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Meeting Note

1. Welcome and introduction

The Chair welcomed attendees, both online and in-person. She explained the
purpose of the meeting and outlined this was to address considerations of the
robustness of the research to inform preparation of Evidence Reports for new Local
Development Plans. The timing of the discussion in relation to first Evidence
Reports being submitted to Gate Check was noted.

2. Overview of research
See accompanying Presentation slides.

Dr Boyle outlined the context and provided an overview of the report. He explained
that the aim of the research was to capture housing need in Scotland in a holistic
and comprehensive way. The report was designed to inform LDPs in the evidence
gathering stage, by providing recent evidence on existing housing need. It provided a
“starting point” through estimating a gross housing need figure.

Dr Boyle explained the methodological approach taken for this research, and the
reasons for it. A key aspect was not to overburden participants, which limited the
questionnaire to 16 questions so to ensure it was a reasonable length and took no
longer than 15-20 minutes to complete. The survey was considered cost-effective,
and although parts may be commercially confidential, an offer was made to discuss
this further. Dr Boyle covered many of the questions previously circulated through
the presentation and concluded his presentation, stating that the report suggests that
need is much more complex and higher than official estimates.

3. Discussion
Having covered many of the previously circulated questions, the Chair provided a
further opportunity for any additional or follow up questions.

Areas covered in discussion included: follow up from the pilot exercise, net/gross
figures, Scot Pulse, self-assessment nature of questions, objectiveness of official
statistics, sample size, definitions and assumptions, disaggregation to local authority
level, affordable and market figures, comparisons with HoOTOC figures.

Murdo MacPherson highlighted that neither the SG’s HNDA Tool nor the Diffley/
Rettie research produced a figure for existing need that local authorities would be
expected to solely use. The HNDA Tool provides the HoOTOC figure for existing need
which is the minimum robust estimate for local authorities to consider and add to with
their own robust data to provide a figure of existing need for their area. The Diffley/
Rettie research is a gross estimate of existing need and if local authorities were to
consider using this they would need to reduce this to the appropriate robust net
figure appropriate for their area.

Dr Boyle and Mark Diffley offered a full written response to the questions previously
submitted which could then be circulated. It was also offered that if there are any
further questions, from authorities or elsewhere, the research team would be happy
to respond to them.



An authority raised the next steps following the discussion, particularly in relation to
netting off to inform LDPs. Authorities suggested a HoPS discussion to consider this
further.

The Chair reemphasised that each authority will make their own decisions based on
locally available information, and DPEA will make decisions on a case-by-case
basis, taking into account all views submitted.

Kevin Murphy explained HfS position, that they are comfortable that this is robust
enough that authorities can use this research as part of the evidence base in
determining that more homes are needed. Following meetings with some local
authorities, they are keen to meet with others.

4. AOB and Conclusion
Actions / 27/8/24 Update

1. Rettie/Diffley to provide written answers to questions already submitted and
the questionnaire used for the survey.

Complete: Rettie/Diffley have provided written answers to questions
submitted.

2. Authorities to provide any additional questions to be responded to.
Complete — One authority provided additional questions and provided to
research team.

3. Answers to be circulated to those attending the discussion and wider HOPS
contacts via Development Plan sub-committee.

Complete — Written answers circulated to those who attended the meeting
and the Improvement Service.

4. Research team and HfS offered to meet individually with authorities.

5. Research team to meet with SG statisticians/analysts around definitions and
alignment.

27/8/24 — Meeting with SG statisticians/analysts to take place in September.

6. Planning authorities to consider discussion via HoPS.

27/8/24 — HoPS discussion to take place at September Development Planning
sub-committee.



