
Site B – Unstable landfill site 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Sturgeon / Kevin Stewart / John McNairney 
 
Notice of Intention 
DPEA Ref: - DPEA case reference for proposed Film Studio / Power Station at  
Old Pentland 
 
With reference to my letter dated 4 October 2017 to Cabinet 
Secretaries, Kevin Stewart and John McNairney regarding note of 
intention for the above dated 3 April 2017. I would ask whether the 
Scottish Government has carried out developer background and 
financial checks prior to issuing a Notice of Intention of a ‘nationally 
important’ mixed used development including power station and film 
studio. Planning matters do not explicitly require consideration of 
such matters however Scottish Minister themselves chose to pull in 
this application as a matter of ‘national importance’. As such one 
can assume a stake should be placed on the financial likelihood of 
such a ‘nationally important’ mixed development taking place as well as  
the background of those expected to deliver the proposal. Note this is within the context of this application 
being opposed by local residents, the local community council, the local authority as well as the designed 
Reporter who advised this appeal should be rejected.  
 

I would like to provide some additional background to the development application for  
 regulated by the Crofters Holdings (Scotland) Act 1886 and the Small 

Landholders (Scotland) Act 1911.  
 

1. Appendix 1 - letter dated 21 Feb 2000 highlights a previous crude attempt by the landowners,  
The letter states, “Our 

purpose in writing to you is to ask that you  
 within which to do so.  

   
 

2. Appendix 2 - letter dated 23 May 2001 shows  as a Trustee of Pentland 
Estate, again Pentland Estate being the landowners of No. 1 and No. 2 Smallholdings, Old 
Pentland (Site A). f Clippens Development Ltd. and 
has signed missives with Pentland Estate to purchase Sites A and B.  

 

3. Appendix 3 – basis of Site matrix which highlights falsifications about the Old Pentland site which 
resulted in it being the ‘preferred’ location. I continue to question what this site is actually for also 
why it was deemed necessary to falsify data for the Old Pentland site to ‘make’ it the preferred 
setting. 

 

With Scottish Ministers stepping in to make a decision on the mixed-use development and having issued a 
Note of Intention to grant said planning in principle, I would ask has a scrutiny check been undertaken 
regarding the background of the purchaser / developer? Given Scottish Ministers took the step to 
intervene based on the ‘national importance’ of this planning application was a basic validation check carried 
out to ensure the robustness of the proposals financial viability.  
 

A basic check on Companies House highlights the below: 
 

Clippens Development Limited – Company No: 276494     Date of Incorporation: 25 November 2004 
        Status: Active       

Nature of Business: 41100 - Development of building projects 
Company Type: Private Limited Company (Dormant Company) 
Accounts for a dormant company: Balance sheet as at 30 November 2016 - Cash at bank and in hand £1 
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PSL Land Ltd – Company No: SC491629       Date of Incorporation: 19 November 2014 

Company Type: Private Limited Company       Status: Active 
Next Accounts Due: 31 August 2017 – OVERDUE 
Last Accounts made up to 30 November 2015:  (£164,779) 
Nature of Business: 68100 - Buying and selling of own real estate 
Note: (Director of Clippens Development Limited)  

 
 
Link to Biofuelwatch media release: 
www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PSL-PR-1.pdf 
 

The primary supporting documentation for this application is the Note 
of Intention issued by Scottish Ministers and now directly affect the case for eviction. I have raised concern on 
numerous occasions regarding the inconsistency of the applicant and appellant in this case. Letter dated 9 
January 2017 clearly highlights the legally unrelated entities of Pentland Studios Ltd, the applicant who 
submitted the original pre documentation and application for PPP dated 5 May 2015 to Midlothian Council and 
PSL Land Ltd, the appellant who submitted appeal documentation to DPEA on 3 December 2015.  Under 
Section 47(2) of the Town and Country planning (Scotland) Act 1997 only Pentland Studios Ltd should 
legally have the ability to appeal the above application. While Scottish Ministers seem to have a different 
interpretation of this act it is clear only the person lodging the application has the right to appeal the decision.  
 
Further the response to this letter received from the Scottish Government stated, 

“It is not considered that any such discrepancy has undermined the substantive consideration 
of the application or has given rise to any unfairness to any parties to the process.”  

 
I cannot be any more clear in stating the fail of Scottish Ministers to stick to the specific conditions 
within Section 47(2) of the Town and Country planning (Scotland) Act 1997 has directly and 
unequivocally allowed the landowner to begin legal proceeding for my eviction.  
 
I am sorely disappointment and disgusted that the Scottish Government have gone against the decision of 
‘professional’ reporter, Midlothian Council, Community Council and local residents who all advised this 
proposal by refused.   and totally 
unacceptable moreso taking into consideration the many questionable discrepancies within this appeal / 
documentation.  At no time has 

eing regulated by the Crofters Holdings 
(Scotland) Act 1886 and the Small Landholders (Scotland) Act 1911.      
 
‘Scottish Ministers are minded to grant planning permission in principle for this proposed development, subject 
to conditions and the completion of a planning obligation . .’ It is deplorable that Scottish Government is 
‘minded to grant planning permission in principle’ when Scottish Government cannot guarantee that 
the control of the land and therefore development of proposal will ever be delivered.   
 
This is a national disgrace. 
 
Yours 
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Appendix 2 



 
 

Section 7 – fails to mention high visibility of proposed A701 realignment which would bisect the site  
Section 19 – Categorically untrue statement - Scottish Enterprise advise “This site was not that which has been 
developed by Police Scotland.”  
Section 20 - https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/pinewood_deal?unfold=1#incoming-820452  
Highlights why Pinewood declined Pacific Quay, Glasgow including: 

- Govan Road would bisect the development, which Pinewood considered unacceptable. 

Only acceptable sites from 27 sites identified 
 Site Selection Criteria   
1 TRANSPORT LINKS 

Road 
Rail  
Airport 
Other 

 
A720 
4.9 miles (Eskbank) 
10 miles (Edinburgh Airport 
Buses every 30 mins 

 
M73 
0.5 miles (Gartcosh) 
17.3 miles (Glasgow Airport) 
Train every 60 mins 

2 SITE AREA 
Acreage  
Availability 

 
23.18 Ha –wrong acreage 
Immediate – although references smallholder in situ under Section 19  

 
12 Ha 
Within 1 year 

3 ENV STATUS 
Ground Report 
Ecology Existing 
Environmental 
Contingent Liability 

 
Available from WSP 
Bats, Badgers (Betails from WSP) 
Class C Agricultural - inaccurate 
Shale Mine on part of Backlot area –former excavated sand pit, latterly 
landfill site, having never been analysed due to health and safety 
concerns   

 
Available from Scottish Enterprise 
Available from Scottish Enterprise 
Available from Scottish Enterprise 
Ex-Steelworks 

4 UTILITIES 
Power 
Water  
Sewage 
Gas 

 
Connection available from Torness - ?? 
Use of rainwater storage & good potable supply available 
Present connection to be upgraded – septic tanks 
Existing high pressure gas line on site req. upgrade – 2 miles away 

 
Good connection availability 
Good connection availability 
Good connection availability 
Good connection availability 

5 PLANNING STATUS 
Project Designation 
Timescale to Consent 

 
Early release of proposed green belt - brown and grey site 
12 months – currently 3 years  

 
Industrial use 
12 months 

6 POPULATION 
2011 Census (Country) 
People / SQ.km 
Nearest City 
Adult Population 
Qualification Level 

 
83,187 
235 
476,626 (Edinburgh) 
45 to 85+ 
Above Average 

 
337,727 
719 
593,245 (Glasgow) 
30 to 74 yo 
Very Low 

7 SITE TOPOGRAPHY Very Good.  Use of natural landfalls to provide cover for height of large 
stages and security from public viewing 

Level site. High visibility from M8 

8 ARTESAN SUPPORT 
Construction 
Creative 
Media 

 
Excellent 
Very Good. Refer to Edinburgh Media info 
Very Good 

 
Excellent 
Very Good 
Very Good 

9 COMPLEMENTARY 
FACILITIES 
Historical Visitor Attraction 
Cultural Visitor Attraction 

 
 
Protection of existing graveyard recommended 
Edinburgh Castle 

 
 
Bothwell Castle 
Strathclyde Park 

10 SITE PERCEPTION 
Media 
Creative 
Political 
  Notional 
  Local 
Productions 

 
Excellent 
Excellent 
 
Supportive 
Supportive 
Excellent 

 
Poor 
Poor 
 
Supportive 
Supportive 
Excellent 

11 INTEREST & ASSISTANCE 
National  
Local 

 
None available through state aid 
None available through state aid 

 
None available through state aid 
None available through state aid 

12 FILM PRODUCTION HISTORY Very good around Edinburgh City area None available 
13 FINANCIAL 

Site Deliverance Initiative 
National 
Local 
Taxation 
Capital Tax Allowances 
RSA / European Aid 
Funding 

 
None available 
None available 
None available 
Better than national average 
Better than national average 
None available 
Positive 

 
None available 
None available 
None available 
Better than national average 
Better than national average 
None available 
Positive 

14 RISK ANALYSIS 
Construction 
Real Estate 

 
Acceptable  
Minimal 

 
Acceptable  
Minimal 

15 SENSITIVITY 
Studio 
Creative 
People 

 
Very Good 
Excellent 
Very Good 

 
Very Good 
Excellent 
Very Good 

16 EDUCATION 
Local  
Area / Region 

 
ABC1 
Average 

 
C2DE 
Below Average 

17 QUALITY OF LIFE Average Below Average 
18 SOCIAL / ECONOMIC 

Newspaper Readership 
No of Investors 
Car Ownership 
Property Ownership 

 
Average 
Below Average 
Average 
Above Average 

 
Below Average 
Almost None 
Almost None 
Average 

19 PUBLIC RELATIONS Existing small holder agreement to recile will require high support to the 
land owner 

Poor – Allocation of new Police Forensic 
HQ & probable new Scottish Fire Brigade 
HQ on this site 

20 MISCELLANEOUS The complete masterplan including academy, student accommodation, 
data center and energy centre will be provided by this location 
Site Accepted by Pinewood - ???? 

Site already identified for Police & Fire 
Brigade HQs 
Site Rejected by Pinewood 

Appendix 3 
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Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Tourism and 

External Affairs  
Fiona Hyslop MSP 

 

 

T: 0300 244 4000 
E: scottish.ministers@gov.scot 

 

 

Mr Joe FitzPatrick MSP 
The Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 
 
 

 

___ 
 
Your ref:  
Our ref: 2017/0017163 
         May 2017 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your letter of 9 May in which you request further information on behalf 
of your constituent Grant Keelan, specifically regarding why Edinburgh was chosen 
and whether Dundee was considered as a location for the Pentland studio proposal. 
 
I should clarify that the Scottish Government is not procuring a film studio, but is 
working in partnership with Scottish Enterprise and Creative Scotland to support 
private sector investors interested in pursuing studio infrastructure projects that 
comply with state aid rules.  
 
It is therefore a developer’s choice where they think a studio would be best located 
and for them to ensure the appropriate planning permission is in place for any 
development. 
 
I hope that this is of assistance.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIONA HYSLOP 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 



 

 

 
 







 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 



 

 

From:  

Sent: 19 February 2016 11:04 

To: Hyslop F (Fiona), MSP 

Subject: Film Studio 

Dear Fiona 

I am almost bemused about Scotland's lack of progress in securing a proper film 

studio. I have followed the story way back before the Scottish Parliament when Sean 

Connery was stymied by green belt legislation in Edinburgh many years ago, although 

RBS was later successful in byuilding its offices at Gogarburn. It seems Government 

quangos don't seem to think it is that important and are content for Northern Ireland, 

Wales and just about anywhere else to leave Scotland behind. 

We need a film studio. You have worked hard to secure one without breaching EU 

regulations on public funding but with no obvious progress to date. And then, like a 

miracle, a private company submits plans to build a fully developed studio without the 

need for public funding. We should be dancing in the streets. The problem seemed to 

have been solved. 

But instead of rejoicing, Midlothian Council turns it down! The Scottish Government 

must over-ride that decision. 

With regard to concerns over the green belt, that legislation was designed with the 

Home Counties in mind back in the 1940s. At its best, it meant ribbon development 

was forbidden and ordinary folk could continue to get the tram to the last stop on the 

line and then walk into the countryside. The world has changed enormously since 

these days. Now people can access the country at a distance from their homes. Our 

capital city has to be allowed to grow. There will be plenty of Pentlands National 

Park not impacted by the proposed studio. We live in a democracy, and I am sure the 

great majority of folk will find a film studio a lot more interesting than preserving 

some sterilised land next to a retail park and just south of the bypass. 

What profit is there in preserving the countryside around our towns and cities, if it 

diminishes economic growth and our young people are no longer here to enjoy it but 

end up living in the south of England, where the jobs are? (I was appalled at Stirling 

Council frustrating Judy Murray's plans. It makes the local fuss over Andy Murray 

seem quite hypocritical.) 

This is a test of whether we are serious in developing the Scottish economy to a level 

at which it can sustain our public expenditure. 

Best wishes 

 

 

********************************************************************* 

*** 

This message has been received from an external party and 

has been swept for the presence of computer viruses. 

********************************************************************* 

*** 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Local Government and Communities Directorate 

Planning and Architecture Division 

 

 

T: 0131-244 5902   
E: planning.decisions@gov.scot 

 

 


 

Ms Marie Gray 
 
By email to: marie_imjolly51@hotmail.com  
 

 

___ 
 
Your ref:  
Our ref: 2017/0034350 
03 November 2017 
 
 
Dear Ms Gray 
 
Thank for your email to Ms Hyslop regarding Scotland’s Film Industry and the 
Pentland Studio site. Please accept my apologies for the delay in responding to you. 
I am responding on behalf of Scottish Government.  
 
Scottish Ministers intention to grant planning permission in principle for the Pentland 
Film Studio development was made on the 3 April 2017, subject to conditions and a 
planning obligation. The next steps involve the conclusion of the planning obligation 
before Ministers can formally grant permission for the proposal.  
 
The Scottish Government is committed to supporting Scotland’s screen sector to 
achieve its potential and is ambitious to see it grow in a way that is sustainable, 
inclusive and promotes wider economic growth. 
 
In the Programme for Government we made a commitment to double investment for 
film and TV to £20m next year, to continue support for Gaelic TV production through 
MG Alba, and to create a dedicated Screen Unit to encourage further growth in the 
film and TV sector. We have also given financial support to the National Film and 
Television School’s plans to establish a base in Scotland. 
 
We have also consistently argued for the BBC and other broadcasters to increase 
their support for the creative industries, most recently in our responses to 
consultations on the BBC and Channel 4 where we urged that these broadcasters 
are set higher quotas for the amount of network TV programming they make in 
Scotland. 
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Production spend on film and TV in Scotland increased by more than 30% last year 
to a record high. The figures, released by Creative Scotland, show that production 
spend in 2016 reached £69.4 million – the highest figures since records began, and 
a £16.7 million increase on 2015. Since 2007, spend has increased more than 200% 
from £23 million. 
 
The Production Growth Fund is administered by Creative Scotland using funds from 
Scottish Government and the National Lottery to incentivise production in Scotland, 
encouraging the use of Scottish facilities and crew. The fund has so far generated 
£17.5m for the economy, a return of £10 for every £1 awarded.  
 
In addition, Creative Scotland's Screen Commission actively promote all areas of 
Scotland as filming locations and I include a link to further information here: 
http://www.creativescotlandlocations.com/  
 
I hope that this is of assistance. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Grainne Lennon  

 
Grainne Lennon 
 

 

http://www.creativescotlandlocations.com/


 

 

To: Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs 

Subject: FW: Pentland Film Studio bid 

From:  

Sent: 10 December 2015 12:45 

To: Hyslop F (Fiona), MSP 

Subject: Pentland Film Studio bid 

Dear Ms Hyslop, 

I am writing to you in support of the Pentland Film Studios planning bid. I live in 

Leith and am an indie filmmaker. I am not your constituent but would ask that you 

hear me out (I've also written to Deidre Brock and left a note in support of the bid on 

the Midlothian Council application page). 

You are no doubt aware that Scotland's film industry have been clamouring for a 

studio complex for years, decades even. Hollywood producers came and went, and 

told us that they would love to shoot their films and TV series in Scotland but were 

put off by our lack of facilities. Most famously, we lost out on HBO's Game of 

Thrones which went to Northern Ireland instead. It is not enough for US productions 

like World War Z and Cloud Atlas to sustain a national film industry (especially if 

they bring their own crew). It is not enough for the likes of Danny Boyle to come up 

and make Trainspotting 2. There is far more to Scottish filmmaking than that, or the 

works of Ken Loach and Paul Laverty (no disrespect to Mssrs Boyle and Loach). We 

have to be able to produce and distribute our own films that appeal to a national and 

global audience, and a national film studio would make that goal immeasurably easier. 

We launched a petition addressed to the Scottish Govt, Scottish Enterprise and 

Creative Scotland this week and gathered 2,700 signatures in the space of 3 days. 

(https://www.change.org/p/scottish-government-creative-scotland-and-scottishenterprise- 

support-the-development-of-pentland-filmstudios? 

recruiter=11175262&utm_source=share_petition&utm_medium=facebook&u 

tm_campaign=share_facebook_responsive&utm_term=des-lg-no_src-custom_msg&f 

b_ref=Default) 

In concrete terms, the Pentland Film Studio is estimated to create 900 jobs in the area 

of Midlothian and Edinburgh at large. That's nothing to be sniffed at. I was at the 

meeting on Thursday 3 December where Jim O'Donnell and Norman Reid laid out 

their vision for the studio, the Academy for Napier University students, the data 

centre and the hotel to be used for studio staff and guests, and students. They 

explicitly stated that they have every intention of alleviating green belt and 

environmental concerns. Further, it would be a privately owned studio and therefore 

cost the Council or the Scottish Government not a single penny. There is a market for 

Scottish films both in Scotland and abroad, and the economic benefits of a studio 

could be very substantial, both for the local economy in Midlothian and Scotland at 

large. I certainly think that it'd benefit the area and the country more than Stratton Car 

Park or fast food chains like Burger King (though they undeniably have their uses). 

You can help end the stalemate and help hundreds, thousands of filmmakers and 

create a self-sustaining, blossoming creative industry. Please lend us your support and 

urge your colleagues in Midlothian to throw their support behind this bid. Let's not 

wait until after the Holyrood elections in May. Let's be proactive and get the ball 

rolling now. 

(PS.: As an Independence supporter, I'd also argue that the success of a film studio 

would help our argument that Scotland can indeed prosper on its own, and it'd do 

wonders in fighting the cringe that some of our fellow Scots are still under after 

decades of being told by the UK Govt and media that we are too small, too poor and 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

too stupid). 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours sincerely, 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

From: 

Sent: 23 February 2017 08:13 

To: Adam G (George), MSP; Adamson C (Clare), MSP; Allan A (Alasdair), MSP; 

Arthur T (Tom), MSP; Baillie J (Jackie), MSP; Baker C (Claire), MSP; Balfour J 

(Jeremy), MSP; Beamish C (Claudia), MSP; Beattie C (Colin), MSP; Bibby N (Neil), 

MSP; Bowman B (Bill), MSP; Briggs M (Miles), MSP; Brown KJ (Keith), MSP; 

Burnett A (Alexander), MSP; Cameron D (Donald), MSP; Campbell AE (Aileen), 

MSP; Carlaw J (Jackson), MSP; Carson F (Finlay), MSP; Chapman P (Peter), MSP; 

Coffey W (Willie), MSP; Cole-Hamilton A (Alex), MSP; Constance A (Angela), 

MSP; Corry M (Maurice), MSP; Crawford B (Bruce), MSP; Cunningham R 

(Roseanna), MSP; Davidson R (Ruth), MSP; Denham A (Ash), MSP; Dey G 

(Graeme), MSP; Doris B (Bob), MSP; Dornan J (James), MSP; Dugdale K (Kezia), 

MSP; Evans M (Mairi), MSP; Ewing A (Annabelle), MSP; Ewing F (Fergus), MSP; 

Fabiani L (Linda), MSP; Fee M (Mary), MSP; Findlay N (Neil), MSP; Finnie J 

(John), MSP; FitzPatrick J (Joe), MSP; Forbes K (Kate), MSP; Fraser M (Murdo), 

MSP; Freeman J (Jeane), MSP; Gibson K (Kenneth), MSP; Gilruth J (Jenny), MSP; 

Golden M (Maurice), MSP; Grahame C (Christine), MSP; Grant R (Rhoda), MSP; 

Gray I (Iain), MSP; Greene J (Jamie), MSP; Greer R (Ross), MSP; Griffin M (Mark), 

MSP; Harper E (Emma), MSP; Hamilton R (Rachael), MSP; Harris A (Alison), MSP; 

Harvie P (Patrick), MSP; Haughey C (Clare), MSP; Hepburn J (Jamie), MSP; Hyslop 

F (Fiona), MSP; Johnson D (Daniel), MSP; Johnstone A (Alison), MSP; Kelly J 

(James), MSP; Kerr L (Liam), MSP; Kidd B (Bill), MSP; Lamont J (Johann), MSP; 

Lamont JR (John), MSP; Lennon M (Monica), MSP; Leonard R (Richard), MSP; 

Lindhurst G (Gordon), MSP; Lochhead R (Richard), MSP; Lockhart D (Dean), MSP; 

Lyle R (Richard), MSP; MacDonald A (Angus), MSP; MacDonald G (Gordon), MSP; 

Macdonald L (Lewis), MSP; MacGregor F (Fulton), MSP; Macintosh K (Ken), MSP; 

Mackay D (Derek), MSP; Mackay R (Rona), MSP; Macpherson B (Ben), MSP; 

Maguire R (Ruth), MSP; Marra J (Jenny), MSP; Martin G (Gillian), MSP; Mason J 

(John), MSP; Matheson M (Michael), MSP; McAlpine J (Joan), MSP; McArthur L 

(Liam), MSP; McDonald M (Mark), MSP; McKee I (Ivan), MSP; McKelvie C 

(Christina), MSP; McMillan SM (Stuart), MSP; McNeill P (Pauline) Private account; 

Mitchell M (Margaret), MSP; Mountain E (Edward), MSP; Mundell O (Oliver), MSP; 

Neil A (Alex), MSP; Paterson G (Gil), MSP; Rennie W (Willie), MSP; Robison S 

(Shona), MSP; Ross D (Douglas), MSP; Ross G (Gail), MSP; Rowley A (Alex), 

MSP; Rumbles M (Mike), MSP; Ruskell M (Mark), MSP; Russell MW (Michael), 

MSP; Sarwar A (Anas), MSP; Scott J (John), MSP; Scott T (Tavish), MSP; Simpson 

G (Graham), MSP; Smith EA (Elaine), MSP; Smith E (Elizabeth), MSP; Smyth C 

(Colin), MSP; Somerville S (Shirley-Anne), MSP; Stevenson S (Stewart), MSP; 

Stewart A (Alexander), MSP; Stewart D (David) MSP; Stewart K (Kevin), MSP; 

Sturgeon N (Nicola), MSP; Swinney J (John), MSP; Thomson R (Ross), MSP; Todd 

M (Maree), MSP; Tomkins A (Adam), MSP; Torrance D (David), MSP; Watt M 

(Maureen), MSP; Wells A (Annie), MSP; Wheelhouse P (Paul), MSP; White S 

(Sandra), MSP; Whittle B (Brian), MSP; Wightman A (Andy), MSP; Yousaf H 

(Humza), MSP 

Subject: INFORMATION - CURRENT APPEAL WITH SCOTTISH MINISTERS - 

FILM STUDIO AND POWER STATION, OLD PENTLAND 

I appreciate that the above appeal is currently with Scottish Ministers awaiting a 

decision regarding a power station and film studio proposal at Old Pentland. I am 

writing to all MSP?s to ensure you are all fully aware of the facts in this case and the 

potential ramifications of the decision being made. 



 

 

These smallholdings are regulated by the Crofters 

Holdings (Scotland) Act 1886 and the Small Landholders (Scotland) Act 1911. Under 

this act the 

. Please note that 

Site A is prime agricultural land while Site B (30% of the proposed development) is a 

disused and unstable former landfill site which at no time has been part of the 

submitted Environmental Impact Assessment due to health and safety concerns in 

assessing the land. It is beyond belief that a proposed development of 'national 

importance' to Scotland can be made while 1/3 of site poses serious safety and 

environmental concerns without any examination. 

Further a number of falsifications in the selection matrix made Old Pentland the 

preferred site, see full information in my attached objection dated 19 September 2016: 

? Claim there is a high pressure gas supply on site. Categorically untrue, a 

connector is around 2 miles away from this location with no financial and planning 

available in connecting to the off-site existing supply. 

? Claim Site A has 'immediate' availability. Categorically untrue, this would 

involve with the landowner having already signed a documented as stated 

in Deloitte Report dated 29 July 2015, ?Purchase Missives although concluded, are 

conditional upon securing the Planning Permission in Principle (PPP) and the current 

owner providing vacant possession.? Given my repeated statements 

. 

? Gartcosh site, the other most appropriate site, per selection matrix regarded as 

identified by Police & Fire Brigade HQ. Categorically untrue, Scottish Enterprise has 

confirmed this was not the site which has been developed by Police Scotland but 

rather is an adjacent site. Thus, the rejection of Gartcosh no longer stands. 

it is hugely concerning to find that the Film Studio 

Delivery Group (FSDG) has already rejected this proposal in a letter to the developer 

dated 4 February 2015 as the proposal did not meet the criteria for a national studio on 

the following points: 

1. Query on the option to buy some of the site, an overlap which concluded that the 

project submitted could not promise to deliver the proposal. 

2. Questionability on financial funding and investment. 

Further a recent media release by Biofuelwatch has warned that company directors 

behind this proposal have been involved in multiple company bankruptcies: 

http://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PSL-PR-1.pdf 

A further media release by Biofuelwatch highlights the discrepancies regarding the 

large, polluting biomass power station as part of this appeal and has not been 

subjected to public consultation: http://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/wpcontent/ 

uploads/Pentland-biomass-plant-briefing.pdf 

I would confirm that a formal complaint regarding the DPEA handling of this case in 

particular the Power Station discrepancies is currently with Scottish Government - 

Stage 2 Investigation. 

Scotland's film and creative industries surely deserve better than this proposal, with 

serious underlying flaws, an attached power station and financially dubious company 

directors with no history or credibility in delivering film or creative spaces. I believe 

the Scotland Government should nurture and invest in those film studio sites already 

operating in Scotland while continuing to look at alternative proposals which delivery 

the quality and robust backing a national important development should be grounded 

in. 

There are a number of film studios recently having been developed in Scotland to 



 

 

name but a few: 

? Wardpark, Cumbernauld: Scottish Government approved public funding to 

support significant expansion of additional soundstages, production office and a 

backlot. 

? Film Services Ltd, Livingston: studio complex open in March 2016 with 3 

soundstages, post production studio complex and a 60 foot green screen. 

? Pyramids Business Park, Bathgate (former Motorola plant): available 

warehousing recently used for Trainspotting 2. 

Moreover, many alternative proposals have been suggested all being brown field or 

development sites: 

? Palamis Buidling, Leith: rejected by PSL Land Ltd as not a new build, however 

Creative Scotland are currently marketing this venue for a potential film studio site. 

Edinburgh North and Leith SNP MP Deirdre Brock gave her backing to the idea of 

converting the Pelamis building stating ?Leith is the perfect place and Pelamis is the 

perfect spot to make this happen.? 

? Guardhouse Productions, Heriot Watt University: proposal currently on the 

table meets or exceeds Scotland?s directives for film studios, including the size and 

scope, the educational pieces and by bringing in a direct line to Hollywood. 

? Shawfair, Midlothian: Cllr Ian Baxter stated, ?Shawfair has all the infrastructure 

links, location and surrounding amenities to accommodate a world-class film 

production studio. An added bonus will be the pool of young creative talent on the 

doorstep.? 

This is about a planning application being inappropriate for the location (Site A). The 

proposed development would have a detrimental visual impact on this rural setting 

and surrounding area, including a destructive impact on the character of this close 

rural community and would result in irreversible damage to the environment and loss 

of wildlife habitat would transpire. The scale and form of the development would not 

be sympathetic to its rural location and would detract from the character, visual 

amenity and environmental quality of the area. 

I wholly concur with the recommendations within the Report of Handling which was 

submitted by Midlothian Council, which after full consideration concludes that the 

recommendation is that planning permission is refused and the appeal is dismissed. 

Yours faithfully 

********************************************************************* 

* 

The Scottish Parliament: Making a positive difference to the lives of the people of 

Scotland 
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