevel of intimidation and
pressure that Councillors and officials were plageder at the time of the Trump

International application:

‘You Traitors!” (Headline oEvening Expres29 November 2007)
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‘Betrayed by stupidity of seven’ (Editorilvening Express30 November 2007)

“These people are absolute traitors. They havenigtcommitted treason to the
people of the north-east but also to the wholeawitl&nd.” (Stewart Spence
(Hotelier), inDaily Record 1 December 2007)

Lloyd and Newlands (1989, 52) identify Aberdeesdl media as particularly useful for
business interests in their role of promoting agitimising the ‘Beyond 2000’initiative
locally. This is a key role identified in Logan aRtblotch’s (1976) growth coalition concept.
In Aberdeen this role takes on a heightened lagalfsccance through the regional pro-
development Press and Journal and Evening Exgfesgxample, Trump International’s
spokesperson for its Aberdeenshire developmehtisldaughter of an Aberdeenshire
Conservative councillor and she is now marriechweditor of the Press and Journal. The
councillor explained his experience of this pendten he was branded a ‘traitor to the
public’, the means by which the pressure was maeth and the sense of claustrophobia

that occurs in such a small network of planningesct

So one particular member called me a traitor ancbafse that was published on the
front page of our local newspaper. He then hadghatp with my photograph in the
lobby of his hotel - | haven’t spoken to him sin€&at’'s how bad it got. So you
know, that's how influential they can be. At tHese of Scottish Enterprise
Grampian they held a dinner for all of the retirmgmbers who, like me, weren’t
going on to ACSEF. The dinner was to be held &t plairticular member’s hotel. Yet
| knew that this thing about me as a traitor anerghing else was still hanging up
there in the lobby of his hotel (Interview 18, Abeenshire councillor, 2015).

Rather than a trivial story, this example revelaésintimacy of the planning and development
network in Aberdeen and the importance of a veoygrowth local media — a factor that
does not appear to exist in Edinburgh; at leagteécsame extent. Even though ACSEF in all
its guises has officially maintained an indepenéeinam either personal business or
statutory planning, it is nearly impossible to sepathe different remits and responsibilities
in an intimate community like Aberdeen’s. The Trumgernational episode is important

because it occurred at the same time as Aberdgem/gh agenda was in formation. The
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Structure Plan (2009) at this point was moving talsats final stages before adoption. At
this time, the same partnership that was pressgongcillors (to the point of harassment) to
vote for the application was in the words of anceff “pushing on a separate but parallel
track” in formulating the region’s statutory growglans.

ACSEF and Trump International

A final example, and one of the ultimate manifa@stabf this power, comes from another
councillor who raised concerns about the incureibACSEF’s meeting agendas into that of
the Council’'s. The specific councillor became symous with the Trump International
application, after he used his casting vote togefine initial application and asked Trump
International to come back with a proposal thatrhtlinvolve developing on a part of the
application site designated Site of Special Sdiertiterest. In an interview with the
councillor, he reflected on the process by whiclwvias removed as Aberdeenshire’s Chair of
the planning committee after pressure from Donaldnp’s organisation, local media, fellow
councillors and very importantly ACSEF. The follawgiextract from the regional Press and

Journal provides some context in this respect:

‘We want “Trump traitor” sacked’

Yesterday the powerful Aberdeen City and Shire Boac Forum (ACSEF) met to
discuss where to go now after the Scottish Govemrgalled in’ the Trump
planning application. The group is angry ClIr Faadyon-driver who is against
airport expansion and the bypass, oversees plammatiggrs. One Forum member
said: ‘Some fairly strong things were said about Ebrd. ‘Certainly a lot of
business leaders have written to the Chief ExeeuwhAberdeenshire Council Alan
Campbell asking for ClIr Ford to be removedréss and Journgdth December
2008).

It is clear, and in the public domain, that ACSEE&revdriving an agenda to have an elected
member of the Council removed from his job becdheg did not agree with his position on
a planning application. This campaign was succeasid the councillor was duly told to step

down by his fellow elected members at a specialtimgef the Council.

That crystallised that the business community &sgex right of veto over who could
chair the planning committee. And the Council atedphat the business community
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had a right to veto. Now, that was a piece of ntonst folly for the Council, to bow
to that pressure. And | had a personal interestat) you understand, but | believe if
I'm objective enough to recognise that the coraestver to that was, ‘take a hike, it's
not up to you, we had a democratic election, evatylvoted, the result was that
these parties went into administration, and thesmcillors chose this person to
chair this committee’ (Interview 19, Senior coutasi| Aberdeenshire Council,

2015).

It is clear that ACSEF had the power to removelaated member of the Council
administration. More subtly, as earlier chaptennaolestrated, years before this, certain senior
officers had been “pushed aside” (Interview 30, s&dwilding/Planning consultant, 2016) as
the development sector in the region called foultuce change and personnel change in the
Council with officers more attuned to the needthefdevelopment industry. The two
episodes demonstrate that developer interestshiegabiver to discredit and remove

individual officers and politicians who they considd were expressing an undue degree of
agency and so required preplacing by more pro-dramdividual actors. Through such
examples it is clear that planning was being dotemhéy narrow sectional interests at the

time that the region’s growth agenda emerged.

The Trump application in its initial refusal, thapproval after a subsequent government call-
in, public inquiry, and, the sacking of the Coulwilwvho made the casting vote decision,
demonstrated an extreme example of the way in wihielplanning system was blindsided by
the promise of a ‘once in a lifetime’ developmepportunity from a globally recognised
developer promising to build two of the ‘world’segitest golf courses’ with a related leisure
and housing complex. The company stated that thelalement would be worth over £1bn

of investment and provide 6000 jobs. Strangelysib @quired the allocation of over 500
houses on the site in order to ‘enable developmEmniabling development is a policy
approach used to enhance the viability of otherwrsgable projects — such as historic
refurbishments of buildings. Yet these figures wassessed and supported by the Scottish
Government’s independent economic consultants m®ptne Public Inquiry which

approved the plans. “More than ten years on, teayeé golf course, a clubhouse with some
bedrooms, and a fountain, which I’'m not sure hegwamission for, and that’s it” (Interview
19: Senior Councillor, Aberdeenshire). The promisethe Trump application were

particularly well received in a region where thesiogss community and the two Councils

248



had (with good reason) been calling for long tecon@mic diversification away from oil and
gas dependency. The idea that this would divetegyeconomy was a key argument
presented and a reason why the environmental dawagyevorth incurring. This episode,
coming at the same time as the region was devaarrambitious growth agenda, provides

a useful record of how the politics of developmeas situated at that time.

Planning in this case was simply used as a meamdltout development (Allmendinger,
2016). The planning system was treated first a®egss by which to judge the merits of a
proposal, but when the correct result was not aelgiét was then reorganised, manipulated.
This was before it was more or less discardedvaudaof a political decision taken at the
national scale to ensure that Scotland remainednationally competitive and seen as ‘open

for business’.

As an example. it reveals the workings of ACSEF maandforces evidence that the group, as
they operated in the mid 2000’s, were very impdriarthe emergence of the ‘ambitious’
growth agenda in the region. This was an agendahndioked the discourse of the
importance of a spatial planning approach utiligimgydevelopment sector as ‘stakeholders’,
but used planning to legitimise an agenda for ahitous level of growth that was based on
a questionable evidence base and framed as reguiceder for the region to avoid
stagnation and decline. The Trump case, because eftremity, perhaps reveals that
Scottish planning as a formal technical exercisgaioed within the realm of local
democracy can be pushed aside at will by the Sto@overnment because of growth
imperatives. But, there is a need to be carefabimsidering the local context. First, while no
polling data is available, at the time of the aqgtiion (the same time as region’s growth
agenda was being formulated) there was still afipublic support for the application in the
form of a ‘£1bn investment’ in the region. It isgstble, even likely, that any other planning
authority would have acted in the way that Aberdd@e Council did when faced by a
similar offer and similar pressure from the Scbttdovernment and so this cannot be read

simply as part of the wider growth agenda.

Housebuilding interests in Aberdeen

The previous section revealed the importance of BlE® the emergence of the growth

agenda in Aberdeen, and the power it wielded inr¢lgeon at the time. It illustrated the
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separate, but blurred, boundary between publicapgipartnership and the powerful local

and national housebuilding lobby in the region’seqmance network.

It presented the importance of the integrationafdebuilding and development industry
interests within ACSEF itself and the wider ‘bussdobby network in the region. It is
important to consider these together, as a pow#gfoé in the region’s development
planning processes. However, building on chaptnd’8, it is worth briefly considering the

particularities of housebuilders and the agentsré@esent them.

First, it is important to consider that ACSEF hatts at least the mid 2000’s, had been
pressing the argument that housing land supplyeaodomic growth were intrinsically

linked, as evident in the partnership’s own documéACSEF, 2008). As the regional
economy continued to grow in the years after theptdn of the new development plans, this
link between lack of housing affordability and eoonc growth was borne out:

At business breakfasts you go to the businessésalliyou ‘we cannot grow, we
cannot expand, why would we build the next subsdacle here if we can’t get folk
up to work here? The industry is snapping up hous®gesthill off-plan for
£750,000 just to help with relocations. There wareats at the last one | was at of
‘we’re going to move’. One of them has announcexy’thbe off to West Lothian
and that’s scared the pants off folk up here nts absolutely clear to them that
housing is a key component of economic developrfietarview 17: former head of
planning/planning consultant, Aberdeen city-regi2®il5).

This interview took place in the spring of 2015tz region’s economy, buoyed by high oll
prices, continued to grow. The plan had providedhbusing allocations that the industry had
demanded. However, there were widespread concepnessed by interviewees within the
public sector and the development sector that imftastructure and houses were not being
‘delivered’ as quickly as has been expected. “Ténaskbuilders are happy because they've
now got lots of land and they are able to contreltap” (ibid). A local authority planner

used a similar analogy describing the housebuilderdrip feeding’ the new allocations
(Interview 12: Plan manager Aberdeen City-Regidiat ‘controlling of the tap’ was likely

to have been a key objective of the housebuildwlgistry but, as chapter 7 has
demonstrated, technical supply is one thing andstfucture delivery and the commensurate

delivery of ‘better places’ are far more complexghining power over housing supply
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though, a greater degree of power has been wontfierfocal authorities compared to before

the growth agenda was adopted.

In an interview in the spring of 2015 a developnm@ah manager (Interview 14: ACS SDPA,
2015) considered that housebuilding rates werérggaio move towards the levels the
industry had promised as the growth strategy wasglgrawn up. However, by later that
year the oil and gas downturn had led to the mdiihigaof building sites. Another plan
manager in the region reflected on this: “| waaraRICS developer meeting the other day
actually. It was totally depressing. The only tofacdiscussion was ‘how do we maintain
high land values for our clients?’ That was it. Motv do we deal with a future without oil in
the region? No nothing like that - just the herd aow” (Interview 12: Plan manager,
Aberdeen city-region, 2015). In this example, isvedear that strategic planning, for
landowners, was not about adapting plans to fihgheg circumstances. It was about trying

to ‘lock in’ the value of land allocations.

The integration of the housebuilders as a conndotsaling unit has been discussed in each
of the chapters so far. One councillor reflectedh@nplanning ‘culture change’ as being

particularly potent in the North-East of Scotlankdere housebuilders and planners naturally
operate a less formal more integrated and tighgéeaming network than in other places where

networks are less integrated.

Developers are now far more involved in partnerstimany levels of local
government. But there is a real trend here of agers engaging well with planning
officials but with nobody else. [.1jwWe have inexperienced officers, underpaid
officers, who are being mauled by developers, aed igendas are bulldozed
through pre-application discussions, and when save discussed at committee the
argument from the developer is ‘but we agreeduthiils the planner’. The idea of the
planner as an independent expert role is now beimgpved by the drive for more

corporatist agendas (Interview 9, AberdeenshirenCitior, 2013).

For this councillor, strategic spatial planningygmance, and the stakeholder agenda simply
has meant a new kind of corporatism but one wheveldpers are in an increasingly

powerful position as their network of relations lgaswn more integrated with planning

16 part of this quote was used in O’Sullivan (2013).
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officials. He explicitly mentions the problem of ambalance in resources between council
and industry. In other interviews, public sect@rpiers discussed the inability to match the
salaries offered by private consultancies in tiggore In effect the public sector was prone to
having its staff (and their knowledge) ‘poached’deweloper interests and put to use, for the
private rather than public good, in the same plagigiovernance network. Chapter 2
established that in Scotland such neo-corporatismat{ng, 2007) is used by some to suggest
that private-sector influence on governance ne¢d@cessarily be the fully blown
‘neoliberalism’ that might be said to exist in Eagtl. But in the North-East, through its
scale, isolation, and culture, ‘network governararel ‘stakeholder approaches’ take on a
different meaning and conceptualising it as ‘nesid in form or ‘neo-corporatist’ is

perhaps less important than considering what theabeffect is in a particular place.

As one example, in the north-east, local housebtsltiave a history of integration within the
Council’s housing policy formation particularly viae Housing Land Audit process. While
there are certain standard requirements for thediéseacross Scotland, the approach in the
North-East has long had a very strong housebuitdelvement. These annual processes
were fundamental in setting a technical basis éarsimg land supply to inform the Structure
Plan (2009) and the subsequent local developmansgR012):

The housebuilding industry is a very powerful lol@nd they have been given tools
to engage with us through the land audits whichmtkat they have extraordinary
influence over what we can do. All they have taslat that stage tell us that all
their sites are constrained and they can't taka floeward and hey presto we have to
allocate more land (*laughs*) ...hmmm (Interview P2an manager LPA in

Aberdeen city-region, 2013).

While the statement here is quite flippant, théosesrunderlying point is one which
consumed a very large scale of each council’s ressuthat of calculating, contending,
and defining the supply of housing land. In sudtenario, there is an obvious incentive
for the housebuilders to maintain a position ofdygcarcity. Indeed, they were very
successful in arguing this position with the Colisicrhis is particularly the case where
they know that, with an ability to ‘control the tag housing development; a larger
supply on paper would not necessarily mean a l@wentual price for housing on the

market. This passage also demonstrates the strategyrk in this ‘technical’ process.

252



In the north-east, developer interests achieved tiley were seeking in terms of a supply
of land that they can turn on and off as they wislierms of demand, following the GFC,
in order to keep the national housing market fumgtig, government has increasingly
stepped in to maintain demanavith the effect that house prices and land praves
maintained. The housebuilding industry had a greatain normal influence on the
emergence of the growth strategy in the region. éles, even as the region’s economy
has experienced a severe oil related downturmeheffect has not been a significant
drop in house prices, and so the growth-agendadatideliver on one of its key arguments
of more affordable housing being delivered by thegbe sector. From a developer
perspective, housing land supply is only one isgliereby there is seen to be a need to
take control from the public sector: “They are hagpere’s enough land but the thing now
is speed of applications (Interview 14, Plan mag@s-SPDA). Such a view was indeed
demonstrated by the developers who were intervieidtie sense that regardless of

supply of housing land, there is still a brokenteysthat holds back development.

This thesis argues that in the Aberdeen city-regase, plans were produced projecting a
scale of growth that was driven largely by devetapterests and it provides evidence to
support this. It has demonstrated how includingdinelopment industry as a key
stakeholder in a market-led planning system hadteskin tightening of control over the
development planning system in one region. Yet lbgez interests have in no way relaxed
their campaign locally and nationally to ‘fix’ thanning system.

One local authority planner, with a long historywadrking with the private sector,
considered that such a view is unlikely to be helan privately, by developers themselves:
“Developers are happy with the numbers, yes. Bahehis plan is still seen as an officers’
plan. Many developers think the officers and collmrs have their views on the market and
that’s what's reflected in the plans” (Interview. Zberdeen city-region LDA). The reason,
as reflected upon in chapter 7, is the ‘develogesws council’ debate over the location of
development. Developers considered that the calimchberdeen were allocating on land
that was not ‘where the market wanted to go’. Irtipalar there was a debate over the level

Y For exampléFigures gathered by forecaster Hewes & Associaesws the UK government supported the
construction of an estimated 71,000 homes in 20l6idough housing associations, local authorityldimig,
affordable homes, shared ownership schemes andtbl@py. This means the government directly cbuated
to 50 per cent of all housing completions in Endlém some degree over the last financial year” Sthp, C.
2017. Half of all housebuilding 'backed by governth&Construction News. Online: EMAP Publishing.
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of housing allocated to rural areas at the expehtige Aberdeen housing market area. What
communities perceive as a lack of power and aganttye system, that inability to have

ones’ voice heard, often framedgsst-political is often seen by the development industry as
too politicaland it is encapsulated here:

Apart from that, | think there's a feeling that thay the planning system’s gone
since reform means there's much less independaetwén the system. A lot of
developers say there's no point commenting onldrg pr coming to an
examination, because it's just the council’s viext & gets approved anyway. We
can make all the responses in the world but ygu&teforcing the market to do
certain things and you're not listening to us alvwthere there's market demand

(Interview 26: Aberdeen city-region local planniagthority, 2015).

A strong message that came from the developerdimbirgh that | interviewed broadly
reflected this view as well: that planning wasd $tib political; that officers were acting on
their own accord with flawed technical rationalesar the political purposes of their
elected members; and that the reformed Scottisinpig system had, particularly via the
move from Public Inquiry to Examinations which Haetome a less technical process. For
SDPs this was even more pronounced. By 2014, Witteav Scottish SDP’s adopted, not
one had actually had to go through the public Ingegiement of the Examination process.
In Aberdeen, developers influenced the systemdrease housing land supply, through
years of work via public-private-partnership, vieagyhtforward lobbying, and through
using the more nuanced idea of ‘culture changd’threre was still no sense that anything
had been ‘fixed’ from their perspective: the guesta planning system that ‘delivers the
right development in the right place at the rigitet', where the ‘market wants to go’

continues.
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Business interests in Edinburgh

Chapters 6 and 7 demonstrated that business itsdened the housebuilding industry were
less coherent, less organised and less powerfalithAberdeen. This section goes into
greater detail to understand how, in Scotland’stabpity and economic powerhouse, that
could be the case. What it reveals is that busiméisence is operates in a different, more
subtle way than in Aberdeen, but this does not nleainbusiness is less powerful or that

planning somehow works in the ‘public interest’.

Edinburgh’s prosperity is underpinned by its Sebtitapital status in the UK. As a
comparatively less industrial city than many ofdateinterparts, its transition towards a
service sector focused economy was less arduonghbtexperienced by the core UK cities.
However, this does not mean that even its recetbiyi is a benign one politically, with a
stable and established role for business intemeste city. Harding (2000) researched the
existence of business ‘regimes’ in Edinburgh in1B80s. He pointed to two important
phases in the recent political history of the oitity politics had been dominated by a
‘progressive’ and ‘non-political’ (anti-Labour) daen until the early 1980s when a
Conservative leadership was elected. The Conseegatyrip on power only lasted until
1984 when a Labour administration was electederctty, and then in the Lothians. Harding
(2000) describes the Labour administration in iheas akin to the radical mould of Labour
metropolitan councils in the UK’s core cities oéthime and as something that had been

‘unthinkable’ in the city’s politics.

The ‘radical’ Labour administration pursued pol&ctbat ran against the grain of the
Conservative Government but also against thoskeoloical business interests, and the
Scottish Development Agency. Harding points out thi& ‘radical’ programme was met
with resistance from Council officials as well &g tess radical Lothian Council. In this
period the main contribution to economic policy vaatually a selective acquisition and
development of property for commercial uses aranedCity. This ‘radical in principle
rather than practice’ phase ended in the late 1f8l@sving Thatcher’'s 1987 victory and a
‘new realism’ that required city government to wainkough a ‘partnership model’. This
model in Edinburgh typified that which was followelsewhere in the UK of informal
networking with local business interests, new quangnd project based approaches to the
development of the City economy.
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Kerr (2005) describes the emergence of the redpredat of the west of Edinburgh city
centre as Scotland’s prime financial district, seeds for the redevelopment of Leith and

Granton, and the opening up of the west of Edinbdiog commercial uses

A key difference between the cases is the leveitefjration of the development industry
into local governance arrangements. In Edinburghvitas conducted through Lothian and
Edinburgh Enterprise Company (a local offshoothef 8DA and then Scottish Enterprise).
However, even in this period while Edinburgh cetiaattracted government funds,
compared to rivals such as Glasgow it was seeactod clear strategy. Harding (2000, 66)
cites the Scottish Secretary of State statingan pleriod ‘it is the capital city and no
administration is going to forget that. Edinburgitl @lways get consideration, and money, if
only it can get its act together’. Harding (20de Kerr (2005), demonstrates the physical
signs of the success of Edinburgh at times ‘geitsmgct together’ but overall points to the
failure of Edinburgh Vision in the 1990s. Edinbungision was an attempt to forge a public-
private-partnership to create a strategic-framewoiknprove local relations and lead
towards a single business and development voitieeigity. Its ‘failure’ was, at the time, put
down to a lack of significant funding and a seoné&urf wars’ (Harding, 2000). This means
that by the end of the 1990s Edinburgh was stiit@iged as a successful city but one that,
when the yardstick of urban production and entrmegueal partnership governance was used

as a measurement, ‘couldn’t get its act together’.

Harding (2000) compares Edinburgh and Manchestédascribes how both moved towards
an urban politics of production that was charastetiby coalition formation, and elite
consensus building. Both cities, like other UKeasti existed with a politics of consumption
constrained by tight expenditure and broad cestdlpolicy directives. He finds that
Edinburgh’s businesses were never integrated wittban policy-making and production to
the extent of Manchester’s and suggests that gallitnstability — rather than Labour
domination of Manchester — made a political regdificult to solidify. Overall, he finds
that ‘development coalitions are heavily peopleathejent’ (Harding, 2000, 70). Comparing
Aberdeen and Edinburgh, both have experiencedgalinstability in the period of the
research and the decades preceding it. The persiktical fluctuations demonstrate no
established political regime. However, Aberdeenbieen shown to have established a firm
business influence in local governance which haspted the politics of urban production.
This chapter now focuses on multiple perspectivewloy and how Edinburgh has for over
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30 years experienced, a less visible at leastnbssiinfluence on its local politics. At all
times, it retains a focus on how this explainggproach to growth when implementing

planning reform.

There are business organisations up there (Abeyadeare house builders and other
development interests are very active. And yesaismaller pond in a way, people,
they're much more interpersonal contacts, therenaigh more channels of
communication between the business and the coanditouncillors, it's easier to
access councillors in some ways. So | think athat helps, you know, it's all about,
in the end, you know, you only get culture charfgeeople are talking to each other,
understanding each other's points of view, whitthrk is helpful in the North
East...That has not happened here of course (InteR@e Housebuilder/Planning
consultant. Edinburgh 2013)

Here, a housing development interest provides tangof the integration of the development
industry into the Aberdeen region’s governancemgements, demonstrating the way in
which this encouraged ‘culture change’. Cultureng®here is framed as communication and
the breaking down of barriers between the publat @nivate sectors, between planners and
builders. This is in marked contrast to Edinburghgion where the business lobby wields less
power and crucially differs in composition; lackitige house building element that proved
crucial to the growth agenda in Aberdeen. It is tiousebuilding and wider developer focus
that geared Aberdeen towards agendas of urban ¢trodu

The following comparison to Edinburgh, discussethamidst of the LDP process,
demonstrates the outcome for developers when gritistrength was not wielded to bring

about a plan in their interests.

It's partly down to the pressure and the battlingcpss that Edinburgh has set up so
people are fighting to get in and fighting arouhd edges of the City, so there’s very
little reason to form alliances. Everyone is outtfeeir own at the moment.

(Interview 34: Urban Design Consultant, Edinburgh)

This section of the chapter analyses this key idiffee in each case: the strength and unity of
business interests and importantly, and housebsildeEdinburgh which appear to have less

power than in Aberdeen. Through this analysisygéuses on the way in which power is
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perhaps just more difficult to ‘locate’ in goverr@metworks than in Aberdeen and where it
is targeted differently as well. General businedlsience in local government was not
necessarily weaker than in Aberdeen; rather itmedslirected at the development plan
process in the same way and with the same results.

Edinburgh has not lacked organisations with a mssifocus. Scottish Enterprise Lothian has
been a constant in various guises throughout tB@slito the present day. City Vision
petered out as a group but Edinburgh (along wighatiher Scottish Cities) developed a
Scottish Executive induced ‘City Vision’ (2003). i§lwas produced in a community
partnership guise and differs from Aberdeen’s pushbess literature described earlier. Also,
as discussed in chapter 7, the City and a collecifaonterests, including some business
stakeholders, produced the document ‘Edinburgh 2@ of Edinburgh Council, 2003).

Edinburgh’s equivalent to ACSEF is now operatindedsburgh Business Forum, which
“provides a platform for business to engage with@ity of Edinburgh Council and its
partners on issues relevant to Edinburgh 's fleaomomic competitiveness”. It is “a panel of
leading businesses and public-sector organisafiongding a strategic perspective on the
future development challenges facing the city” (Badirgh Business Forum, 2017). Its
formation was driven by the Edinburgh’s Chambe€ofmmerce and its membership brings
together the public and private, research and dpwatnt and the third sector, including key
employers in the ard& While it is chaired by a consultant in the prapetevelopment
sector, importantly this did not include housebeiifdor specific private property interests. In
addition to this, the Edinburgh Development Foruaswet up in 2009 as a ‘one stop shop’
for the development industry ‘to engage with thenping system ’ (City of Edinburgh
Council, 2012). The Edinburgh Concordat emergenhftioe Edinburgh Development Forum.
The Concordat sets out an established workingioekstiip between the City Council and the
development sector, focusing on the process ohptgrand ‘performance agreements’. For
Inch (2013) and Peel and Lloyd (2012), this prodesss signifies what planning ‘culture

change’ in Scotland has come to represent.

8t is made up of: Edinburgh Chamber of Commeregldfation of Small Businesses; Scottish Council for
Development and Industry SCDI; The City of Edinbdufgouncil; Marketing Edinburgh; Essential Edinbyrgh
CBI Scotland; Edinburgh Partnership; Scottish Epriee; Scottish Development International; Scottish
Financial Enterprise; Edinburgh College; Queen MeggUniversity; Edinburgh Napier University; Herio

Watt University; University of Edinburgh
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The Edinburgh Development Forum appears to hazéefizout as a functioning forum since
around 2015. Again, it did not include specific kelwilders but it did include Homes for
Scotland — who represent private sector housebgilaiterests in the region and Scotland. It
also included the Scottish Property Federation whépresents the property industry across
Scotland and is based in Edinburgh. The Edinburgheldpment Forum’s (EDF) agenda
was — linked to the Concordat — again more abatgss and planning applications that
forming development plans in the city and regioerdHACSEF and Edinburgh’s equivalents
differ, with the Edinburgh approach process focdsst¢her than plan focused. They were not

driving the spatial vision or a particular agendathe region.

The EBF and its make-up is probably in the mouét thould be expected of a medium-sized
capital city. The lack of local housebuilders, hiets and special business interests is not
surprising. In this sense the ACSEF arrangementmas unusual. | interviewed the chair of
the EBF and he reflected on the role of BusinesariR@nd its integration into local

governance.

| spend a lot of time, having built up a rapporthwthe chief exec, right through all
the various heads of department, including plannidigd | sit on the Edinburgh
Development Forum, as well, as a constituent (ffatey the sort of, people involved
in the city, and, | suppose, the city region (latew 42. Edinburgh Business Forum,
2015).

The EBF and the EDF are clearly interlinked anddmer felt he was suitably linked to the
local Council. The Convenor of Edinburgh’s EconoBgmmittee sits on both forums.
However, a significant difference with Aberdeen waes fact that both forums were only
City-based and had no ties to the wider region.pre identified that making regional
governance work was logistically more complex innbdrgh than in Aberdeen, but that
Edinburgh compares badly to Glasgow in this respeetell and it has tended to dominate

any attempts at regional ‘collaboration’. This videntified as a problem:

We've been heavily involved in promoting the sdrtegional focus going forward.
We have been acting alone really. Now for obviasons, if we had that strategic

set up then planning, development, business, whates do would be a lot easier.
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Edinburgh's outgrowing itself, and it needs ity cégion. That's the next step |
hope.

The work of the EBF was not seen as being partilyutalated to promoting physical

development in the way that Aberdeen’s ACSEF was.

We provide a business perspective to the Courcéct as a critical friend. That's
the theory but it doesn’t always happen. It's st pusiness mind you, we'’ve got all
the universities, the NHS, the colleges, so weafiehe problems and we see it from
all the different sides. (Interview 42: Edinburgbdthess Forum, 2015).

However, while private development interests ditdsibon the board, the interviewee did
confirm that the head of the Economy Committeelantself were both also board members
of EDI. The EDI Group Ltd is a property developmantl investment business based in
Edinburgh. It was established in 1988 by the Citigdinburgh Council as the Council began
its own property development projects to the wé&dinburgh. At the time of the research,
EDI was still technically a private company, owrmdthe Council and run as an arms-length
operation. Edinburgh’s public-private governandéeds from Aberdeen particularly when
the operation of EDI is concerned. The existende@f demonstrates that Edinburgh’s
Council cannot be dismissed as anti-developmenis-an important player in the City’s
development sector. It largely follows a regeneratnodel where the public sector goes first
where the private sector will not and then openarngas for development. However, its
recent greenbelt allocation for 1300 houses thrabghEdinburgh LDP2 (2016) does not

really fit this model.

No interviewee from the development sector raibeddsue in my interviews, but according
to this interviewee from Edinburgh Business Foritrhad become a perception, during the

property recession, that EDI had taken on theabtbe city’s most important developer:

Edinburgh, for a few years, was seen to be beconuiitg a closed shop; because of
all EDI was doing. It was preventing other develspend investors coming in - well,
not investors, more the developers. Now I'm noesmhat they'll do, it's up to the
Councillors but | said | would resign as soon if started doing development, and
we didn't involve others, like, investors or deydcs. Because it's the worst thing

you can do. (Interview 42: Edinburgh Business Fqr2@15)
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He discussed how it was also taking the lead wiferthg tenures, not just locations for
development: ‘We're doing the first private rergetheme in Scotland at Fountainbridge.
It's been clear for a while that Edinburgh needsenwivate rental stuff’. In this way,
EDI was actually providing a type of tenure for tha&l-market. This was what Aberdeen
had been attempting to get the market to deliverveimch ACSEF had raised as an
unaddressed housing need. In this sense EDI wiaglgaoing what business interests
had been pressing for in Aberdeen and providing $etising on a brownfield site in

close proximity to one of city’s key new employmaneas.

Arms-length public sector development companiesatainusual in the UK, but
Edinburgh’s has clearly been a significant parthefcity’s development sector. The key
difference between Aberdeen and Edinburgh in #spect is that, while EDI has a
brownfield-first focus, Edinburgh City Council alzen has both a political interest and
a financial one to ensure that growth is largelystined on the periphery of the city in
order to bolster the viability of brownfield sitesthe city (such as those at the
Waterfront and elsewhere). This specific markepsiminfluence of Edinburgh City
Council through EDI did not, however, come up gablem when the City’s
development strategy was discussed with privatesatderviewees. Rather, there was a
sense that private business in the City had neadlyrpermeated the political agenda in

a cohesive organised way in Edinburgh.

The effectiveness of the business lobby

The various public-private-partnerships and orgatroas in Edinburgh demonstrate that
experimentation is being conducted in order taatrgl find that elusive form and dynamic:
one with a regional scope and a strong influenbe. fdllowing passage demonstrates a sense

of lack of organisation with the business lobb¥edtinburgh:

R: Is the business voice in Edinburgh primarilateethrough the Chamber of

Commerce, and through yourselves? And is it stesmaugh, do you think, oris it...?

I: “No, I think it could be a lot stronger. Thegtlem is, we are all voluntary, we
have our day jobs, and, you know, we can't do ¢kiry. But, you know, we do

voice our views at times. The voice of the, sdrhestorical, restoration,
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conservation bodies, are still far too strong imnBdrgh. (Interview 42: Edinburgh

Business Forum, 2015)

The interviewee from Edinburgh Business Forum egghabnservation of the historic
environment with a broader anti-growth feelinghe Council, and elsewhere in the
interview, he suggested this differed greatly frAberdeen and Glasgow as well. This was
the fairly standard ‘heritage versus developmegaiiarent’ that is often associated with the
politics of development in Edinburgh. In the extraelow, there was a reflection on the

continued lack of unity in Edinburgh in terms oéthbusiness lobby.

It's an attractive place to be. It's a great ditg,got a lot of positives. One of the
things about Edinburgh is we always go on abouthegatives, rather than the
positives. But the reality is, Glasgow, which leaen got more problems, and cities
like Liverpool, Manchester, they just always exgré®e positives. And their
business population get behind whatever the Cousdibing, and work with them.
And the messages go out from the business sedlarara lot clearer. Glasgow is
very good at it. Manchester is very good at it.ibdirgh, well it's a bit more
dislocated. (Interview 42: Edinburgh Business Fqr@2615)

Rather than a collective failure to unite behindessage, the private sector sensed that it was
up to the public-private-partnerships to providmherent strategy, rather than the other way

around (as in Aberdeen).

“We've said to the Council, look you really shobkldoing more about this. But it's
just giving the business people something, you kreoalear message. The business
community will help out if they believe in the caus(Interview 42: Edinburgh

Business Forum, 2015)

There was this lack of a clear cause which compar@éderdeen where the business
community reflects local attitudes to growth imterof the need to deal with a post-oil
future, or more aptly, the need to grow us muchassible before the oil industry declines.
Edinburgh, as a city without a cohesive collectivemory of post-industrial economic crisis,
with an established political class, and whereftinere fundamentals for growth are broadly
good is less conducive to the planning policy betagy strongly influenced by business
interests. In the section below, a planning coasdltwith decades of experience in
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Edinburgh and Aberdeen, reflected on this. In paldr, he drew on a current project in
Aberdeen where a small beach with significant atyes@lue, close to the traditionally
working class area of Torry, is being replaced wittheep water dock. This is the expansion
of Aberdeen Harbour (Aberdeen Harbour Board, 20dhgh is a £350m project intended to
seize opportunities in North Sea oil extractionvadi as decommissioning, and finally, to

help reposition the City as a cruise ship portaif ion future:

The Chamber of Commerce in Edinburgh and othersemepowerful voices, you
shouldn’t underestimate them. What | think is dif& in Edinburgh compared to
Aberdeen...and | know this from doing the harbduffsip there which is a massive
project...there is just a general positivity towsagiowth. | mean that's a terrible
sweeping generalisation and | know it's not the s@amthe suburbs and in places like
Stonehaven. But | think the understanding of thedrte keep growing and to remain
economically active and all that...I think thatrighe psyche in Aberdeen, certainly
in the city. And I've noticed that with regardsttee harbour, and people are coming
to our consultation events and are like, “well ymow, it's a shame what's
happened to the bay, but you've got to do it”. Reamderstand economic growth.
Maybe because Aberdeen in the last forty yearhdsuch an enormous boom, and
people have seen the benefits of that in the cityteve something to compare it to,
you know the years before (Interview 22: Planniagsultant Edinburgh/Aberdeen,
2015)

He compared this to his more common experienceookivwg in Edinburgh:

Edinburgh, however, has a much greater kind of @yeirew of urban life; it's not
just about economic growth. You know, people thet in the city and in the areas
immediately around the city, they like the lifestyit’s very...they kind of, they
understand the need for Edinburgh to be succedsftihottoo successful, not to the
point where it might mean they can’t jump in the @ad come into town and do
whatever they want to do. You know, it's a differementality. And | think actually,

culturally and politically that's a massive diffe® between the two cities”

| interviewed a planning consultant who, in represg housebuilders, has a long record of
friction with the City Council over housing landadations in and around the City. This has
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continued recently as his practice representsdahsartium looking to develop Sir David
Murray’s land west of Edinburgh at the ‘Garden Bast (chapter 7). In considering the lack
of business and particularly housebuilder cohedierdiscussed the formation and the
withering of the Edinburgh Development Forum:

You know, there was something | imagine about tearg ago where Edinburgh,
more than other councils, at least so far as tppgared, to say kind of, embraced
the idea of culture change. And they started adiaigroup with developers where on
a regular basis, there would be at least counmbatbly some community
representatives, developer representatives, thentéraof Commerce, would all sit
down, discuss the problems. I'm not aware thatigpeaed recently (Interview 23:

Planning consultant, Edinburgh, 2015).

From his perspective, the Council’s fledgling prartpership and engagement (if not

development) approach had waned because of theiropauts to public sector resources

These things started up but think about two/theseyago (2012-13), | got a sense
of the council retrenching. And part of that mipleta resource issue. | mean,

Edinburgh are in a mess at the moment resource-wise

Resource cuts facing the Council have impacted idmaely on the availability of staff and
the funding of partnerships, but also in a widersee on the funding of actual infrastructure
to help deliver development. Added to this, wasféeting that Edinburgh’s Councillors, still

very much in control, and they were maintainingagarsion to development.

Edinburgh have had a lot of good things to say ahow they want to liaise with the
private sector. But I'll tell you where | think tiggs went wrong: They weren’t
delivering. In other words, they were saying, “meejoing to be better”, and then
every planning committee another planning applicatecommended for approval
got refused by the Councillors. And there was nuortecism. And | have a feeling it

might have been killed by a perception that it vilasorking for people.

| don’t hear about it anymore, makes me think itstithered and died. So at the
moment, I'm not aware of an effective liaison grpparticularly one that brings in

the business community. | don’t think that reakysts.”
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From this perspective culture change was againtatmdaboration and, from a development
industry perspective, about the Council approvilagping applications. The Edinburgh
Development Forum, along with the Edinburgh Conagrdias seen to have lost its way
mainly because Councillors were still refusing ppr@ve the bigger more controversial
planning applications and were instructing officergight planning appeals even where they
were likely to be lost. This view of a Council whibad ‘upped its game’ in terms of
dialogue but failed to take on board the develognmatustry view was shared by three of the
four Edinburgh development sector intervieweese @&tfiect of austerity on the planning
department was raised in this interview, and elsze;hby a range of participants. There was
a sense that reduced budgets thus reduced collemorand reduced resources put planners
in a weaker position when it came to dealing witkit councillors and building the case for
development. The reaction from the developmenistrg was to lose trust in the Council
and revert to the combative approach which defthedSESplan and LDP formation periods.
Comparisons are more difficult with Aberdeen irstreéspect, because there austerity is being
played out with a wider recent downturn in the leanomy and Aberdeen City Council
had its own experience with budget cuts in 20078200ich chapter 6 referred to.

Housebuilding interests in Edinburgh

Interviewees from all sectors suggested that there planners, economic development
officers and increasingly councillors in Edinbungho were very receptive to housebuilding
interests. However, in Edinburgh’s recent strategid local plan processes the protection of
councillors’ own interests had snuffed out the deaof any sort of pro-development
approach taking place in the City’s politics. Thextion focuses on housebuilders in the city
and region and why they never became enmeshecwiitaiCity’s governance structures,

but how they have used other tactics to wield enfice.

Edinburgh has major, locally based, developers areandividually well connected with the
Council. But this did not appear to encourage aniqular company to lead a united
lobbying agenda beyond that conducted by HomeSdotland. House builders had their
own particular interests and followed their owratgies. | conducted a three-person group
interview with a major housebuilder that operat&dinburgh. They considered this an

“every man for himself” (Interview 46, Housebuild&dinburgh) approach locally. From
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their perspective, in their operations throughbetWkK, this was quite normal and this

possibly makes Aberdeen the outlier. An ex-colmrcieflected on this:

It's a strong housebuilding lobby. But many of thesnognise that because
Edinburgh is Edinburgh things have to be done vegidi you have businesses like
Miller that will go along with that agenda (Inteew 43: former chair of Edinburgh

planning committee)

Here a kind of place attachment comes through aasghse that it was better to work on
developing a relationship with the Council rath&art acting together. This was confirmed by

the housebuilder interviewed as well.

A planner in East Lothian reflected on developasrml relations. As a smaller council on

the edge of Edinburgh they tended to deal withdasgale regional and national developers.
There were no real ‘home-grown’ major developeks those that existed in Aberdeen. The
planner felt that it was a fairly well establishtedt his Council had a fractious working
relationship with developers: “I'd go as far as#y there is no relationship” (Interview 44,
Plan manager, LPA East Lothian). East Lothian mvwkmas a development-averse authority.
Chapter 7 detailed pressures with Edinburgh ove&iih 2013 allocations and with
developers, particularly over paying for infrasture associated with housing. However, for
planners to state explicitly that they have notieteship with the development industry is
unusual in Scotland, where the public and privatgass might be expected to at least engage

in the ‘performance’ of culture change.

The former head of SESplan | interviewed, who hasa@ng knowledge of planning in
Aberdeen as well, considered the lack of a regibnainess organisation to be important.
From his perspective was the lack of housebuildedarity which was one important reason
for the timidity of SESplanl (2013).

We don’t have a strong organization | mean a danthbrella for business. If you
look at Aberdeen City and Shire, | mean, | thing @hair of ACSEF was chairing
their Housing Land Audit Committees at one poinadithat really an independent
chair? (SESPlan, SDPA, 2013)
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This point was misplaced but the comparison isuis8cottish Planning Authorities consult
with Homes for Scotland and individual housebugdarthe housing land audit process. In
Aberdeen meetings would be chaired by the headoefdeen Solicitors Property Centre in
order to ensure ‘impatrtiality’. However, as a leagdmember of the property sector,
surrounded by others from the house building seth possibly pushed the balance of
power away from the Councils and towards the dgexk He reflected on Edinburgh, and
the wider SDPA, again:

Homes for Scotland are obviously...I say obviousBgdwuse | think it's the case
everywhere, they're the most vociferous and regsiathey’re a contributor to the
discussion and we’ve tried to involve them as malpossible. | know they’ll not
say they'’re involved as much as they want to beweglre trying to improve our
involvement with them and their engagement withBug.| have to say that
historically there’s a huge amount of distrust mtime table, especially amongst our
member planning authorities. (SESPlan, SDPA, 2013)

The picture painted here is one of a lack of orz@ton from business in the region. A better
organized business group acting strategically ntigive actually improved the outcomes of
SESplan, even from the SDPASs perspective. HonmreSdotland and SESplan and its
constituent local authorities were clearly in digsgnent as to the suitable level of influence
for the housebuilding sector. This was in starktiast to Aberdeen’s experience which had
gone down a route of collaboration which vergedounsebuilder domination in the Housing

Land Audit: a key technical part of the planning filousing process.

The level of mistrust even between authorities atas acknowledged. Rather than
capitalizing on this though, the housebuilding seetas marginalized from the development
plan process. The following passage illustratessghd how SESplan appeared to never have
been in a position to engender any kind of bettéalborative working relationship between

the development industry and the councils and bertwiee councils themselves:

They've (Homes for Scotland) got a very difficudbj a very diverse set of members,
and obviously their members by definition are impetition with each other. | think
it's very hard for an umbrella body like Homes &rotland and the people
representing them. We tried to involve them as maghossible in SDP1 at a
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technical level, but there was a point where egsgnt was instructed that we were
in a team, we should not have any further contaitt them until we produced a
proposal, and yeah, | mean, it is quite difficiilg a difficult relationship (SESPlan,
SDPA, 2013)

While revealing the lack of unity from the housdbing sector, this also reveals that in being
‘instructed’ SESplan, as the Strategic Planninghatity, was never in control of the Local
Planning Authorities. In this way the purpose @rpling reform and its hierarchies — the
tiered spatial approach — never took hold in thmlgagh region. This issue was introduced

in chapter 7.

Edinburgh City Council effectively had a very, vesignificant control over the
SESplan policy board, over that group. And so wiBdimburgh decided that they
were not going to zone land in the greenbelt, tdragit put the others in a very
difficult position. It's probably enough to say thast the round the table politics
caused a huge amount of the problems themselvegsr\lew 22: Planning
consultant Edinburgh/Aberdeen, 2015)

The quote above demonstrates the widespread bglibose internal and external to the
SESplan process that Edinburgh were still in chafghis. So, if housebuilders were unable
to influence Edinburgh City Council, it would beliely that they could gain influence
through the strategic planning authority. The SC#Ahe authority with power that
separated and sat over the Local Planning Autlesritepresenting an overall ‘best interest’
was a key part of the attempted strategic spataning approach that planning reform
intended. In this sense it had failed in the Edrghicity-region.

A former senior civil servant cautioned around g/too much respect to the organisational
capacity of the housebuilding and wider developnsewtor in local and in national political
arenas at the time of reform. Elsewhere in thewige/ he pointed to ACSEF and the
developers that surrounded it as a strong exaniiewsebuilder interests in the planning
system but did not think that, at least a decad®a@go, this was necessarily the normal way
of builders, and the wider development industryeraging in Scotland. In this section he
reflected on the path to planning reform. In thiterview, the terms development sector and

housebuilders were also used interchangeably giggif collective issue:
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Now with planning at a national level, you're oftéealing with MSPs who have
experience of the planning system as local cownsillthey think about the votes
adding up. A lot of them would complain about thelify of housing that was being
built as well. Now the sector as a whole werenttialty very good at getting their
point across, nationally anyway. | remember hawntalk to them, “do not turn up
with men, late middle aged men with Rolex watches saying, oh life is hard for

us. That's just not going to play.” So, they ttlokt message on board. | said to the
development industry that they did not have a vaioe that led to the creation of the
Property Federation so they could speak with oneevoSo, ministers could actually
speak to them about what they saw as the issuenfiew 47: former chief civil
servant, Scotland, 2016)

This scenario of a senior civil servant havingaiban industry to organise is intriguing. It
appears that, the property development industigeast, and possibly the housebuilding
industry specifically too, had 10 years ago nollyeaganised effectively at a national level

in terms of lobbying the Scottish Government. Tikisot to say that individual housebuilders
and developers were not powerful and did not use grivileged position in the case of their
own planning applications. Rather there was legarasation than might have been expected
when it came to lobbying collectively. In south teaisScotland Homes for Scotland has long
provided that function, but never achieved the sparehase as in Aberdeen where via their
Grampian chapter they had become a strong influéndedinburgh, while Homes for
Scotland is useful, the industry was acting onmalividual basis and has not gained or it,

seems attempted, to organise access to the ciigey Wwusiness forums.

An anti-development council?

This raises the possibility that Edinburgh Coungflecting a local culture, is incognisant of
the housing development sector and that this igaried because the sector, and wider
business interests, has a poor record of organisitige city and wider region. This is not to
say that the planning system itself does not pohemic development, in a broad sense, first.
The fact that the Scottish Government eventuallydased a housing requirement on the
individual SESplan authorities in 2014, and tha2@16 the Government again severely
condemned Edinburgh City Council in its handlinglad LDP (2016) process with an
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overarching threat to step in again if housingatmns are not dealt with soon, testifies to
this.

One Councillor reflected on this, considering tinalividual councillors would often resist
development in their own areas and that as a Cbtlmece had been a collective attempt to
push growth into other authorities. However, thaswot radical or in any way offering a
resistance to the market-led growth model thatmplansupports: ‘Well the idea...I suppose
this blind belief that the market will supply anddevelopment is good development is
shared by most of the main parties.” Here, thestasce to growth was not combined with
ideas around why they were resisting growth and thikysystem appeared to be broken. In
the passage below he reflected on the futilityesisting the growth model generally as a

councillor:

| think that even within the law we have to givessiae weight to economic
development. | know that the economy committeairg pressure the planning
committees as well. Though obviously with anynplag stuff you can put the
emphasis on whichever bit of policy you think issnmportant because quite often
they’re incompatible overall. | will stretch pad§policy, which aren’t genuine
policy, but some of my colleagues and the onesamemic development will be
doing the opposite and working in another direct@neen Councillor, Edinburgh,
2016)

In terms of the specific influence of economic depenent officers and councillors in
planning in the City, he was clear that while theeess undoubtedly an aversion to housing
growth in sensitive parts of Edinburgh, he stilhsmered that this was not really challenging
the overall neoliberal growth model and planningle within it. He pointed to the
overbearing influence of Scottish Government potinyplanning decisions as evidence of

why any sort of radical take on planning would Ipékely to succeed in isolation.

It is worth, briefly, comparing to the Aberdeene&®re. | had been interviewing planners
who felt that with the regions strategic and ladavelopment plans in place (all adopted by
2012) there had been a noticeable loss of prigntgn to planning. In an interview with the
head of economic development in the City Coundiktussed the perception from planners

around this and specifically that they had nevallydeen engaged in the City Deal (chapter
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2) process emerging at the time. | also asked albat he saw as the role for planning as the
City economy dealt with the oil price crash. Hiplyewas indicative of the narrow

conception of planning which the Councillor in Balimgh reflected on above. Development
planning was seen as having removed the legaldosutio growth in the last decade, but the
wider strategy had moved on and planning was reatibol for economic development
anyway. The growth strategy was not really in neegny change either. There was a
discussion (elsewhere in the interview) around difieation, but it was still expected that

the oil and gas focussed planning for growth agevalad be the route the region would be

following:

“With the policy framework, well you've got a regial economic strategy. And
therefore all other plans and strategies suppatt thcluding the planning system,
including the framework, so essentially structuianp, local development plans
whatever they are, a pound to a penny they aiallit economic growth in a
different way shape or form. So they are to provideparameters within which this
city will grow and compete and compete on an irdeamal stage which is really
important for Aberdeen in the context of you knewve're in a downturn now but one
in four jobs are still directly attributable to offhere’s still a massive prize to be won
in the North Sea.” (Interview 32: Economic DevelaghAberdeen City, 2015).

One final point to consider is that of scale. Wiilgerdeen’s economy contains oil and gas
multinationals, it is the local (but still majorperators in that industry which take part in the
city and region’s governance. Personality is imguatrand Sir lan Wood — the local founder
of the international Wood Group — and his assosibte/e been particularly prominent in
ACSEF's various forms for more than 30 years nout. Bdinburgh’s economy operates at a
different scale and the operators within it repnésebroader range of industries. One
participant reflected on the priority the City Caurgave to ensuring a greenbelt location for
the RBS headquarters in the mid-2000s — a time VRi&H were one of the world’s largest
banks. Such clout and quick response did not requiong-game approach of collaborative
governance on the industry’s part. Also the denistoprioritise the tram route that serviced
RBS and the airport in the first phase of its depglent pointed to the same powerful actor
wielding power. Linked to this, the subsequent gtarsignificant housing development in
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that location was inextricably linked to nationalgcognised business people, such as Sir

David Murray as well as Fred Goodwin at RBS:

We invested a huge amount of this City’s monegsally under the bullying of
Fred Goodwin. He wanted all the money to go immething which would raise the
value of the land he thought he could control adbGogarburn. We were bullied
into using the tram to do exactly the opposite batwit does best which is spread
wealth to poorer parts of town like Leith and Granand even Niddrie and
Craigmillar (Interview 32: Architect-Urbanist Scaiid, 2016).

This example brings through the individualistic eggzh that was operated by businesses in
the City. It also demonstrates the power of busimeshe City’s politics and why it is
important not to conceive of Edinburgh as an aatislopment City. Rather when comparing
to Aberdeen, to reflect on the different scale tegt) and agendas that were at play in each
place. A cohesive, definable, ‘growth-agenda’ ia tbgional sense, was not in play in recent
decades in Edinburgh. However, that did not meanttie Scottish planning system and
local politics could not easily be utilised totfite specific needs of powerful business
interests the City. The example above demonsthatésthis and the path dependencies and
wider impacts on the City of such actions.

Chapter Conclusion

The chapter has demonstrated two important findivigsh tell us about the domination of
particular interests in Scottish planning. In Alesd, the region’s growth strategy and its
broader politics, and approach to growth, has lgesninated by a public-private-partnership
approach which has been firmly in place for attiéasr decades but which was particularly
influential at the time of the emergence of thai&uire Plan (2009). It demonstrated the way
in which ACSEF acted within informal spaces in tbgion’s governance structures but
managed to solidify this into formal outcomes atrdtegy making. It was able to do this
because the, less tangible ‘culture of the plaxenie where there is less resistance to growth
and to private sector involvement in the regioro$itges. Its agenda also overlapped with the
Scottish Government’s pro-growth approach to plagrmind economic development.
Importantly in Aberdeen the local development sewias, through ACSEF, and through

other informal means also deeply integrated inéordgion’s planning system. This
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assemblage left little means for any sort of rasisé to a growth agenda as a planning
strategy through development planning and spedifitarough the collaborative governance

approach encouraged by Scottish planning reform.

In Edinburgh the key finding centres on the wawlhich the City’s public-private-
partnership (EDF) has had less influence overpmlitics and had a very different agenda
which in many ways was more focused on the ‘puiphicd’ but with less ability to achieve

its aims. Importantly, of course, the City andrégion is larger and more complex than
Aberdeen’s and this has had some important outcamtesms of the ability for any

particular interest to dominate through a coheayenda. The lack of integration with
neighbouring authorities has led to a kind of stasiterms of governing growth. The City’s
economic context differs from Aberdeen’s; thertegs sense of ‘emergency’ in that the
economy is not based on a finite resource and sméss interests are more complex. The
‘culture of place’ is less focused on growth andheasebuilding interests have adopted their
own individual strategies for dealing with the lbcauncil and with the planning system in
the City to suite this culture. There is an essi@dd heritage lobby in Edinburgh, which on
the surface, wields power when it comes to citybeebased planning applications which
affect conservation, and this is incomparable heoScottish cities. The chapter has also
demonstrated the nuance of considering particatarests in planning. The city has a
Scottish-liberal tradition and something of a sty@ublic-private approach to land
development which is less obvious in other citiesaddition, as a larger, and as a capital,
city it also has a history (as evidenced in thigpthr) of responding positively to some major

personalities and major institutions with their oland-based agendas.

In each case, it can be demonstrated that plamsiogen to domination by special interests
but Aberdeen’s is a special case that might n@xXaenplified elsewhere in the UK, of a
particularly strong role for the private sectouian governance. The Scottish planning
system, in both cases, has aided private inteagst$iot held them in check or steered them

towards the ethereal ‘public good'.
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CHAPTER 9 - Conclusion

Introduction and revisiting the research questions

This thesis has analysed what contemporary Scqit#sining represents in practice, doing
this through a focus on how planning is used td déh the politics of growth strategies and
housing growth in particular. It has provided aplagal Scottish perspective to debates
around the ‘neoliberalisation of planning’. Theglsecompared qualitative case studies of
planning for growth in the Aberdeen and Edinburii iegions, while drawing upon strands
of critical theories of the state in order to ursflend the extent of and meaning of neoliberal
planning in the Scottish context. In particularlnd¢ndinger’s (2016) conceptualisation of
contemporary English planning as ‘post-politicabliteeral spatial governance’ provided a
planning-specific critique that has been usefulcmmparing and understanding planning in
similar structural conditions in Scotland. This cluding chapter first revisits the research
guestions. It then draws together the key findexgd presents the central arguments of the
thesis. Following this, it discusses the contriboitdf the thesis to academic and practice

knowledge before providing potential avenues fothier research.

This key aim of this thesis was to understand V@gaittish planning represents by analysing
the way the planning system has been utilised abwigh growth pressures in Scottish city
regions. It did this through a focus on the spe@fiblic policy concern of planning for

housing growth. This was tackled through threeresgarch questions:
1. To what extent is planning driven by narrow &gl interests?
2. How is planning used to deal with the politi€gymwth in growth-pressured locations?

3. What factors explain the main variances and conatities in the way Aberdeen and

Edinburgh have dealt with growth pressures?

Through these research questions, | developedretvark for researching what
contemporary Scottish planning represents in praciihe framework was developed by
fusing the research aims and research questiohsavaitructure based on existing research on
this specific topic (Vigar, 2009; Lloyd and Peed0Z) and particular theoretical critiques of
broader contemporary planning (Purcell, 2009; Altidieger, 2016), doing this within a
Gramscian influenced critical theoretical framewadrke framework helps to explain and
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understand the formation of planning agendas ie sagly, while considering what this tells
us about planning in Scotland. From this, less@amsh®e applied to understand planning

practice, in similar political-economic contextsoma generally.

In Chapter 2 | placed the Scottish planning systemits historical structural context of
state-market relations, considering the plannirgjesy as an institution of the capitalist state
that has been used to resolve spatially based gawvee concerns since the mid?2@ntury.

In its contemporary form, via Scottish planningoref (SPR), it was established that

planning in Scotland contains the traits of a “dhiay’ strategic spatial planning approach.

It has been tasked with increasing place competiggs and, particularly since the SNP came
to power in 2007, planning for the competitive sthhs become a key component of a wider
nation-building process in Scotland. It has beed, @ntinues to be, tasked with responding
to opposing views that planning must respond mea€lity to the needs of the development
sector while offering greater influence for comntigs affected by development. Planning
reform was devised and rolled out within a broamertext of neoliberal state-market

relations in the UK and Scotland. Scotland diffieosn the broader UK context, however, in
that neoliberalism is practiced within a traditi@ineo-corporatist approaches to state-market
relations. The fusion of these two ideologies arpartant to consider in terms of the way in
which SPR has evolved through implementation. SRR Third Way planning, brought

about to deliver what | consider to be contradictjectives and reacting to pro-growth and
growth-sceptic views on the purpose of the plansiysgem. While exhibiting strong traits of

a spatial planning ‘ethos’, | broadly agree witloyd and Peel (2007) that what emerged in
Scotland was ultimately ‘neo traditional’ in termisits institutional policy design. Like

English ‘spatial planning’, it opened the way fosraoothing of paths to growth in the

making of plans, but retained the traditional Bhtseparation of development plan and
planning permission. It was strong in rhetoric otegrating land-based governance but was
not accompanied by significant structural changase financing of development or the
public-private sector relationship around propeigits and land taxation. Responding to
competing objectives, SPR was intended to prowdefficient, integrative, and inclusive
route to ‘sustainable economic growth’, and wasnded to particularly respond to a need

for more development in growth-pressured areas.t\Wimmeant, on the ground, at a city-
regional and local level was less clear, and thaxe been very few cases of such studies in
Scotland, and none of note since SPR was implemenkes thesis has sought to address this

gap.
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Chapter 3 explored useful theoretical conceptuaisa of planning. This was in order to
develop a deeper understanding of the ideologidgercesses which have driven SPR. It
considered the emergence of collaborative stakehalpproaches to planning as susceptible
to co-option by increasingly powerful pro-developrhimterests. Scotland’s fusing of
neoliberalism with a neo-corporatist tradition metduat a ‘big-tent’ approach to planning
would be particularly prone to this. It presentezbaceptualising of planning as a form of
neoliberal spatial governance with traits that diéipse the objectives and means of market-
led growth. However, it was cautious overall of #otual use of post-foundational theory
within such conceptualising. It also recognised theareful deployment of theories around
neoliberalism and depoliticisation, through a fraraek developed by Allmdendinger (2016),
would be useful in understanding what Scottish mitagy represents. This was broadly
deployed to respond to a critique that planninghiigave become ‘neoliberal spatial
governance, operated for narrow sectional intereSimilarly, it argued that studying
planning as a market-led state structure requi@® rmpplied contextual case studies of its
competing and often contradictory objectives ineorid move to an understanding of what
planning represents. Chapter 3 demonstrated haxcthild usefully be framed by drawing
upon strands of Gramscian critical theory in otdeunderstand the relative importance of
SPR as a system and how and why it has been ogevatedifferent context specific
outcomes. This would place planning actors as aggpgrating strategically with their
broader structural conditions in order to make sarisonsistency and variation in each case

and to understand the formation of ‘hegemony’ imfitrm of spatial strategies in each case.

Chapter 4 developed a method for deploying the goi@lising of planning as a form of
neoliberal spatial governance with depoliticisiegdencies, but one that is contingent on
context dependencies. The comparative case stymgagh was identified as required
because even in a small country and with only tieregions facing real growth pressures
in the period studied, Aberdeen and Edinburgh destnated very different approaches to
planning for growth and dealing with the polititst surrounds it. Chapter 5 introduced the
case study contexts for Aberdeen and Edinburgiroltided the local historical planning
context and demonstrated how SPR was to be usedaans of resolving key spatially-
based tensions in each place. The three reseaestians, set out above, drove the research,

culminating in research findings that provide tleg larguments of the thesis.
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Key arguments of the thesis

As a study of Scottish planning in practice, thissis makes four key arguments which have
emerged through the guiding of the research viarksgarch questions. These arguments
have been developed through a grounding of thererapresearch within the existing
literature (chapter 2) and the deployment of acalitheoretical framework (chapter 3). As
such, the arguments are both empirical and theateti nature. Following the presentation
and discussion of the four arguments, this sedfdhe chapter then reflects on what this

tells about what Scottish planning represents.

RQ1. To what extent is planning driven by narrow setional interests?

Key argument 1. Business interests can successfullge collaborative approaches in
planning to enhance their power and pursue their ow particular interests, but

organised community interests require continued a#ntion too.

This thesis considers that Scottish planning, &eldeed through planning reform in the
mid-2000s, demonstrates many negative effectseo$tidikeholder approach to spatial
governance. In this way, it lends to a long runrdedate in planning theory and practice
(Healey, 1998; Purcell, 2009). In the Aberdeen-o#yion, collaborative planning
arrangements between the development sector amgdegerful groups and interests have
been treated as if there was an equivalence of ipp@te/een each group. The effect of this,
where conditions permits that collaborative planning can potentiallydeeopted by a
deepening of narrow developer interests in plandmghe Edinburgh city-region there are
other reasons (discussed elsewhere in these kegnargs) as to why developer interests
have not become as embedded within wider goverramaagements and collaborative
planning processes. There are signs in both chaethe development management process
has been subjected to an increase in the powenvaiaber interests and that this has
occurred particularly through the ‘culture changiegment of SPR. However, perspectives on
the extent of this and the very concept of ‘cultcihange’ varied in this research. This
research provided a much stronger focus on theeeddvelopment planning stage of
planning, rather than the development managemageé stt found that in Aberdeen ‘culture
change’ had fused at the time of its growth stnatgigh a change in attitudes to development
that were emerging in reaction to land supply slges. This led to a hegemony in the form
of a radical new approach to planning for housirangh. In Edinburgh there was no clear
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evidence that a pro-developer interest ‘culturengleahad taken hold in regard to
development planning, at least not in the process8&S Plan and Edinburgh’s LDP. In the
Edinburgh case, long-held debates over the udeeajrieenbelt and the scale to which
Edinburgh should grow and the role of its neighbmyauthorities proved difficult to change.

Third Way conceptions of the stakeholder agendgirernance highlight the contradictions
at the heart of neoliberal governance. Scottishrptay reform built on decades of
incremental moves towards greater community involet in planning and attempts at
engaging a broad pluralist approach to planninghAtsame time, SPR also aimed to take a
more developer-interest approach and speed uppemthmaking and development
management process to aid economic developmest #re hallmarks of the
neoliberalisation of planning. Growth-focussed piag, via SPR, was formed as a response
to housing affordability issues and the link betwéeusing and regional economic
competitiveness. Planning reform was then a com@@iretween competing interests. This
thesis found that the contradictions at the hefaneoliberalism as an ideology in practice
were evident as the Scottish government attemptéarge a Third Way ‘modernised’
planning system which was more socially inclusayg@yarently focused on environmentally

sustainability, while giving far greater weightliasiness considerations.

Allmendinger (2016, 65) considers collaborativenpliag as “the perfect shell for the
neoliberalisation of planning.” This thesis argtiest planning’s ‘inclusive’ ‘stakeholder
agenda’ privileged business interests in the chptaaning in the Aberdeen city-region. The
data illustrated how planners, the developmenbsdichportantly including local
housebuilders), and willing councillors united ardwa growth agenda in the region. This
growth agenda was driven by business interestssp@cifically the development sector,
which has for decades had a very strong role irtitigeregion’s governance assemblage.
Utilising SPR, this assemblage was able to taka new legitimacy at the earliest stages of
plan-making by steering a call for planning to beecgeared towards a greater focus on
economic growth. Such a shift was commended bytwtish Government at this time. As
such, the Aberdeen city-region case does offer@iipp conceptions of Scottish planning’s
related ‘culture change’ as a pro-growth politiagénda (Inch, 2013). This means tivaere
local conditions permithere are few checks and balances in the Scaqii@stming system
when growth agendas are successfully framed asitamband in the Aberdeen case,
planning was used to ‘facilitate development arsheeic growth for narrow sectional
interests’ (Allmendinger, 2016).
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An important point, however, is that business & must be organised, cohesive, and have
a particular goal to pursue through the plannirgjesy. In Edinburgh, while there is business
organisation in the broad politics of the City,réh@vas not a strong development industry
organisation which was focused on achieving a §ipeaim through the development plan
side of the planning system. The development imguistthe city has tended to pursue
individual company strategies to a greater extesu in Aberdeen. Business interests in
Edinburgh were still able to act strategicallyhe E£dinburgh case, with major companies
such as RBS simply bypassing the ordinary planpinegess and any collaborative
governance networks to achieve their own specdagat points in time when they needed
to. Crucially, the Edinburgh case revealed theiooed importance of organised homeowner
interests particularly in affluent greenbelt comrties. When such interests organise and are
not met with a similarly organised and powerful siog development lobby at the city-

region local level then the planning system dodsiroessarily smooth a path to growth.
Accordingly, notions of ‘community interest’ anduiness versus community power’ must
be considered critically when planning is practioethe context of regional housing
shortages.

The Aberdeen case is the more interesting in tefrdemonstrating change, and the local
development industry’s fusion within a wider puktigvate-partnership was a foil for the
pursuance of its various land-based interests. Wassofficially ingrained in the local

political culture at least as far back as the 19&€fsre such partnerships began to emerge in
more widely in the UK. Aberdeen’s integration oé thrivate sector into local democratic
decision-making has been unusual in a UK contéxlisplays signs of the US-based ‘growth
machine’ (Molotch, 1976) traits in that ‘boostermsfjendas have been pursued by a coherent
group of locally based business groups and keyiddals. These have aligned with
particular centralised government funding prograsiared projects. Business interests have
consistently invested time and resources in pugssiirategies for the physical expansion of
the city, lobbying for infrastructure, and promgtithe redevelopment of the city centre in
their own image. The informal road to planning rafan the pre-2006 period was found to
have been as important to consider as the 2006 whiere SPR officially began to be legally
enacted. Through the process of planning reforngréden’s business interests legitimised a
role within the city-region’s development strateamd this played a fundamental role in the
emergence of the ambitious growth agenda whichomestallised in the Structure Plan 2009.

The thesis demonstrated concerns from councillees the subsequent infiltration of private
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sector business interests into wider governancelanmbcracy in the city-region. In
particular, there was concern around the way irctvthe ‘culture change’ agenda had
brought the development industry and planning efdnto collaborative working
relationships in planning in ways which appeareldddeyond democratic control.

However, in neither Aberdeen City, nor Edinburghy@uld there be detected the traits of a
classic ‘regime theory’ (Stone, 1989). Divisiveifios and fluctuation in political party

control in both city councils meant that a regini@m-development private and public
sectors aided by consistent political power hagaian hold. Nonetheless, in Aberdeen there
are signs that with development plans firmly incglaa locked-in pro-growth approach has
now been secured regardless of changes in lodyl palitics. Caution has to be exercised
here in that it is the entire purpose of developnpéams that once a political decision is taken
any plan is supposed to rise above overt polibcafforeseeable period of time. This is the
classic conundrum that planning deals with in {higaaent pursuance of a democratic and

effective urban development process.

Overall, the research demonstrated that conceirsesdrabout English planning, around
neoliberalisation of planning, resonate with thpexiences of planning ‘on the ground’ in a
Scottish case study approach. The critique of bolative planning as being “extremely
attractive” in political terms for neoliberals (eil, 2009, 140) is demonstrated here.
Carefully learning from U.S based theories on urb@alitions based on growth and the
fusing of this with contemporary planning theor lpoved useful in terms of understanding
the effect of the ‘stakeholder’ agenda in ScotiEnning. However, in all cases this was

context dependent and more applicable to the Aleerdase than Edinburgh’s.

RQ2 How is planning used to deal with the politicef growth in growth-pressured

locations?

Key argument 2: The Scottish interpretation of spatl planning can, where
circumstances permit, be used to minimise objectiato growth. However, this cannot

resolve the limitations of neoliberal, market-led planning.

The second key argument is that an interpretatictrategic spatial planning in Scotland has
been unsuccessful in achieving the aim of a lesflictual and more integrated approach to
spatial governance; one which delivers the ide&hefright development in the right place

at the right time’. This is because SPR has begeak project when carried out in a context
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where the state is strongly driven by neoliberabidgy including the primacy of property
rights and low (up-front) taxation and public speigd In the Edinburgh city-region, as
elsewhere in Scotland, strategic spatial plannifeyed a national, regional, and local joined-
up approach to plan-making and delivery. This hasgd unachievable because strategic
spatial planning never resolved a key tension éncttordination and regulation of land
development. Seventy years on from the emergentteedfown and Country Planning Act
we remain operating what can be thought of asahplénning system in Scotland and the
UK. Through neoliberalism this imbalance has daedeand there is an expectation that the
right to develop land can still be regulated bat tine market will deliver public benefit.
There is an aim of making better places and resglthe need for housing growth in growth
pressured places. However, the actual developmeoégs continues to rely on a particular
constellation of benign global and national lendogditions and local market conditions
which are impossible to control through the plagrsgstem. In the Edinburgh case, a
regional economy heavily based on financial ses/igas especially prone to the effects of
the Global Financial Crisis (GFC).

Despite its relative insulation from the GFC, andeaonomic reliance on global oil prices,
the same argument still applies to the Aberdeea. Gasere an ‘ambitious’ suite of
development plan documents — an example that atht@prities in Scotland were advised to
learn from — has not resolved the structural bestie better planning that are an implicit
result of an overly market-led approach. In regeatrs, the contradictions of neoliberal
planning and the wider housing development probhass become ever more apparent. In the
post GFC era, ‘market-led’ development has actuathlved into a reliance on government
funding (through schemes such as help-to-buy) wihatdin the notion of market-led

delivery. This shatters any pretence of a markeéslestem and raises further questions about
how, in attempting to reboot a neoliberal modelakhwas failing to deliver a socially

optimal scale of housing and quality of developme should expect to achieve the stated,

laudable, aims of planning reform.

This thesis provides something of a post-morterth@fpost-2006 reform era of strategic
spatial planning in Scotland via SPR. The spapareach to planning delivered ‘business as
usual’ planning. This was not simply because ohés-traditional design as a system. In
both cases, planning did not move towards a stevei@tal understanding of how to bring
together the positive forces of the state and taekeat in order to resolve public policy

objectives. It still pits interests against eadteot and in its new form provides the conditions
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for powerful interests to entrench their positioimsterms of planning for housing, this
continues to take the form of ‘a numbers game.5Mms apparent in each case study where
planners, councillors, developers, and communéigsed over the technical details of
essentially how much housing is needed and wheteoilld go. This often manifests in
poorly conceived developments which serve, variguigtveloper interest and middle-class
homeowner interest rather than overall societaredts. In the Aberdeen case, rather than
seeing public benefit through growth, the supphofising remains in the control of the
developers who pursued the growth agenda on #ranst In the Edinburgh case, as the
economy recovered, a political-stasis has seenehmses escalate and commuter
congestion worsen, and planning is still regardadpusly, as the cause of or solution to

these perennial problems.

SPR and culture change were rolled out with a disdoaround the need to not only develop
a spatial approach to planning integrating landgmesrnance more effectively through
inclusive forms, but with the aim of implementingod8and’s design agenda. That would
have meant moving away from the ‘numbers gamelari making towards one focused on
placemaking through the agreeable design agen8RRf This was something that Homes
for Scotland (Scotland’s housing developer loblng &cotland’s broader planning
practitioner community agreed was required to sivifay from the divisive politics of

growth. However, in practice this was far hardedetver.

The cases analysed here were partly fought ardwendeed for ‘growth’ vs ‘sustainable
development’. The process of determining housiregieeand the ‘sustainable’ location of
growth is in many ways a battle between techniatbnality and a relational place-focus,
within the confines of existing power structurehislican be placed with a broader debate
that was emerging in the 2000s, documented by Mird@000), where the importance of
spatial specificity and sustainable development measg used by development-sceptic
networks to challenge the rationalities and techesgof pro-development governmental
networks. The latter had long used housing prajestio instrumentalize a rationality around
the need for ‘a decent home for all’ (Murdoch, 2000t this was challenged because of the
consequences of poor quality development, andgharant over-emphasis on greenbelt
housing in development pressured areas. Importatiydoch (2000, 514) reminds us of the
way in which such ‘alternative objectives of gowaant’ which successfully lowered
housing targets tended to emerge in relation togglanost valued by middle-class residents.
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While this thesis has partly focused on the gredaibrownfield debate, it does this in order
to demonstrate the inability of planning to overeootassic political issues. A powerful
critique of the tendency to limit planning strategythe UK to a debate between ‘greenfields
and brownfields’ has already been well establisBelhms and Watkins (2002) demonstrated
the way in which institutional factors, operatedinontext of changing state-market
relations, result in this misunderstood public pplissue of tremendous complexity being
cyclically framed as straightforward and resolvalithout quite significant structural
changes to land use governance. Chapter 2 madetweahese persistent planning issues
have been studied without resolution practicalhecsithe inception of planning as a formal
system (e.g. see Hall, 1973). This thesis demdsstteow regardless of SPR, strategic
planning in Scotland remains essentially ‘planfayghumbers’ and practiced through the
prism of greenfield vs brownfield development cgoteans. The class politics around the
location of development, and who the planning systesupposed to plan for, obviously

persists too.

In Scotland, regardless of the emergence of aad@giproach, there was no discernible trace
of the impact of Scotland’s turn to Community Pliangp nor an action-focused strategic
spatial approach to development delivery. Rathamn tnrelational approach to understanding
differing development needs, each development placess and their Examinations in
Public essentially culminated in men (and some wgnresuits debating housing numbers.
Importantly the key challenge to the SESPlan gisatand its Edinburgh LDP came from a
clash between powerful developer interests, andepiovvmiddle-class homeowner interests.
In the Aberdeen case planning strategy did getrmyioe numbers issue, but this was only
through an ambitious growth agenda which surpresessh members of the housebuilding
lobby with its scale of allocations. But even thagetting ‘beyond the numbers’ has not
resulted in better quality places and more equetaldnning outcomes. Indeed, handing the
power of housing supply to developers simply saswttturn off the tap’ or argue for

reduced ‘public benefit’ obligations when markehdiions deteriorated.

In using planning to deal with the politics of howgsgrowth, it is easy to look to the political
problems of the Edinburgh city-region as demonistgaivhy the national-regional-local
planning hierarchy in Scotland’s city-regions happarently ‘failed’. Yet this thesis
demonstrates how it is the quality of developmefign the lack of infrastructure, (the
planning outcomes) which gives communities goodardo resist within the planning

system even if the opportunity for such resistamebeen reduced systematically. Planning
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in Scotland is now undergoing another ‘root andhbrdreform, however the most important
lesson of how to achieve the development of betsaes has again been missed: | consider
this the need for a stronger role for governmehts Thesis builds a stronger case as to why
there is a need for radical reform and a serioagnamme of public sector house building.
Strategic spatial planning itself as an idea isd&a&d. It is more needed than ever, but in a
way that does not prioritise a flawed notion ofsginable growth’ as pursued though the
planning system and in a way that does not furghgoower narrow powerful interests
whether they be pro or anti-development. The lessdnvhy the post-2006 reforms never
achieved their aims, particularly around housingndh, need to be learned and this thesis

provides a contribution to this.

RQ2. How is planning used to deal with the politicef growth in growth-pressured

locations?

Key argument 3: The Scottish planning system can bgsed to depoliticise ‘growth,” but

framing this as ‘post-politics’ only takes us so fa

The third key argument of this thesis again folldvesn research question 2. The planning
system in Scotland can be used to depoliticisgttiécs of growth, but theoretically
conceptualising of this as ‘post-political’ has iliations. This argument is based on a number

of findings which came out of this research.

First, in both Aberdeen and Edinburgh tactics wesed to defer, delay and displate
(Allmendinger, 2016) the politics of growth. Thisakes the post-political critique very
relevant. The Scottish planning systdelayedanddeferredthe political — in terms of ‘who
gets what, when, and how’ (Laswell, 1936) — throdgpoliticised objectives that could
really mean all things to all people. Problems wierbe addressed at a future point in time
through framing of the chosen development strasegge'sustainable’. In Aberdeen, a
strategy based on maximising oil extraction offgheithout addressing economic
diversification in the region, while pursuing a sabstrategy based on intensifying car use
through a £1bn city bypass funded through the RriFanance Initiative, was still deemed to
be tackling climate change and representing ‘suigbd¢ economic development’. In
Edinburgh, not addressing the immediate needseoCity through a ‘sustainable’ option

identified over a decade ago - was still deemest&nable development'.
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The politics of growth wadeferredanddisplacedto experts in specific arenas outside the
realm of the planning system which were closedrofh debate. In Aberdeen planners
pursued a growth strategy based on figures whiakdawot be questioned by critics including
members of the public and even elected memberseaCouncils. In the absence of private
sector opposition to the strategy there was nanicou method available to questions this. In
Edinburgh a struggle took place over the scale@ivth, but only between local government
and the Scottish Government. This demonstratesahnuing domination of planning by

the concept of rational experts acting in the puinlierest, and it questions any emergence of
a relational approach to planning. However, thisilaot surprise advocates of
communicative planning who have long viewed relaianeutralised power relations as part

of a project to be realised not one already won.

The politics of growth wadelayedanddisplacedthrough new style Strategic Development
Plans which meant that growth requirement couldllmeated without raising the concern of
particular communities. The point of debate — #aklmes on maps — would only come at the
Local Development Plan stage when it was too latedmmunities to resist. In Aberdeen,
the political moment was alstelayedthrough the (unfilled) promise of up-front
infrastructure for communities to be provided tlglbwdeferralto yet to be worked-out
public-private infrastructure delivery mechanisifiis represented a post-political strategy
which could not necessarily be resolved but whigéllgd resistance to growth at a point in
time. In Aberdeen and Edinburgh, it is argued is thesis that concepts of ‘sustainability’
were further depoliticised. As an example, althodghved possibly with good intention, the
Scottish Sustainable Communities Initiative, waskjy misappropriated by landowners,
developers and possibly by politicians to displdoeepolitics of growth into locations that
were not necessarily the best place for developimainivhich were ‘less political’ and would
keep planning and its outcomes ‘out of sight antdodmind’. So, through a case study
approach, this thesis argues that critique of applanning as post-political and centred on

gaining ‘consensus’ around growth is evident ircpca in Scotland.

However, a second finding is that there is a nee@ tronger understanding of ‘growth’ and
the normativity that surrounds it. Allmendinger {&) touches on the need to understand
growth depending on any person’s structural pasiffior example, the homeowner or the
person in need of a home). However, | argue thactiral positions need even greater focus
in studies of planning. A finding of this thesighet there is a still an undeveloped
understanding of what it is that might be bad abgnaiwth’ in planning. Through its
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theoretical and case study focus it begins to additgs, but far a far more nuanced approach
to understanding ‘planning and growth’ is requineglanning studies. In this thesis
Aberdeen’s pro-growth approach, co-opted as it iriiglve been by developer interests, at
least lent the (elusive) possibility that the adiégion’s affordable housing problems might be
resolved. Edinburgh’s politically irresolvable apach to growth did nothing at any point to
offer any hope that the city might achieve its lmdd vision around the provision of
affordable housing and places to work for citizesithin its city boundary. On this note,
Chapter 6 made clear that we must consider thé détny planning case study in its

context before drawing generalizable conclusionsidver they conceive of ‘growth’. For
example, in Aberdeen and Edinburgh it must be rebesed that planning authorities were
dealing with legacies of housing shortage and bdate plans. This thesis has questioned the
actual role of planning and the potential for SBR\er resolve these land-use based public
policy concerns, but only after a picking aparthad technical context in each case and a

consideration of the potential winners and losesmf‘growth-focused’ planning strategies.

The third finding lending to this key argumenthat ‘post-political’ is considered to be of
use, but only when applied critically and conteXktyand even in such circumstances it does
not offer an obvious route to better planning -t thast come (theoretically) from elsewhere.
By way of this critique, it is argued here thaaify system was ever post-political, in terms of
the disavowal of opposition to particular formsgodwth as recommended by experts, then it
was probably the period of post-war consensusig®litiscussed in Chapter 2. However, that
system was at least driven by a public-interesbmate. Post-political planning is a useful
concept because it demonstrates how in the nealibeat contemporary planning can provide
‘the worst of both worlds’: often only a pretendedemocracy, but without the provision of a
public good or the resolution of land-based pupbticy concerns. However, a danger in the
contemporary post-political critique is a lack pesificity about how planning might become
a process by which an agreed position of ‘publiedj@an be arrived at through the

collective debate and an allocation of the useuoffimite resources.

These three findings can provide useful lessonariderstanding planning in other advanced
capitalist democracies where public policy makeesg with the complexity of
environmentally sustainable growth and more spaadlii socially-optimal housing growth
within political contexts where house-price esgatats conceived of as economic success. It
is in these conditions that the elusive ‘win-winangcenario for spatial planning was

conceived. The post-political critique builds onexisting political-economic critique of

286



planning systems inspired by communicative thednictvare seen to be driven by the
wishful thinking of ‘sustainable economic growtfihis perhaps serves to distract from a
common enemy: that of economically driven shorniem which maximises private gains
from the development of land at societal and emvitental expense and which disallows
democratic processes that could resist this. Coimgeof this as ‘post-political’ adds to this
argument in that it establishes some new ways éeutualising and identifying the pretence
of democracy that is occurring in contemporary piag - for example via so called
‘community engagement’ in the planning processritiques the twisting of terms and
agendas such as ‘sustainable development’ wheydbteme misused to the point of
meaninglessness. This thesis finds such traitsmeigh exist in Scotland within government
and developer agendas. However, a post-politiciédjee is unlikely to change our world for
the better and might actually serve to further edsift the planning academy from the
practices which individuals and communities whoatvely working to make their lives,
and the places within which they live them, bet¥at, considerations of depoliticisation
used with existing political-economy critique o&phing practice and supplemented with
micro analysis provides a way of incorporating thie planning practice as well as

academia.

Finally, this thesis found a Scottish specific agation to the critique of planning as post-
political, lending support to the need for a cotuekunderstanding of the application of this
broad critique. The ‘Scottish approach’ to policgkimg pertains to make policy following
consultation and negotiation with participants sashnterest groups, local government
organisations and unions, with an aim of avoidimgworst excesses of neoliberalism
(Cairney et al. 2016). However, this cannot resclwetradictions of neoliberalism and
tensions including the need for central control Exeal discretion (ibid). With a specific
focus on planning, SPR was developed by Scotlanwlis planning-elite community with an
enhanced role for the development industry. Thimaroanity of interest has continued to
reshape planning in practice. This can be considerthin Scotland’s long-established neo-
corporatist tradition which | have argued is insiagly used to develop neoliberal forms of
policy. In Scotland the making and practicing oRS¢an be thought of as ‘big tent’ politics
conducted in a ‘policy village’'. It is argued img thesis that in these political-economic
circumstances, depoliticisaiton can temporarilyusi€ controversies around matters of public
concern, but that politics inevitably emerges. Riag in Scotland can then be seen as

operating a distinctive form of ‘neoliberal spati@ivernance’. Other countries and regions
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will of course have their own political-economiontexts, but can learn from this example of
considering ‘neoliberal spatial governance’. Howeeeucially, this does not mean the

politics of growth and specifically housing growshdealt with in a consistent way. The case
studies demonstrate that what when ideologies rediational imperatives hit the ground in

any situation local context still matters.

RQ3. What factors explain the main variances and aomonalities in the way Aberdeen

and Edinburgh have dealt with growth pressures?

Key argument 4: There is a continuing need to undetand planning actors and the

interplay of structure and agency in a variety of vays and contexts.

The fourth key argument of this thesis emerges filengathering of a multitude of
perspectives of participants, as planning actgrsrating within structured conditions to
achieve their own, or collective, ends. This reslednighlights the continuing need for case
study research that keeps the planning academgéddoon planning practice. Academic
research is required to critically analyse theddtres that shape planning and the way that
planning actors reshape these. It is through thid & research that possibilities and
limitations of types of planning reform can be adesed.

The second key argument above highlighted thediions as well as opportunities that
neoliberalism imposes on planning and planningractoase study research demonstrated
how in Aberdeen and Edinburgh the realisation atigpvisions and specific spatial
strategies was firstly contingent on global ecormaoainditions. In Edinburgh, the GFC hit
the City’s finance-based economy and specificalesely damaged (misplaced) hopes that
the waterfront could be regenerated as a marketrdgd transit served, focus for decades of
future growth. In Aberdeen, what has emerged thidhg research, has been the near
impossibility of planning strategically in an istdd city-region which in the last 40 years has
(while enjoying undoubted socio-economic benefitgrowth) allowed its future to become

tied to the trading price of one global commodity.

However, while at the whim of international forcplanners in nations and regions can shape
their conditions where political-economic forcesrpi. Global fluctuations do not mean we
should give up on the planning project. Planneshardeen need only to look to Stavanger
and Bergen in Norway for examples of North Sedamiised regions where, it could be

argued planning outcomes in terms of better placesbetter lives (Healey, 2010; Hall,
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2013) are apparent. Similarly, planners in Edinburgn looks to the multitude of northern
European examples of waterfront regeneration. Whuoleto ignore the importance of
economic-geography, comparing Leith to Malmo anttékdam reveals some initial and
obvious differences that national political econamgkes to the structures that planning
actors operate within. This does not mean thaiwattomes in such counties are inherently
‘good’. The Netherlands is currently strugglinghlwén affordable housing crisis. Sweden
appears not to have learned the lessons of ithdaste price bubble in the early 1990s.
Similar conditions exist in Norway, and their NoBka cities are yet to demonstrate a
plausible ability to diversify away from oil. Butany northern European countries at least
have a record of shaping markets and making plaicagjuality that planning in Scotland has
been unable to achieve consistently (Adams andi@lef013). This does not mean
outcomes in Scotland are inherently ‘bad’. But ¢hisra need to give more consideration as

to why consistent patterns emerge in particuladiamns.

At a local scale, the research reveals that asipigractors operate, individuals still matter.
Gramscian understanding of hegemony applied topatiyics and Jessop’s strategic
selectivity can be used to understand the momenéswpportunities arise for individuals to
reshape structurally conditioned, but locally coetéd, matters to fit their own or sectoral
interests. In this thesis, actors representing pvimterests, such as local and national
government and developers, generally demonstratddraoments. An important example
was the ‘shifting aside’ of the old guard of offis&and their replacement with officers more
in tune with ‘culture change’ in Aberdeen. This dencompared to the stubborn hegemony
around the issue of the ideal scale of growth awl to accommodate growth in Edinburgh.
Again, this thesis does not suggest that Edinbgrgpparent stasis is a good planning
outcome, rather that despite both applying SPRIegadistic framework, it is still the nature
of individuals interacting with forces and stru@sirand this provides an interesting
difference from Aberdeen’s case. Each case’s detratios of the strategic selectivity of
more powerful actors is more common in planningligts, but this does not discount cases
where actors who represent less powerful inteastsdemonstrate moments of resistance or
successfully reshape local conditions. The bro&mters on institutionalisation, similarly
helped to bring to light the powerful outcomestad tnformal spaces in which planning takes
place. As a formalised state structure, plannirgpigditioned by planning actors who often
operate in the spaces ‘in-between’ in planningniilag ideas emerge from the informal

meetings and the coincidences as well as from fopteaning system’ arrangements. While
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it is not possible, or advisable, to stop such edjtability, collaborative informal networks
that are increasingly encouraged in planning practnake the study of such occurrence and

the minutiae of planning practice all the more 3seey.

The interplay of structure and agency have beerodstrated through a case study approach
not only in terms of more obvious outcomes and gsees but also within the ideas and
discourse which surround planning practice in $eatl Planning actors’ own narratives of
their positions and motivations importantly demoaistd the ideological ingrained concepts
of what planning can be expected to achieve wihstructural context. From a public sector
perspective, the limitations that neoliberal idgiés enforce on planners was apparent, for
example concepts around the need to ‘keep growiithout deeper understandings of why
and for whom were common. Similarly, ideologieglafice competitiveness were
unchallenged by the vast majority of participafPieinners operate as market actors (Adams
& Tiesdell, 2012) but still, from a variety of peexctives, misunderstood their roles in
shaping the market. For example, planners and@aht spoke of ‘waiting for market to
return’ without questioning whether pre-GFC coratis were actually something to strive
for. It was clear that politicians and planners whallenged such ideas on a fundamental
basis were not in any way empowered by the plansystem; rather, they were shut down.
This thesis found that the dangers for planneecaepting planning’s place as one of
encouraging market growth to be a dangerous trajnel Aberdeen city-region planners gave
‘the market’ what it wanted but once developmeanplhad locked this in, planners had little
influence on the future shaping of their city-ragitt was seen that planning had fulfilled its
growth-focused role. As the global oil-price dowmtin Aberdeen took hold in 2015, it was
not for planning or planners to perhaps begin tenmgage a wider community and to forge a
different spatial vision for the city-region.

While this thesis argues that planning is not adghgeits potential, there is a need to retain a
view about what good planning can do without thiaigkof planners or planning as inherently
good or planning as something to be proud of amdeloriticism. The conception of the
good planner trying to do his or her best in treefaf adversity needs attention in future
research and is something | intend to focus oherfurther research. This research revealed
that obviously motivated private and business @dtx can take-over planning processes
where permitted. This should be expected and ptanactors should be aware of that.
However, the deep lying motivations of the modeay-gdlanner, conditioned by decades of

neoliberal practice, are harder to assess. Thity siveals that instrumental approaches to
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planning and constrained ideas of what might béeaell are prevalent on the part of
planning professionals as well as politicianss lhére that viewing the state as a social
relation, and planning as part of such a sociati@h, formed through competing interests in
a specific time and place, but always evolvingigsful. This conception as advocated by
Jessop’s strategic relational approach, may hdlghgebeyond complexity, rigidity, and

normativity and might ultimately lead to better enstandings of planning in practice.

This thesis demonstrates the need for, and besfefibntext specific cases of planning in
practice. Even in a small country subject to thee@lanning system, planning practice
differed greatly between the Edinburgh and Aberdegrregions. Chapters 6, 7, and 8
demonstrated the main reasons for these differearmset these out in detail. Each place
faced obvious requirements to plan for growth dmslthesis does not conceive of growth as
a bad thing. The Aberdeen city-region’s relativadasion, its unusual oil and gas based
economy, the fact that development cannot be shiftlgewhere, and its unique political and
cultural circumstances gave rise to a particulanfof planning. Edinburgh has its own
unique circumstances and subsequently its own pigroulture. The broad use of Hajer’'s
(1989) Gramscian three-dimensional approach opepeh understanding of each culture.
This thesis argues we should not conceive of plagel as city-regions as having a simply
anti-development political culture or a pro-devetwnt culture. Contextual factors are too
complicated for such generalisations. This resehashdemonstrated that context matters
greatly but that the planning system is still keyletermining planning outcomes. This is
because planning systems reflect the political ecoa structures that shape any given state.
This means that understanding what such a systeresents is crucial and it is through case

study research (in specific contexts) that we ap to establish this.

Reflecting on what Scottish planning represents

Having considered these three research questisnsdrth reflecting on what Scottish
planning has come to represent. Planning is a stateture in which social interests compete
over land-based strategies. In the time and pliacesich this research took place | argue
that we have arrived at a distinguishably Scoffiisin of a strategic spatial approach to
planning and that this still resembles the UK spatianning paradigm which Allmendinger
(2016) identified as ‘spatial planning: housing aedelopment without conflict (2002-
2006)’. However, strategic spatial planning wasaaisva nebulous concept; an ideal rather
than a reality, and this thesis support the viemnfiLloyd and Peel (2007) that Scottish
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planning is neo-traditional in form. So, plannirapde thought of as part of a neoliberal
competitive nation-building project, it is a digttively neo-traditional form of spatial

planning. The following paragraphs reflect on wiiiégd means in practice.

Scotland’s planning system had been developedsfmral to contradictory aims which are
inherent to capitalism in liberal democracies. Tiedahe ‘property contradiction’ between the
social character of land and its private ownersimg control and, arising from this, the
‘capitalist-democracy contradiction,” where the thé@ socialise the control of urban space to
maintain capitalism is balanced with the dangeterhocratising the control of urban land on
the other (Foglesong, 1986). SPR was another neargulating capitalism through

‘reform’. In doing so it involved a continued actapce of neoliberal ideologies with a view
that a pro-market approach, without structural {eefdrm or new means of paying for
infrastructure, could respond to the need for nimngsing in places where they were needed
most and often where local democracy tended to woptotect the interests of home-

owners.

Scottish planning and SPR was ‘compromised’, howeyecause it was designed to be used
in pre-financial crisis (GFC) conditions. Since ZQflanning has been implemented in very
different conditions and planning has been seaubpsble in failing to achieve what it was
supposed to achieve. There has been very littlstoumeng of the broader neoliberal

economic model within which planning operates.

‘Neo-traditional’ refers to the fact that the syststill takes a form that, while displaying
traits of a spatial planning approach, remainsectodts traditional regulatory form. This is
also a compromised neoliberal-neo-corporatist steteket relationship. | take neoliberalism
as an ideology which dominates Scottish publicqyalegardless of definite traits of a social-
democratic ‘Scottish difference’ and | am criticéfthe infusion of neoliberalism with
Scotland’s long-held (and often exclusionary) fafmeo-corporatism. Planning in Scotland
also represents as tool for ‘nation-building’. Thegers to the Scottish political-economic
context since 2007, which marks a transition to $f*rnment. In this period planning has
become something that is more distinctly Scottistvihere support for planning is
conditional on its use a tool to achieve conceptiofnithe competitive state and ‘sustainable
growth’ which are difficult to define in practicBre-GFC, planning was framed through
public policy concerns: specifically, the compettess of the Scottish economy and
resolving concerns around housing growth in cityioas where housing was needed most.

After 2008, planning was more explicitly taskediw&ncouraging economic recovery and
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dealing with economic crisis. This period has beelitically tumultuous in Scotland and
planning has been framed as, but not yet usedtiecas, a means towards building an
economic case for a new a nation and a nationalicentity. As the next section elaborates
upon, this is all subject to further significantdge as planning evolves, but these
fundamentals are likely to remain in the comingatkcat least. Lessons can be learned from
this study of planning in practice. It can be usedther contexts particularly across Europe
as planning is potentially to be used to aid ecanastovery after a decade of austerity, to
respond to a variety of regional economic and hausrises’, and to be used nationally and
in devolved contexts to instil national and regiddantity and distinctiveness through its

inherent political status.

Thesis Contribution

This section of the thesis brings together theraéatguments of the thesis and demonstrates
its key contributions. This study set out to depeloe existing research base on planning in
Scotland by providing a practice-based empiricad@wce grounded in wider theoretical
debates on the current nature of planning in the THe central contribution of this thesis is
that it goes towards filling a gap in terms of aaait, practice based, qualitative research
and analysis on the implementation of Scottishrmlagnreform as introduced through the
Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006.

Chapter two provided a critical review of concepitstrategic spatial planning and the place
of planning within wider governance shifts. Chapkeee critically analysed neoliberal
planning and the theoretical conceptions of plagis post-political. The research has
placed planning actors at the centre of the Stotignning system. In doing this it has
provided meso and micro-level analysis of actuaktigpment plan making processes. This
has provided a deeper understanding of what plgrini&cotland has come to represent,
particularly through the way that planning addredsey spatially based public policy
concerns around economic growth, the quest foagwile development, and specific issues
including the provision of providing housing in aseof greatest demand. The research has
contributed a practice based, theoretically grodndealysis of what drives planning actors
and the impacts they have, while working withintggatar structural conditions. In doing so
it provides both a study of interest to those palérly interested in Scottish public policy
making in practice but also to a wider audiencénwiterests in urban policy in broadly

similar political-economic contexts. In doing sohas provided a contribution to studies of
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urban governance generally and, with its Scottislu$, it has captured an important period
in Scotland’s spatial governance as the plannistesy begins yet another phase of reform

and as Scotland evolves as a nation.

Beyond this, the work contributes to debates immpiag theory. It provides a Scottish case-
study based application of a long running debatearad the effect of collaborative planning
based on communicative theory. It argues that Bbgtlanning is influenced by an
interpretation of this through the encouragemera stiakeholder agenda and greater upfront
engagement with communities and business. Thestadees demonstrate that power has not
been neutralised. Rather, government and businesest power has deepened because this
is still neoliberal governance, with neo-corpotatiaditions, and powerful interests are well
suited to take advantage of such processes. Téssstprovides a Scottish-based contribution
to the related debate around post-political navfiygdanning. It demonstrates that
depoliticisation of key areas of public concerns pursued through the planning processes in
Scotland. At all stages of planning, from the phlaaking process through to the allocation
and management of development, planning stratediesh foreclose resistance are inherent
in Scottish planning. While there has been a tawatds communicative inspired planning,
this thesis makes a case that rational, technocméinning never died out in Scotland, even
if the associated post-war ideals of planning whiey are often associated with did. It
argues that planning has been and continues ta bharently depoliticising activity; not
always successfully and not at all stages of tharphg process, but depoliticising in its

premise nonetheless.

This brings us to the final main contribution. llaging theoretical conceptions into the
reality of planning practice, this research prosidebasis for praxis in terms of the realisation
of theory and a lending to the improvement of plagmpractice. Framing this theoretically
has been important in understanding power in therphg system. This thesis argues for a
more complex approach to conceiving of power aedwinners and losers’ from planning
strategies. | argue that it is important for plaxgnactors to maintain a focus on the obvious as
well as subtler forums within which power emerged & directed in planning towards
hegemonic strategies. It is obvious that whattiero€onceived of as ‘planning’ often falls
outside the remit of ‘statutory planning’; agendasl decision making processes with land-
use based outcomes are often not planning maltteadess obvious way, the cases provide
many examples of the informal nodes of planningmfistakeholder events, to off the record

meetings, and social events seemingly beyond tderef planning. The modes of power are
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obvious in terms of development plan processesagieadas of local media, but also the less
obvious deployment of particular discourses thatdt internationally around ‘sustainable

growth” and ‘community’ in planning.

Perhaps more important is the focus of this thesighe winners and losers from planning
strategies. Practitioners and academics need fpdaesidering the power of who gets what,
how and why from planning and to do this criticallyne structural position of those involved
in planning needs to be more carefully consideretithis does not require any grand new
theory but rather a continuing focus on power dadférms it comes in. This does not just
mean wealthy landowners and developers lookingiserthe value of their assets, but even
homeowners who conceive of their home as an as$et protected by planning. We need to
consider the outcomes of voters reluctant to paptiblic services and quick to punish
politicians and parties who suggest that changes the neoliberal state model might be
required. The impact of such actions on the lesgepinil, on the amenity of communities
requiring infrastructure, and on groups such atersrand priced out commuters, all needs
continued focus. This is particularly importantSxtland again reforms its planning system;
reform which is taking place with a sense thas planning that is failing rather than
recognising the inherent structural limitationsSgbtland’s neoliberal political economy. The
wider debate, such as that now emerging aroundrkfiodn does demonstrate signs of
recognising these structures and this offers pieior a better way of planning. In these
conditions now is a good time to add to the eviedvase of practice-based research.

Developing the research agenda

The findings outlined in this thesis make an imaottcontribution to three broad areas
outlined above. Through the research and writimg@ss, a series of additional questions and
alternative ideas arose. Some of these are stilhpat and are now set out here. Considering
these should aid further research of the typelthate set out as required in the previous

section.

Firstly, this is a case study approach based @elaon development plan making processes.
This qualitative research could only catch partiaifs at a moment in time, capturing their
current views and their reflections on the pasinRing processes obviously move on and
future research might focus further on developnpdart implementation through a stage by
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stage longitudinal approach. This may obviousletaKkot of time to come to fruition.
However, the ‘on the ground’ outcomes of planniffgroa rich and valuable source for
future research. This could focus on the way incivlihe development management system
is being put into practice. Such work would be aélle in building our understanding of

what planning represents in practice in any giwaall or national context.

Secondly, there is a need for further fine-graicase study research to understand why
practice particularly in the UK appears to recutlsedebate the same issues in terms of the
need to deliver growth in the right places at igatrtime, without cognisance of the
structures that are at work preventing the readinaif better planning processes and
outcomes. Planning theories have a similarly répetiineage which does not demonstrably
move planning towards making better places eithernntensification of ground-level
planning research and a continued focus on bringiggther planning practice and the

academy could help to offer a route out of thideyc

Thirdly, there is a need for research to focus bnoader range of contexts. My research
demonstrated the value of the comparative casg sippioach in two city regions facing
growth pressures. Future research could focustgiragions facing different economic
conditions in order to add to our understanding/lot planning offers in such
circumstances. Comparative case study researclglirout the consistencies and
differences. One consistency which requires furtbsearch was the role of central
government in planning, not only in the sense ef‘fiolicy village’ of Holyrood but in the
development of ideas what planning reform meantisnelventual interpretation in each
case. The thesis borrowed from theoretical conoegptof English planning and applied it to
a Scottish context. Future research could welldwifrom such theory and comparisons, but
what could lend to the debate is comparative warklanning systems in small countries

particularly in the European context.

Finally, research needs to focus on spatially guaece as it evolves, beyond statutory
planning. | captured data which demonstrated hamrmphg faces something of an identity
crisis. This is occurring as community planninge(grartnership approach to planning better
services in places) takes on a greater importakicthe same while spatially based plans for
economic development become focused on City Dealtaborative, but elite-driven,
approaches to the strategic improvement of regiecahomies). This is leaving an unclear
role for planning. In Scotland a spatial approaxplanning has not encompassed these roles,

rather it appears planning could be being shifeedea Future research needs to keep a focus
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on the continuing ‘spatial planning project’ ane tlole for planning within spatially based

governance.
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Appendix 1

Sector/Role Title/Role Case Study

Interviews conducted in 2013 as part

of MRes research.

1 Councillor Former leader city council Aberdeer

2 Councillor Councillor in area of major Aberdeen
proposed change

3 Councillor Chair planning Aberdeen and Aberdeen
rotating on ACSDPA

4 Councillor Former chair planning Aberdeen
Aberdeenshire and ACSDPA

5 Former Councillor Former Councillor Aberdeen

6 Councillor Councillor in area of major Aberdeen
proposed change

7 Councillor Councillor in area of major Aberdeen
proposed change

8 Councillor Councillor in area of major Aberdeen
proposed change

9 Councillor Councillor in area of major Aberdeen
proposed change

10 | Councillor Chair of planning Aberdeenshire | Aberdeen
and ACSDPA

11 | Planning Authority Aberdeenshire Council Aberdeen

development planner

Interviews below conducted 2015/

16

298



12 | Planning Authority Aberdeenshire Council Aberdeen
(interviewed in both research development planner
periods same person as
interview 11)
13 | Planning Authority Aberdeen City developmentpler | Aberdeen
14 | Planning Authority Aberdeen City and Shire SDPA | Aberdeen
15 | Planning Authority Aberdeen City Development Aberdeen
Management Planner
16 | Councillor Aberdeen City Vice Chair of Aberdeen
Council
17 | Private Sector Private sector planner ex Aberdeéberdeen
City Council
18 | Councillor Councillor Aberdeenshire Aberdeen
(interviewed in both research
periods same person as
interview 9)
19 | Councillor Former chair of planning Aberdeen
(interviewed in both research Aberdeenshire
periods same person as
interview 4)
20 | Campaign group Leader of Save UTG campaign | Aberdeen
Aberdeen
21 | Planning Authority South East Scotland SDPA nBdrgh
22 | Private sector Private Sector Planner Edinburgh
23 | Private sector Private Sector Planner Edinbungh
24 | Planning Authority Aberdeenshire Council Aberdeen
development planner
25 | Planning Authority Aberdeenshire Council Aberdeen
development management
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26 | Planning Authority Aberdeenshire Council Aberdeen
development planner
27 | Councillor Chair of Aberdeen City planning | Aberdeen
(interviewed in both research committee
periods same person as
interview 4)
28 | Economic Dev Authority Economic Development Aberdeen
Aberdeenshire Council
29 | Community Council Cults Milltimber and Bieldside | Aberdeen
community council
30 | Private Sector Housebuilder interest/Privatéosec Edinburgh
planner
31 | Community Council Barnton and Cramond CommunityEdinburgh
Council
32 | Economic Dev Authority Economic Development Ateen | Aberdeen
City
33 | Planning Authority Aberdeen City Council Aberdee
34 | Private Sector Urban Designer and Planner Edyhbu
35 | Private Sector Private sector (former head of | Aberdeen
planning at Aberdeen City)
36 | Councillor Member of Edinburgh Planning | Edinburgh
Committee
37 | Architect Private Architect/Designer Scotland/ Edinburgh
Government Advisor
38 | Campaign Group Edinburgh heritage group Edigibur
39 | Public-Private Former ACSEF now part of Aberdeen
Opportunity North East
40 | Community Council Leith/Waterfront Community Edinburgh

Council

300



41 | Campaign group Pressure group that campaigns fdgdinburgh
public involvement in planning
processes

42 | Public-Private Public Private partnership — Edinburgh
(Business)

43 | Councillor-academic Former chair of Edinburghnpling | Edinburgh
committee

44 | Planning Authority Development Plans South East | Edinburgh
Scotland Local Authority

45 | Councillor Chair of Edinburgh City Planning| Edinburgh
Committee

46 | Housebuilder 3 Person interview national Edinburgh
housebuilder

47 | Civil Servant Former Chief Planner Scotland Boat

48 | Planning Authority Former City of Edinburgh Caiin | Edinburgh

officer
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