
Speech made to Planning Democracy By Ann Coleman, Greengairs Community Council 
 
Ann Coleman from the village of Greengairs in North Lanarkshire. Our village has the largest capacity 
landfill site in Europe as its nearest neighbour which we have lived with for 30 years, we also have four 
recently completed landfills and endured over 40 years of opencast extraction of coal which came to an 
end in 2005.  
 
Due to the accumulation of bad neighbour developments our community was forced to engage with the 
planning system on a frequent basis over many years.   
 
The lack of enforcement of conditions, restoration that was never completed and environmental and 
public health protection which falls far short of real life needs – resulted in local people having no trust in 
any written or verbal assurances or information. 
 
When we became aware that the planning system was to be reformed and that one of the key aims was 
to restore public confidence and trust in the system – we hoped that at last our voice would be heard and 
that our real life experiences would influence the new legislation. We were assured that our input would 
be valued and that it would be influential. And despite a majority in favour of a Third Party Right of 
Appeal we were told that early engagement would negate the need for it. 
 
So we did as we were told and set out to participate in the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Structure Plan 
which was being consulted on at the time.  The first step we took was to produce a questionnaire to 
gauge local aspirations for the future.  We were very pleasantly surprised by the volume and quality of 
response.  We collated the responses into an overall vision and it was at this point that the two other 
community councils from the areas adjoining ours came on board. 
 
Remembering that there was no template to follow – this was new - and that we couldn’t afford to pay for 
any relevant expertise, we had to rely on the patience and support of the Structure Plan Team to help us 
to produce a document that would be an acceptable submission.  I am pleased to say the Structure Plan 
Team gave us the support required for our submission to be successful in having the area designated as 
a Rural Investment Area - which would have supported our local vision. 
 
It’s worth noting that the Scottish Executive were so impressed by our efforts that they awarded us 
funding for a basic visualisation project based on our vision. 
 
The next step was to engage with the Local Development Plan.  We were advised that more specific 
detail would be needed – that concerned us somewhat as we felt completely out of our depth at this 
stage.  However we were very fortunate to have a Local Plan Team who demonstrated considerable 
patience in encouraging and supporting us to participate.  They were excited to be involved with their 
first ever joint community submission to the local plan. 
 
We answered every criteria that was required – plus a few that were emerging as desirable – waste 
management, recycling technologies, renewable energy, jobs, food production, public access, outdoor 
activities and community initiatives. 
 
The management team for the Owner /operator of the landfill site had been constructively engaging with 
local people for a number of years.  We had already worked together to agree recycling technologies 
and the potential for partnership working with other companies on recovery and re-use technologies.   
Don’t forget it was courageous for local people to support measures which result in the reduction of 
waste to landfill – every tonne of waste diverted from landfill extends the life expectancy of the landfill 
site – at present the estimate is 100 years. 
 
And we supported 9 wind turbines to add to the renewable energy that would be produced by the 
recycling technologies.  The one development we stated, through all of our participation, that we would 
not support – was incineration.  Having read the consultation responses to Scottish Planning Policy 10 
on waste management, we were very aware that our area would be vulnerable to this unacceptable 
technology. – That’s why we put so much emphasis on recycling and renewables in our vision. 
 



The Rural Investment Area designation in the Structure Plan was supported in the Local Development 
Plan – and still remains in place. 
However that isn’t how it has turned out.   A Developer circumvented the Development Plan process and 
got their application to build an incinerator in our back yard – approved. 
 
Our successful early engagement and our vision which reflected input from local people were never even 
given a mention never mind consideration by the Planning Department or the Council who approved the 
application.   
 
This also demonstrates the flaw in the derisory comment about who Community Councils actually 
represent – and the equally derisory myth that the public are the Nimbys’.  
 
Obviously we still followed through and responded to the Scoping Report, the EIA and the 1600 page 
application with no success at any stage of our input being influential.   
 
SEPA supported the application on the basis that it would be a regional facility, serving 7 Regions and 
crossing three development plan areas and that it complied with the Area Waste Plan.  However at that 
time, the joint North and South Lanarkshire submission to the AWP had no valid SEA.  No alternative 
location was considered either through the SEA process or the EIA – and we still have questions that 
remain unanswered. 
 
So who benefitted – the public who successfully followed the rules or those who didn’t?   
 
There can be no justification for the outcome – if the public who don’t have access to paid expertise to 
represent their interest - can engage with the Development Plans – why should a Developer who has 
financial resources and expertise be supported by Government bodies when they don’t follow the 
procedure.  And how can it be justifiably for Government organisations not to follow procedure.  Seems 
that the rules apply to the public only. 
 
 
We asked for a Public Local Inquiry but were told that the Minister was of the opinion that once a Local 
Authority had made a decision it should stand – a bit ironic considering what has happened since with a 
number of PLI’s about incinerators where the Government system has overturned the Local Authority 
decision. 
 
So we thought about a JR – being aware that we would need a local resident to subject themselves to 
public scrutiny of the their life to claim Legal Aid – the three community councils raised £1800 to pay for 
Counsel opinion on whether there was likely to be scope for a successful challenge – before asking 
anyone to put themselves through the process.  Our effort resulted in the Developer’s legal 
representative writing to ours to ask for the names and addresses of every member of the three 
community councils as they reserved the right to sue each and every one of us for any expenses 
incurred by the Developer as a consequence of any delay.    
 
I would argue that the Developer shouldn’t have the right to make this threat against the public – since it 
is the political and planning system that we look to challenge and not the Developer.  And if our 
challenge was deemed to have sufficient grounds for Judicial consideration then it is the Government 
and Local Authority actions that would have been questioned – making them liable and not the public. 
 
The advice from Counsel was that the limited remit of a JR would be unlikely to fully consider our issues 
and that since the reforms were newly in place – it would be impossible to say if any other Local 
Authority would have acted in the same way.   
 
So much for the promise that early engagement would negate the need for a community right of appeal. 
It appears that early engagement in effect limits, even more, the opportunity for public appeal as 
opposed to negating the public need for it.  I am sure you can understand why the public who engage 
with the system see this as another aspect of the inequality in the system. 
 
We don’t have resources equivalent to Developers, Developers don’t need to comply with the same 
procedures as the public, there is no accessible accountability for our compliance with the appropriate 



processes or the resultant input, there is no accessible appeal or scrutiny option to test our input against 
alternatives, and there is no need for the Government to even meet us face to face to discuss why when 
we followed their instructions to the letter we were unsuccessful.    
 
Our experience has shown that the reforms appear to have done more to increase the lack of public 
confidence and trust in the system and have increased the inequality in participation.  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 


