
Customer Ref: 01747 Response Ref: ANON-KU2U-GW2C-T Supporting Info Yes

Name Stuart Salter Email stuart@geddesconsulting.com

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 1 A

We want to connect our places, parks and green spaces together as part of a city-wide, regional, and national green network. We want new development to connect to, and 
deliver this network. Do you agree with this? - Select support / don't support

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 1 B

We want to change our policy to require all development (including change of use) to include green and blue infrastructure. Do you agree with this? - Support / Object

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 1 C

We want to identify areas that can be used for future water management to enable adaptation to climate change. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 1 D

We want to clearly set out under what circumstances the development of poor quality or underused open space will be considered acceptable. Do you agree with this?  - 
Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 1 E

We want to introduce a new ‘extra-large green space standard’ which recognises that as we grow communities will need access to green spaces more than 5 hectares. Do 
you agree with this?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 1 F

We want to identify specific sites for new allotments and food growing, both as part of new development sites and within open space in the urban area. Do you agree with 
this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 1 F

We want to identify specific sites for new allotments and food growing, both as part of new development sites and within open space in the urban area. Do you agree with 
this? - Upload (max size 3mb)

Short Response No

Explanation

Choice 1 G

We want to identify space for additional cemetery provision, including the potential for green and woodland burials. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 1 H

We want to revise our existing policies and green space designations to ensure that new green spaces have long term maintenance and management arrangements in place. 
Do you agree with this? - Yes/No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 2 A

We want all development (including change of use), through design and access statements, to demonstrate how their design will incorporate measures to tackle and adapt 
to climate change, their future adaptability and measures to address accessibility for people with varying needs, age and mobility issues as a key part of their layouts. - Yes / 
No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 2 B

We want to revise our policies on density to ensure that we make best use of the limited space in our city and that sites are not under-developed. Do you agree with this? - 
Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 2 C

We want to revise our design and layout policies to achieve ensure their layouts deliver active travel and connectivity links. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 2 D

We want all development, including student housing, to deliver quality open space and public realm, useable for a range of activities, including drying space, without losing 
densities. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 3 A

We want all buildings and conversions to meet the zero carbon / platinum standards as set out in the current Scottish Building Regulations. Instead we could require new 
development to meet the bronze, silver or gold standard. Which standard should new development in Edinburgh meet? - Which standard?

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 4 A

We want to work with local communities to prepare Place Briefs for areas and sites within City Plan 2030 highlighting the key elements of design, layout, and transport, 
education and healthcare infrastructure development should deliver. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 4 B

We want to support Local Place Plans being prepared by our communities. City Plan 2030 will set out how Local Place Plans can help us achieve great places and support 
community ambitions. - How should the Council work with local communities to prepare Local Place Plans?

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 5 A

We want City Plan 2030 to direct development to where there is existing infrastructure capacity, including education, healthcare and sustainable transport, or where 
potential new infrastructure will be accommodated and deliverable within the plan period. Do you agree with this?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 5 B

We want City Plan 2030 to set out where new community facilities are needed, and that these must be well connected to active travel routes and in locations with high 
accessibility to good sustainable public transport services. Do you agree with this? - Yes / NO

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 5 C

We want to reflect the desire to co-locate our community services close to the communities they serve, supporting a high walk-in population and reducing the need to 
travel. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 5 D1

We want to set out in the plan where development will be expected to contribute toward new or expanded community infrastructure. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 5 D2

We want to use cumulative contribution zones to determine infrastructure actions, costs and delivery mechanisms. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 5 E

We want to stop using supplementary guidance and set out guidance for developer contributions within the plan, Action Programme and in non-statutory guidance.  Do 
you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 6 A

We want to create a new policy that assesses development against its ability to meet our targets for public transport usage and walking and cycling. These targets will vary 
according to the current or planned public transport services and high-quality active travel routes. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 6 B

We want to use Place Briefs to set the targets for trips by walking, cycling and public transport based on current and planned transit interventions. This will determine 
appropriate parking levels to support high use of public transport.  Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 7 A

We want to determine parking levels in development based on targets for trips by walking, cycling and public transport.  These targets could be set by area, development 
type, or both and will be supported by other measures to control on-street parking. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 7 B

We want to protect against the development of additional car parking in the city centre to support the delivery of the Council’s city centre transformation programme. Do 
you agree with this? - Yes  / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 7 C

We want to update our parking policies to control demand and to support parking for bikes, those with disabilities and electric vehicles via charging infrastructure. Do you 
agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 7 D

We want to support the city’s park and ride infrastructure by safeguarding sites for new park and ride and extensions, including any other sites that are identified in the City 
Mobility Plan or its action plan. Do you agree with this? - We want to support the city’s park and ride infrastructure by safeguarding sites for new park and ride and 
extensions, including any other sites that are identified in the City Mobility Plan or its action plan.

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 8 A

We want to update our policy on the Cycle and Footpath Network to provide criteria for identifying new routes. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 8 B

As part of the City Centre Transformation and other Council and partner projects to improve strategic walking and cycling links around the city, we want to add the 
following routes (along with our existing safeguards) to our network as active travel proposals to ensure that they are delivered. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 8 C

We want City Plan 2030 to safeguard and add any other strategic active travel links within any of the proposed options for allocated sites. We also want the City Plan 2030 
to include any new strategic active travel links which may be identified in the forthcoming City Plan 2030 Transport Appraisal, the City Mobility Plan, or which are identified 
through this consultation. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 8 C

We want City Plan 2030 to safeguard and add any other strategic active travel links within any of the proposed options for allocated sites. We also want the City Plan 2030 
to include any new strategic active travel links which may be identified in the forthcoming City Plan 2030 Transport Appraisal, the City Mobility Plan, or which are identified 
through this consultation. Do you agree with this? - Upload new cycle routes

Short Response No

Explanation
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Choice 9 A

We want to consult on designating Edinburgh, or parts of Edinburgh, as a ‘Short Term Let Control Area’ where planning permission will always be required for the change of 
use of whole properties for short-term lets. Do you agree with this approach?   - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 9 B

We want to create a new policy on the loss of homes to alternative uses. This new policy will be used when planning permission is required for a change of use of residential 
flats and houses to short-stay commercial visitor accommodation or other uses. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 10 A

We want to revise our policy on purpose-built student housing. We want to ensure that student housing is delivered at the right scale and in the right locations, helps create 
sustainable communities and looks after student’s wellbeing. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 10 B

We want to create a new policy framework which sets out a requirement for housing on all sites over a certain size coming forward for development. Do you agree with 
this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 10 C

We want to create a new policy promoting the better use of stand-alone out of centre retail units and commercial centres, where their redevelopment for mixed use 
including housing would be supported. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 11 A

We want to amend our policy to increase the provision of affordable housing requirement from 25% to 35%. Do you agree with this approach?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 11 B

We want City Plan 2030 to require a mix of housing types and tenures – we want the plan to be prescriptive on the required mix, including the percentage requirement for 
family housing and support for the Private Rented Sector. Do you agree with this?   - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 12 A

Which option do you support? - Option 1/2/3

Short Response Option 3 (Blended

Explanation Please refer to separate representation on behalf of Wallace Land Investments (ANON-KU2U-GW2N-5).

Choice 12 B1

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Support - Calderwood

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 12 B2

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Support - Kirkliston

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 12 B3

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Support - West Edinburgh

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 12 B4

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Support - East of Riccarton

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation
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Choice 12 B5

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Support - South East Edinburgh

Short Response Yes

Explanation

Choice 12 B6

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Object - Calderwood

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 12 B7

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Object - Kirkliston

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation
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Choice 12 B8

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Object - West Edinburgh

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 12 B9

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Object - East of Riccarton

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 12 B10

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Support Greenfield - Object - South East Edinburgh

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation
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Choice 12 BX

Do you support or object to any of the proposed greenfield areas? (Please tick all that apply) - Explain why

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Please refer to separate representation on behalf of Wallace Land Investments (ANON-KU2U-GW2N-5).

Choice 12 C

Do you have a greenfield site you wish us to consider in the proposed Plan? - Greenfield file upload

Short Response Yes

Explanation

Choice 12 C

Do you have a greenfield site you wish us to consider in the proposed Plan? - Greenfield file upload

Short Response Yes

Explanation
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Choice 12 C

Do you have a greenfield site you wish us to consider in the proposed Plan? - Greenfield file upload

Short Response Yes

Explanation

Choice 12 D

Do you have a brownfield site you wish us to consider in the proposed Plan? - Brownfield sites upload

Short Response No

Explanation

Choice 13 A

We want to create a new policy that provides support for social enterprises, start-ups, culture and tourism, innovation and learning, and the low carbon sector, where there 
is a contribution to good growth for Edinburgh. Do you agree with this?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 14 A

We want City Plan 2030 to support the best use of existing public transport infrastructure in West Edinburgh and accommodate the development of a mix of uses to support 
inclusive, sustainable growth.   We will do this through ‘an area of search’ which allows a wide consideration of future uses within West Edinburgh without being tied to 
individual sites. Do you support this approach? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 14 B

We want to remove the safeguard in the existing plan for the Royal Highland Showground site to the south of the A8 at Norton Park and allocate the site for other uses. Do 
you agree with this approach? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 14 C

We want City Plan 2030 to allocate the Airport’s contingency runway, the “crosswinds runway” for the development of alternative uses next to the Edinburgh Gateway 
interchange. Do you agree with this approach? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 15 A

We want to continue to use the national ‘town centre first’ approach. City Plan 2030 will protect and enhance the city centre as the regional core of south east Scotland 
providing shopping, commercial leisure, and entertainment and tourism activities. Do you agree with this? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 15 B

New shopping and leisure development will only be allowed within our town and local centres (including any new local centres) justified by the Commercial Needs study. 
Outwith local centres, small scale proposals will be permitted only in areas where there is evidence of a lack of food shopping within walking distance. Do you agree? - Yes / 
No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 15 C

We want to review our existing town and local centres including the potential for new identified centres and boundary changes where they support walking and cycling 
access to local services in outer areas, consistent with the outcomes of the City Mobility Plan. Do you agree?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 15 D

We want to continue to prepare and update supplementary guidance for our town centres to adapt to changing retail patterns and trends, and ensure an appropriate 
balance of uses within our centres to maintain their vitality, viability and deliver good placemaking. Instead we could stop using supplementary guidance for town centres 
and set out guidance within the plan. Which approach do you support?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 15 E

We want to support new hotel provision in local, town, commercial centres and other locations with good public transport access throughout Edinburgh. Do you agree with 
this approach? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 15 G

We could also seek to reduce the quantity of retail floorspace within centres in favour of alternative uses such as increased leisure provision and permit commercial centres 
to accommodate any growing demand. Do you agree with this approach? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 16 A1

We want to continue to support office use at strategic office locations at Edinburgh Park/South Gyle, the International Business Gateway, Leith, the city centre, and in town 
and local centres. Do you agree?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 A2

We want to support office development at commercial centres as these also provide accessible locations.  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 A3

We want to strengthen the requirement within the city centre to provide significant office floorspace within major mixed-use developments. Do you agree? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 16 A4

We want to amend the boundary of the Leith strategic office location to remove areas with residential development consent. Do you agree? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 A5

We want to continue to support office development in other accessible locations elsewhere in the urban area. Do you agree?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 A5

We want to continue to support office development in other accessible locations elsewhere in the urban area. Do you agree?  - Do you have an office site you wish us to 
consider in the proposed Plan?

Short Response

Explanation
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Choice 16 B

We want to identify sites and locations within Edinburgh with potential for office development. Do you agree with this? - Yes/No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 C

We want to introduce a loss of office policy to retain accessible office accommodation. This would not permit the redevelopment of office buildings other than for office 
use, unless existing office space is provided as part of denser development.  This would apply across the city to recognise that office locations outwith the city centre and 
strategic office locations are important in meeting the needs of the mid-market. Or we could Introduce a ‘loss of office’ policy only in the city centre. - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 E1

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - 
Support - Leith Strategic Business Centre

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation



Customer Ref: 01747 Response Ref: ANON-KU2U-GW2C-T Supporting Info Yes

Name Stuart Salter Email stuart@geddesconsulting.com

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

Choice 16 E2

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - 
Support - Newbridge

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 16 E3

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - 
Support - Newcraighall Industrial Estate.

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 16 E4

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - 
Support - The Crosswinds Runway

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation
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Choice 16 E5

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - Do not 
support - Leith Strategic Business Centre

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 16 E6

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - Do not 
support - Newbridge

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 16 E7

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - Do not 
support - Newcraighall Industrial Estate.

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation
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Choice 16 E8

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Yes / No - Do not 
support - The Crosswinds Runway

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation

Choice 16 EX

We want to identify proposals for new modern business and industrial sites to provide necessary floorspace at the following locations. Do you agree?   - Explain why

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 F

We want to ensure new business space is provided as part of the redevelopment of urban sites and considered in Place Briefs for greenfield sites.  We want to set out the 
amount expected to be re-provided, clearer criteria on what constitutes flexible business space, and how to deliver it, including the location on-site, and considering 
adjacent uses, servicing and visibility. Do you agree?   - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered
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Choice 16 G

We want to continue to protect industrial estates that are designated under our current policy on Employment Sites and Premises (Emp 8). Do you agree?  - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered

Choice 16 H

We want to introduce a policy that provides criteria for locations that we would support city-wide and neighbourhood goods distribution hubs. Do you agree? - Yes / No

Short Response Not Answered

Explanation Not Answered



South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11) April 2020 

Education Note 1 

South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11)  
Preliminary Education Infrastructure Note 

 Background  
1.1 Wallace Land Investments (Wallace) is promoting an area of land identified as South of Lang Loan 

(Site Ref: 11) as part of the City of Edinburgh Council’s Choices for City Plan 2030 (Main Issues 

Report (MIR)) for residential led development. 

1.2 This Preliminary Education Infrastructure Note (this Note) provides a preliminary assessment of the 

education infrastructure requirements arising from the impacts from new homes proposed on the 

site.  

1.3 As part of the Council’s Choices for City Plan 2030 (Main Issues Report (MIR)), the Council has 

undertaken a …high-level assessment of the new school infrastructure which is likely to be 

required to support the housing need identified for City Plan. This high-level assessment is set out 

in the Council’s Housing Study (January 2020).  

1.4 The Council has undertaken a Greenfield Site Assessment of South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11) in 

preparation of the MIR, presented in its Housing Study. The Greenfield Site Assessment includes 

commentary on the sites impact on community infrastructure. It concludes that there is currently 

insufficient primary and secondary schooling to accommodate the site. Specific challenges raised 

by the Council are addressed in the following sections of this Note. 

1.5 The MIR identifies that six new non-denominational primary and two secondary schools will be 

required to support greenfield allocations in South East Edinburgh. There is no assessment 

presented to justify this requirement, which would require a substantial level of new housing 

allocations to support this level of infrastructure. Detailed assessment is required to establish the 

level of infrastructure as part of the preparation of the Proposed Plan. 

1.6 Although denominational schooling is not directly addressed in the Council’s site assessments, the 

Council notes that additional denominational primary schools and at least one denominational 

secondary school will be required in the City.  

1.7 The Council’s high-level assessment is based on the following assumptions, as set out in Section 5 

of the Housing Study: 

• The Council’s 2019 (increased) Child per House Ratios (CHRs) have been adopted; 

• The maximum primary school size is a three stream school (630 pupils); 

• The maximum secondary  school size is 1,400 pupils; and 

• Greenfield sites have been assessed on the basis of 65 dwellings per hectare and an 

80/20 house/flat split.  

 

1.8 It is noted that the Council is currently seeking education infrastructure in support of its adopted 

LDP development strategy based on its 2018 (original) CHRs. These LDP CHRs are lower than the 

Council’s 2019 (increased) CHRs used in the MIR. The Council recently published its LDP Action 

Programme 2020, and does not seek to amend the level of education infrastructure sought for 

existing allocations following the Council’s publication of its 2019 (increased) CHRs.  

1.9 On this basis, this Note highlights the number of pupils expected from the site applying both the 

2018 and 2019 CHRs. However, it is Geddes Consulting’s opinion that the 2018 (original) CHRs 

should currently be used for consistency with the Council’s current education infrastructure delivery 

for the adopted LDP. 
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1.10 It is also noted that the Council have assessed sites based on an aspirational gross 65 dwellings 

per hectare and an 80/20 house/flat split. This is addressed in more detail in the density analysis 

submitted in support of this representation. Given the nature of the site and an analysis of the 

Council’s dataset used to determine potential density for comparative sites, it is considered that a 

net density of 40 dwellings per hectare (dph) is realistic and comparable for the site.  

1.11 However, it is not physically possible to secure a density of 65 dwellings per hectare without a 

substantial increase in the proportion of flats. To achieve the Council’s potential density, a 

67.7/32.5 house flat split is required and not 80:20 as proposed by the Council.  

1.12 This Note also highlights the number of pupils expected if the net density was increased to 65dph 

as well as 40dph.   

1.13 The Council notes that a full Education Assessment will be prepared to assess the impact of pupils 

from new homes on the education infrastructure as part of the supporting information to be 

submitted to the Proposed Plan for this site. It is our recommendation that this assessment is 

undertaken at an early stage, in a transparent manner and with guidance from Scottish 

Government. It is our opinion that the Council’s current assessment of education infrastructure 

requirements as part of the adopted LDP significantly overstates the scale of education capacity 

required.  

Pupils from South of Lang Loan  
1.14 The total number of pupils expected from the site, based on 40 and 65dph, are set out in Appendix 

1 of this Note. The number of pupils is broken down by level (primary and secondary) and sector 

(non-denominational and denominational (RC)) for flats and houses.  

1.15 The tables in Appendix 1 highlight the total number of pupils based on both the Council’s 2018 

(original) CHRs which are currently used to establish infrastructure requirements for the adopted 

LDP and the 2019 (increased) CHRs. 

1.16 It should be noted that the figures presented in Appendix 1 represent the total pupils expected to 

be generated from the development of the site. Not all of these pupils will be in schools at any one 

time due to development programming and transitioning of pupils from a school system i.e. P1 to 

P7 and then onto secondary school.  

Primary Schooling  
Non-denominational Primary Schooling  

1.17 The site is located within the Gilmerton Primary School catchment area. The latest school roll and 

capacity for the School, as reported by the Council, is set out in the following table:  

  
2019/20 

School Roll 

Reported 

Capacity 
% 

Gilmerton PS 473 546 87% 

Source: Council 2019 School Roll Projections 

1.18 The School is currently operating at 87% occupancy of its reported capacity and currently has 

spare capacity for only 73 additional pupils. The Council’s 2019 School Roll Projections project that 

the School’s roll be breached by the 2021/22 School Year. The existing catchment primary school 

will not have substantial capacity to accommodate future development beyond the impact of the 

adopted LDP strategy.  

1.19 The total number of non-denominational primary pupils from the site are set out in Appendix 1 of 

this Note, based on both options for the site and the Council’s CHRs.  
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1.20 The Council is set to open a new two stream primary school in the summer of this year (Broomhills 

Primary School) to the north west of the site. This School has the capability (as confirmed within 

the Design and Access Statement which supported the associated Planning Application) to be 

extended to a three stream school. 

1.21 It is understood that the Council has also recently advised that the proposed school at Gilmerton 

Station Road is no longer required to accommodate pupils from new housing from the adopted 

LDP (As set out in the Development Management Sub-committee Report (18th March 2020). Its 

future capacity of 210 pupils (and up to 630 pupils) can be used to accommodate pupils from future 

sites allocated for residential development within the emerging City Plan 2030. 

1.22 The Council has the option to acquire this 2 ha site to deliver the school at Gilmerton Station Road. 

This is the same size as the site at Broomhills (Broomhills Primary School). As noted above, 

Broomhills Primary School has the ability to be extended from a two stream school to a three 

stream school providing additional working capacity of 210 pupils. 

1.23 Assuming there is no existing capacity in schools in the local area, there is potential to provide four 

streams of new primary school accommodation on sites currently available to the Council (three 

streams at Gilmerton Station Road and one at Broomhills). This is capacity for 840 pupils based on 

the Council’s working capacity, which is equivalent to around the pupil generation of 3,000 or more 

new homes.  This is without taking into account the lesser impact of any flats and that not all pupils 

will require accommodation at one time due to development programming and pupil transitioning. 

The actual capacity in terms of new homes will be significantly higher, but will require detailed 

assessment.  

1.24 It is considered that there is already planned education infrastructure in place which can potentially 

support the development of the site without any requirement for further new primary schools. 

Wallace will make a proportionate financial contribution towards increases in capacity at these 

existing and planned schools, where in accords with the tests of Circular 3/2012.  

1.25 Further analysis will be required as part of the Proposed Plan when the scale of housing 

development in the South East Edinburgh area becomes available.  

Denominational Primary Schooling  

1.26 The site is located within the St Catherine's RC Primary School catchment area. The latest school 

roll and capacity for the School, as reported by the Council, is set out in the following table:  

  
2019/20 

School Roll 

Reported 

Capacity 
% 

St Catherine's RC PS 215 210 102% 

Source: Council 2019 School Roll Projections 

1.27 The School is currently operating at 102% occupancy of its reported capacity and currently has 

spare capacity for only 10 additional pupils. The Council’s 2019 School Roll Projections project that 

the School will remain over capacity in future years.  

1.28 It is noted that the Council are proposing to replace the existing school. It may be that the School 

can be replaced with a higher capacity on the existing site or in a new location within the locality.   

1.29 It is also noted that it is proposed to extend the adjacent primary school – St John Vianney RC 

Primary School. Further investigation is also required to establish whether additional capacity could 

also be provided at this school, including utilisation of catchment area reviews prior to considering 

a new school.  
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Secondary Schooling  
Non-Denominational Secondary Schooling  

1.30 The site is located within the catchment area of Liberton High School. The latest school roll and 

capacity for the School, as reported by the Council, is set out in the following table:  

  
2019/20 

School Roll 

Reported 

Capacity 
% 

Liberton High 667 850 78% 

Source: Council 2019 School Roll Projections 

1.31 The School is currently operating at 78% occupancy of its reported capacity and currently has 

spare capacity for 183 additional pupils. This existing capacity is equivalent to accommodating 

pupils generated from around 1,000 new homes in the catchment area, without taking into account 

the lesser impact of flats, development programming and pupil transitioning.  

1.32 The Council’s 2019 School Roll Projections project that the School’s roll will be breached by the 

2022/23 School Year. The Council’s projections show an increase of around 200 pupils in three 

years. While there are a number of concerns regarding the accuracy of the Council’s school roll 

projections, it is accepted that there may be a future capacity constraint at the School.  

1.33 It is noted that the Council is considering rebuilding Liberton High School, which could potentially 

open as a joint campus with a dedicated Gaelic language secondary school. It may be possible that 

additional capacity could be provided as part of the replacement school to serve new homes as 

part of the emerging City Plan.   

1.34 Alternatively, If the existing School was extended to 1,200 pupils capacity (from 850 pupils), then it 

could accommodate pupils from a further 1,750 additional homes, without taking into account the 

lesser impact of flats, development programming and pupil transitioning.  

1.35 The Council has highlighted that its preference is to deliver new secondary schools with 1,200 pupil 

capacity. This is equivalent to pupils from more than 6,000 new homes. Further analysis will be 

required as part of the Proposed Plan when the scale of housing development in the South East 

Edinburgh area becomes available.  

Denominational Secondary Schooling  

1.36 The site is located within the catchment area of St Augustine's RC High School. The latest school 

roll and capacity for the School, as reported by the Council, is set out in the following table:  

  
2019/20 

School Roll 

Reported 

Capacity 
% 

Holy Rood RC High 1075 1200 90% 

Source: Council 2019 School Roll Projections 

1.37 The School is currently operating at 90% occupancy of its reported capacity and currently has 

spare capacity for 125 additional pupils. This existing capacity is equivalent to accommodating 

pupils generated from around 4,000 new homes in the catchment area, without taking into account 

the lesser impact of flats, development programming and pupil transitioning.  

1.38 The Council’s 2019 School Roll Projections project that the School’s roll will be breached in the 

next five years as a result of the existing LDP development strategy and existing trends.  

1.39 Any new denominational secondary school capacity, including the provision of a new school will 

require to be addressed at a strategic scale across South East Edinburgh. It is likely that any new 

school would require a school roll of at least 600 pupils to be viable. This is equivalent to 

accommodating pupils generated from more than 20,000 new homes in the catchment area. 
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However, it is noted that the Council’s preference is to deliver schools with 1,200 pupil capacity, 

which would require pupils from more than 40,000 new homes to support it.  

1.40 It may be that extending existing schools or reviewing catchment areas and admissions policies is 

a more efficient means to address any future capacity constraints.  

Conclusions  
1.41 The scale of education mitigation as a result of the proposals for the site will be dependant on the 

scale of development, its density and the rate of development. However, due to the scale of the 

proposal, education mitigation will be required as a direct and cumulative result of the 

development.  

1.42 It is considered likely that non-denominational primary school mitigation can be delivered in four 

new streams of primary school accommodation at the new Broomhills Primary School and a new 

primary school at Gilmerton Station Road which the Council can secure a site. Without taking into 

account existing and potential capacity at existing schools, there is potential to provide at least 840 

pupil places on existing sites available to the Council.  

1.43 It is likely that additional denominational primary school capacity will also be required. Further 

assessment will be required to establish whether this can be delivered at existing schools through 

reconfiguration, extension or catchment area review.  

1.44 There are various options available which will require to be assessed in detail to address any 

capacity constraints at the non-denominational and denominational secondary schools. If the 

Council’s preference is to deliver new secondary schools in the area, a substantial level of new 

housing development will be required to deliver a viable school roll.  

1.45 Education capacity is not a barrier to the allocation of further new housing in the area as the impact 

of new pupils from the development can be mitigated through the expansion of existing primary 

school infrastructure and new infrastructure on land already available to the Council. The lack of 

education constraint in this area is highlighted by the Council’s identification of land in this area as 

suitable for greenfield housing development.  

1.46 South of Lang Loan is willing to make a proportionate financial contribution towards the cost of 

providing the necessary education as a result of the direct and cumulative impact of the 

development in accord with Circular 3/2012.  
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Appendix 1 South of Lang Loan Pupil Generation 

2018 (original) CHRs 

Dwelling 
Type 

Primary CHR 
Primary 
ND CHR 

Primary 
RC CHR 

Secondary 
CHR 

Secondary 
ND CHR 

Secondary 
RC CHR  

House 0.3 0.26 0.04 0.2 0.17 0.03  
Flat 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.026 0.004  

        

Whole Site  Primary Secondary 

Type 40dph (net) Total ND RC Total ND  RC 

Houses 525 158 137 21 105 89 16 

Flats 255 18 15 3 8 7 1 

Total 780 175 152 24 113 96 17 

        
Whole Site  Primary Primary 

Type 65dph (net) Total ND RC Total ND  RC 

Houses 360 108 94 14 72 61 11 

Flats 840 59 50 8 25 22 3 

Total 1200 167 144 23 97 83 14 

 

2019 (increased) CHRs 
 

Dwelling 
Type 

Primary CHR 
Primary 
ND CHR 

Primary 
RC CHR 

Secondary 
CHR 

Secondary 
ND CHR 

Secondary 
RC CHR 

 

House 0.375 0.326 0.049 0.23 0.2 0.03 
 

Flat 0.112 0.097 0.014 0.046 0.04 0.006 
 

        

Whole Site  Primary Secondary 

Type 40dph (net) Total ND RC Total ND RC 

Houses 525 197 171 26 121 105 16 

Flats 255 29 25 4 12 10 2 

Total 780 225 196 29 132 115 17 

        
Whole Site  Primary 

Type 65dph (net) Total ND RC Total ND RC 

Houses 360 135 117 18 83 72 11 

Flats 840 94 81 12 39 34 5 

Total 1200 229 199 29 121 106 16 
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South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11)  
Site Assessment Review 

 Background  
1.1 City of Edinburgh Council (the Council) has undertaken a Greenfield Site Assessment and a Site 

Assessment (against SEA Objectives) of an area of land identified as South of Lang Loan (Site 

Ref: 11) in preparation of the Choices for City Plan 2030 (Main Issues Report (MIR)) (2020). 

1.2 This Site Assessment Review relates to the full site area identified as South of Lang Loan within 

the MIR. This site representation is supported by an Indicative Development Framework (IDF) and 

a Development Framework Report (DFR). 

1.3 The City Plan 2030 will replace the adopted Local Development Plan (LDP) (2016). The Council’s 

latest Development Plan Scheme (January 2020) anticipates that the City Plan 2030 will be 

adopted by February 2022. 

1.4 The MIR is the first stage in the Council’s consultation process for the emerging City Plan 2030. It 

is therefore the first opportunity for interested parties to contribute to the formulation of the 

Council’s development strategy in the emerging City Plan 2030. 

1.5 The MIR sets out …the Council’s preferred approach to changing policy in our new plan. The MIR 

identifies four key topics. Within each key topic are four choices. These set out the Council’s 

proposed changes to the adopted LDP and at least one reasonable alternative. In total, the MIR 

identifies 16 Choices, including Choice 12 – Building our new homes and infrastructure. 

1.6 Choice 12 – Building our new homes and infrastructure sets out how the Council will provide 

additional homes through the allocation of land for new homes. To do this, the Council will: 

A. Decide how many homes to provide, 

B. Who will deliver these new homes, and 

C. Where we will deliver the homes in the most sustainable way. 

 

1.7 The MIR identifies three options for how and where new homes will be delivered. These three 

options are as follows: 

• Option 1 Delivery by the Council and its partners within the Urban Area 

• Option 2 Delivery through market housing by releasing Greenfield land 

• Option 3 A Blended Approach 

 

1.8 The MIR confirms that the Council’s preferred option is Option 1. Option 1 proposes that there will 

be no release of sites within the designated Green Belt for the delivery of new homes. As 

recognised within the MIR, Option 1 …may not be financially viable for the Council and its partners 

to deliver, or possible for the Council to achieve an annual delivery rate to prevent the release of 

further green belt land. 

1.9 The Council’s preferred Option 1 represents a potential sustainable approach to the delivery of 

housing requirements through the re-use of brownfield land in urban locations. It however presents 

a potentially high-risk development strategy for the following reasons: 

• As highlighted by the Council, brownfield sites can be associated with high abnormal costs 

for the future development and consequently, may not be viable. The Council has not 

assessed the viability of future development on these sites. 
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• Some of the Council’s brownfield sites are currently active employment areas and may not 

prove to be available for development and thus, not effective housing sites in the future. 

• Some large strategic employment areas have a high existing use land value that is more 

valuable than a potential change of use to residential development. This is due to the 

valuation of these employment area which are based on an income in perpetuity 

investment valuation. These employment areas would therefore prove not be viable for the 

Council to CPO. 

• Brownfield sites can be in multiple ownerships and it may prove necessary to use CPOs to 

acquire the necessary land for development. This use of CPO powers has the potential to 

cause delays in the delivery of housing. 

• Brownfield sites can often have issues relating to the capacity and availability of existing 

services. There can also be difficulties in the installation and construction of new services 

to serve a brownfield site. The availability of land can often be constrained in the vicinity of 

brownfield sites and this can prevent the ability to expand local infrastructure such as local 

schools. 

 

1.10 Accordingly, a development strategy based only on urban, brownfield sites may not realise the 

scale of housing required within the necessary timescale due to ongoing concerns over site 

effectiveness. This is highlighted by reference to the Council’s 2014 Housing Land Study and the 

limited progress made in redeveloping these sites in the interim period. Paragraph 2.2 of the 

Housing Study confirms that sites which remain undeveloped from the 2014 Housing Land Study 

have been carried forward into the Housing Study. Given that the balance of these sites have not 

been developed over the last 5 years, their prospects for future development could be limited.   

1.11 Options 2 and 3 propose the release of greenfield land from the Green Belt. In order to deliver the 

required amount of new homes, there is a requirement to allocate additional greenfield sites in 

addition to the realistic assessment of those limited number of effective urban sites which can be 

delivered in the plan period in the defined Urban Area. 

1.12 All three Options presented in the MIR are supported by maps which identify all sites the Council 

consider have the …potential to deliver our new homes.  

1.13 The site South of Lang Loan is identified within Area 1 – South East Edinburgh which is shown 

on Map 10 of the MIR. The supporting text for Area 1 states that …development in the South East 

could be supported on some, or all of the land identified on Map 10. 

1.14 The Council has carried out detailed site assessments of all sites identified within Map 10 of the 

MIR. These assessments include consideration of a site’s public transport accessibility and an 

initial education appraisal. These assessments are set out within the Housing Study and the 

Environmental Report. 

1.15 This representation examines the site’s development potential with regard to the Council’s defined 

SEA requirements for the full site identified as forming South of Lang Loan within Map 10 of the 

MIR.  

 Greenfield Site Assessment   
1.16 The Council has published supporting document Housing Study (January 2020)  in support of the 

MIR. The Housing Study… sets out the approach to meeting the Outcome of City Plan 2030 to 

achieve a city in which everyone lives in a home they can afford (Page 1, Housing Study). 

1.17 Part 2b Greenfield Site Assessment of the Housing Study provides an assessment of all greenfield 

land deemed to have potential for development. These areas of greenfield land are split into 134 

Assessment Sites, grouped into seven sectors.  
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1.18 Each of these Assessment Sites was analysed by the Council based on its potential for 

development in the emerging City Plan 2030 period. The Council’s analysis takes the following into 

account: 

• current use 

• broad environmental constraints 

• public transport accessibility 

• known development interest and planning history 

 

1.19 Taking these matters into account, the Council then assessed all Assessment Sites against the 

following 14 questions:  

1. Does the site fit within an area identified as a strategic development area? 

2. Does the site support travel by foot to identified convenience services? 

3. Does the site support travel by foot to identified employment clusters? 

4. Does the site have access to the wider cycle network? 

5. Can the site support active travel overall through appropriate intervention? 

6. Does the site support travel by public transport through existing public transport network 

accessibility and capacity? 

7. Is the site potentially served by an identified public transport intervention project which is 

deliverable in the plan period to serve and accommodate development? 

8. Does the site have sufficient primary school infrastructure capacity to accommodate the 

development without further intervention? 

9. Does the site have sufficient secondary school infrastructure capacity to accommodate the 

development without further intervention? 

10. If either do not, can capacity be improved by an appropriate intervention deliverable in the 

plan period? 

11. Would development of the site maintain the identity, character and landscape setting of 

settlements and prevent coalescence? 

12. Would development of the site avoid significant loss of landscape-scale land identified as 

being of existing or potential value for the strategic green network? 

13. Would development of the site avoid identified areas of ‘medium-high flood risk; (fluvial) or 

areas of importance for flood management? 

14. Is the site suitable for development? 

 

1.20 The Council assessed each Assessment Site against each of the 14 questions using the following 

ratings: 

Yes  

Partially  

No  

1.21 The Council has also provided commentary on why it has attributed a rating against each of the 14 

questions. 

1.22 The Council’s approach does not consider how a proposal for a site will impact upon the rating for 

each of the questions. The Council’s approach is therefore limited in scope but can be considered 

further to improve its use as a validation tool for use as a site selection tool for future development.  

1.23 For example, one of the questions posed by the Council assesses whether the development of a 

site would support the existing public transport network. The Council’s assessment does not 

consider whether the development of a site will provide improved public transport links, for example 

the safeguarding of the proposed Park & Ride Facility at Lasswade Road. As shown on the IDF, 
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the proposal will safeguard the provision of the Park & Ride facility. This will enable residents of 

South of Lang Loan to have an enhanced public transport facility (providing direct access into the 

city centre) within walking distance of their homes. 

1.24 Rather, the Council’s assessment simply considers a site in isolation, with no consideration of 

potential mitigation measures or potential added benefits through site development.

1.25 South of Lang Loan is identified within Sector 2 South East SDA. Sector 2 is based on the South 

East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area. This area was identified within SESplan (2013) and 

the adopted LDP. 

1.26 The Council’s Greenfield Site Assessment for the site South of Lang Loan is presented in page 53 

of the Council’s Housing Study.  

1.27 The Council’s assessment for South of Lang Loan concludes that …the site is considered 

suitable for development, despite the effect on the rural edge of the city as seen from the 

City of Edinburgh Bypass and the nearby Drum Estate [our emphasis]. 

1.28 The Council’s assessment also concludes that …the rural edge is already greatly diminished by 

recent development visible over the ridge in this area and there is opportunity to establish a new 

edge at the City of Edinburgh Bypass. 

1.29 For the reasons set out above, this Greenfield Site Assessment for South of Lang Loan by the 

Council has been reviewed and updated by Geddes. This review is set out in Appendix 1 of this 

Assessment. 

1.30 This review undertaken by Geddes has reassessed the proposal for the site (as presented in the 

IDF and DFR) against the 14 questions listed above. This review has allowed matters to be taken 

into account such as the proposal for a connection into the existing cycle network, provision of 

wildlife corridors, and the inclusion of areas of green space within a proposal.  

1.31 The re-evaluation undertaken by Geddes (Appendix 1) concludes that the site with its proposal 

should be considered more favourably in sustainability terms against the 14 questions for the 

following reasons: 

• The proposal set out in the DFR addresses all of the placemaking principles required by 

the Council and Scottish Ministers. The Council’s requirements for Design and Green/Blue 

Infrastructure, Transport Infrastructure, Education Infrastructure and Grey Infrastructure for 

sites in Area 1 – South East Edinburgh have also been taken into account in the proposal 

shown in the DFR. 

 

• The DFR prepared in support of this representation provides a detailed response to the 

findings of the Council’s Landscape and Visual Assessment (a Background Report 

prepared in support of the MIR). The Council’s Landscape and Visual Assessment 

concludes that the site is not suitable for development. The DFR concludes that the site 

does provide scope for development through the application of appropriate landscape 

mitigation measures. 

 

• The proposals will incorporate significant areas of open space and provide opportunities for 

the enhancement of the existing Green Network. In total, the proposal may provide around 

10 hectares of open space, including over 5 hectares of amenity space.  
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• The proposal will provide a direct link into the existing cycle network. This will support 

active travel throughout the site and beyond. 

 

 Site Assessment  
1.32 In addition to the Greenfield Site Assessment above, the Council has also undertaken a Site 

Assessment for all greenfield sites identified as potential options for development within the MIR. 

These assessments are contained within the Environmental Report which is a Background Report 

to the MIR. 

1.33 All potential option sites were assessed against the following eight environmental indicators: 

• Biodiversity, Fauna and Flora 

• Population and human health 

• Soil 

• Water 

• Air and Climatic factors 

• Material Assets 

• Cultural Heritage 

• Landscape and Townscape 

 

1.34 These eight indicators were then split into 28 questions which are set out in Table 5: Methodology 

for Assessing Sites of the Council’s Environmental Report. 

1.35 Each of the sites within the Environmental Report were then assessed against each of the 28 

questions. The assessment by the Council determined whether each site would have the following 

outcome against each of the 28 questions. 

 √ A significant positive environmental effect 

 X A significant negative environmental effect 

 ? Uncertain as to whether any significant positive or negative effects would be likely 

 - Neutral or no significant effect is likely 

 

1.36 The Council’s Site Assessment is limited in its use as it ignores the benefits which are delivered by 

the proposal on the site. The Council’s approach is only focused on the environmental and other 

characteristics of the site and not how a potential proposal can mitigate or avoid impacts on the 

site’s intrinsic characteristics. The Council’s approach can be improved to assist its use as a 

validation tool for selecting a site for future development.  

1.37 The Council’s current rating system does not account for the beneficial impacts that the 

development of a site may deliver through mitigation or improvements. For example, the Council’s 

Site Assessment scores the site South of Lang Loan as having a neutral impact on access to open 

space. This rating does not consider the site’s proposal and how it can address the requirements 

set by the Council in terms of its master planning principles. The proposal is shown in the Indicative 

Development Framework (IDF) and explained in a Development Framework Report (DFR). 

Considering a site’s proposal will provide information about the scale and accessibility of areas of 

open space as part of the proposals. It could potentially address any deficiencies in the wider area. 

1.38 The Council’s rating system does not allow a comparison to be made against other sites being 

considered for potential development. It is therefore unclear how the Council will confidently identify 

the preferred sites which should be brought forward for allocation within the emerging City Plan 

2030. 
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1.39 To assist the Council in its approach, Geddes has undertaken a comparison of each of the 

potential sites identified in Sector 2. In order for this comparison exercise to be undertaken, 

Geddes has applied a score-based system to enable a simple comparison of each potential option 

site. No weighting is given to the scores applied to maintain objectivity.  

1.40 By applying a simple score-based system, based on the benefits or mitigation being delivered by 

potential development proposals, it is possible to undertake a more detailed analysis and 

understanding of a site’s future sustainability credentials. 

1.41 By using this approach, the Council can be confident about identifying the right sites to be allocated 

for residential development within the emerging City Plan 2030.  

1.42 The simple points-based system applied by Geddes is detailed below. This scoring system (based 

on a points-based approach) has been attributed to each of the four impact outcomes identified by 

the Council. 

 Ranking Impact Scoring 
 √ A significant positive environmental effect 1 
 - Neutral or no significant effect is likely 0 
 X A significant negative environmental effect -1 
 ? Uncertain as to whether any significant positive or negative effects would be likely N/A1 

 

1.43 Sites with proposals which are more sustainable will score higher. For example, a site with a score 

of 8 is more sustainable then a site with a score of -6. By applying this approach to the Council’s 

Site Assessment, it is possible to attribute an overall score to the site South of Lang Loan. This 

scoring system has also been applied to the other four sites identified as potential options for 

development within the Sector 2 Area. This scoring system uses the same ratings applied by the 

Council to each site. This comparative scoring is presented in the following table: 

 CEC SEA Assessments 

 
Site Overall Score 

Average score per 
outcome 

 South of Lang Loan  -5 -0.18 

 South of Gilmerton Station 
Road 

-6 -0.21 

 Drum South (South East) -6 -0.21 

 Drum North (South East) -9 -0.32 

 South of Lang Loan  -5 -0.18 

 

1.44 The findings from this analysis presented in the table confirms that, based on the Council’s Site 

Assessments, the site South of Lang Loan scores favourably against the other sites within Sector 

2. The negative scoring arises for each site because the Council has focused on identifying 

environmental risks associated with the site based characteristics and issues, rather than the site’s 

attributes and future benefits which can be realised through future development. 

1.45 For the reasons set out above, Geddes has also undertaken a revised assessment of the site at 

South of Lang Loan against the 28 indicators identified within the Environmental Report.  

1.46 This updated Site Assessment by Geddes takes into account the mitigation measures presented as 

part of the indicative proposal in the IDF submitted in support of this Representation. This includes 

the delivery of areas of open space and green space (including recreational spaces) to mitigate 

landscape character.  

1 No scoring has been attributed to this impact as no effects (positive or negative) are known at this time. 
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1.47 The proposal will also incorporate the formation of a robust Green Belt boundary along the 

southern edge of the site. This Green Belt boundary will be formed by a 30m tree belt. This tree 

belt will act as an identifiable and permanent visual boundary marker for the Green Belt’s inner 

boundary in accord with paragraph 51 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014. 

1.48 The explanation and justification for the revised assessment against each of the 28 questions is 

also provided in Appendix 2. 

1.49 This revised Site Assessment undertaken by Geddes concludes that the proposal for the site 

scores more favourably against the 28 questions (than the Site Assessment undertaken by the 

Council) for the following reasons: 

• The proposal set out in the DFR addresses all of the placemaking principles required by 

the Council and Scottish Ministers. The Council’s requirements for Design and Green/Blue 

Infrastructure, Transport Infrastructure, Education Infrastructure and Grey Infrastructure for 

sites in Area 1 – South East Edinburgh have also been taken into account in the proposal. 

 

• The proposal will deliver improved accessibility to public transport. The proposal will also 

provide links into the existing cycle network. This will encourage active travel both within 

and outwith the site. 

 

• The development of the site will provide areas of accessible open space, greenspace and 

recreational provision. In total, the proposal may provide around 10hectares of open space, 

of which 5.7 hectares is dedicated amenity space. The proposal will incorporate a SuDS 

strategy which will include the discharge of surface water at greenfield rates. This will 

prevent increased flooding as a result of climate change. 

 

1.50 The comparison table for all sites within Sector 2 is shown below. This also includes the results of 

the revised scoring attributed by Geddes to the site. 

 CEC SEA Assessments 

 
Site Overall Score 

Average score per 
outcome 

 South of Lang Loan  -5 -0.18 

 South of Gilmerton Station 
Road 

-6 -0.21 

 Drum South (South East) -6 -0.21 

 Drum North (South East) -9 -0.32 

 South of Lang Loan  -5 -0.18 

 Geddes Site Assessment 

 South of Lang Loan Revised 8 0.29 

 

1.51 These findings demonstrate that the site South of Lang Loan can be considered a more 

sustainable location for future development than that assessed by the Council. This takes into 

account the benefits and the mitigation measures that will be delivered by a proposal on the site. 

This site assessment has not been applied to the other sites as the respective mitigation for each 

site is not known. 

 Conclusion  
1.52 The Council’s Greenfield Site Assessment and Site Assessment (against SEA objectives) have 

been reviewed as part of this Assessment in order to assist the Council in its consideration of the 

site and proposal at South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11).  
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1.53 This will help ensure that only those sites with strong SEA credentials and site-specific 

sustainability credentials are selected as part of the emerging Proposed Plan.  

1.54 The examination of the Council’s Site Assessments conclude that this site can be evaluated more 

favourably than as presented in the Council’s current assessments. These revised assessments 

have been undertaken using the mitigation and improvements set out in the proposal in the 

supporting IDF. A DFR has also been produced which explains the proposal for the site and 

confirms these sustainable measures. 

1.55 Based on the findings of these revised assessments, the site South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11) is a 

considered to be a sustainable development proposal. The revised assessments also demonstrate 

that the site scores favourably when assessed against other identified sites within the Sector 2 

area. 

1.56 The proposal at South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11) is an example of sustainable development as 

demonstrated by the updated Site Assessment undertaken by Geddes. Page 3 of the MIR states 

that to meet the Council’s objectives the …future growth of our city must meet our ambitions to be 

a sustainable city with the right types and quality of new homes and neighbourhoods, in the right 

locations, with the right infrastructure. 

1.57 The development of South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11) will contribute to this objective. 

1.58 There are no planning or environmental reasons why South of Lang Loan (Site Ref: 11) should not 

be allocated for housing in the emerging City Plan 2030. 
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Appendix 1 Revised Greenfield Site Assessment 

Geddes Consulting Re-Evaluation for South of Lang Loan 

Question 
 

Geddes Consulting Commentary Council’s 
Scoring 

Alternative 
Scoring 

SDP1 SDA Areas 

Does the site fit within an area identified as a 
strategic development area? 

Agree with the Council’s assessment. The site is located within a Strategic Development Area. 
Yes Yes 

Active Travel 

Does the site support travel by foot to 
identified convenience services? 

Agree with the Council’s assessment. The development of the site (as shown within the IDF) will encourage the 

provision of additional convenience services within the area. This will encourage active travel. 
Partially Partially 

Does the site support travel by foot to 

identified employment clusters?  

The site does not currently support travel by foot to identified employment clusters. 
No No 

Does the site have access to the wider cycle 

network? 

 

Access to the wider cycle network will be provided as part of the development of the site. As identified within the 

Council’s Assessment, there are plans in place for an improvement to the existing cycle network. This will connect 

the South East of Edinburgh to the wider cycle network via Old Dalkeith Road and the Bioquarter. An existing cycle 

path also runs adjacent to the site (along the southern boundary) as confirmed within the Housing Study. As noted 

within the Council’s Assessment, this will connect with the planned town centre and employment site in Shawfair, 

Midlothian. 

 

As shown within the IDF, it is proposed that a direct connection will be provided into the existing cycle path. 

 

The development of the site will provide a direct access to the wider cycle network.  

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

Partially Yes 

Can the site support active travel overall 

through appropriate intervention? 

 

The proposal will provide a direct link into the existing cycle network. This will support active travel throughout the 

site and beyond. 

 

The Active Travel Map on page 42 of the Housing Study also identifies indicative active travel improvements to the 

immediate south of the site. These improvements will further support active travel from the site to the surrounding 

area and beyond. 

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

No Partially 

Public Transport 

Does the site support travel by public transport 

through existing public transport network 

accessibility and capacity? 

 

The site South of Lang Loan is identified as being adjacent to Corridor 4: City centre to Easter Bush / Straiton of 
the Edinburgh Strategic Transport Study Phase 1 Report. 
 
Figure 4-6: Accessibility (Journey Time) to the City Centre of the Report identifies the site South of Lang Loan as 
having a journey time of between 30 – 40 minutes to the city centre. Figure 4-9: AM Base Model number of buses 

No Partially 
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per hour of the Report identifies that there are between 2 – 15 bus services per hour along Lasswade Road. 
Lasswade Road bounds the eastern edge of the site. Existing bus stops along Lasswade Road (within walking 
distance of the site) provide existing public transport links into the city centre. The number 31 bus route provides a 
regular service into the city centre. 
 
The X31 bus route also travels along Lasswade Road. The X31 bus service provides further links between the site 
and the city centre.  
 
The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

Is the site potentially served by an identified 

public transport intervention project which is 

deliverable in the plan period to serve and 

accommodate development? 

 

As noted above, the number 31 and the number X31 bus routes provide regular bus services into the city centre. 
 
The MIR proposes to safeguard sites for new Park and Ride facilities at Gilmerton Road and Lasswade Road.  The 

safeguarded facility at Lasswade Road is located within the corner of the South of Lang Loan site (as identified on 

page 20 of the MIR). The provision of this facility will provide residents of the South of Lang Loan proposal with 

direct access to a major public transport intervention project. The Park & Ride facility can be delivered within the 

plan period to serve and accommodate existing and proposed development. 

 

In combination with the safeguarded Park & Ride facility at Gilmerton Road, the facility will provide enhanced public 

transport services into the city centre. 

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

No Yes 

Community Infrastructure 

Does the site have sufficient primary school 

infrastructure capacity to accommodate the 

development without further intervention? 

The site is located within the following primary school catchment areas: 
 

• Gilmerton Primary School (Non-Denominational); and 

• St Catherine’s RC Primary School (Denominational). 
 
The Council is set to open a new two stream primary school in the summer of this year (Broomhills Primary 
School). This School has the capability (as confirmed within the Design and Access Statement which supported the 
associated Planning Application) to be extended to a three stream school. 
 
A Development Management Sub-Committee Report (18th March 2020) has confirmed that the need for this new 
school …may not arise t as a result of the proposed development in the adopted LDP. Its future capacity of 210 
pupils (and up to 630 pupils) can be used to accommodate pupils from future sites allocated for residential 
development within the emerging City Plan 2030. 
 
The Council has the option to acquire this 2 ha site to deliver the school at Gilmerton Station Road. This is the 
same size as the site at Broomhills (Broomhills Primary School). As noted above, Broomhills Primary School has 
the ability to be extended from a two stream school to a three stream school providing additional working capacity 
of 210 pupils. 
 
It is considered that there is already planned and future education infrastructure in place which can potentially 
support the development of land South of Lang Loan – potentially without any requirement for further new primary 
schools but funding an increase in capacity at existing or planned schools. 
 
The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

No Partially 

Does the site have sufficient secondary school The site is located within the following secondary school catchment areas:   
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infrastructure capacity to accommodate the 

development without further intervention? 

 

• Liberton High School (Non-Denominational); and 

• Holy Rood RC High School (Denominational). 
 
The catchment non-denominational secondary school is Liberton High School. The reported working capacity of 
Liberton High School is 850 pupils. This School is capable of accommodating more pupils if an extension is 
considered. If the School was extended to accommodate 1,200 pupils then it could accommodate pupils from a 
further 1,750 additional homes – potentially more pupils depending on the future mix between houses and flats 
proposed in the MIR. 
 
The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

Partially 

If either do not, can capacity be improved by 

an appropriate intervention deliverable in the 

plan period? 

 

For the reasons set out above, it is considered that there is existing and planned primary schools to support the 
level of development proposed on land South of Lang Loan. Further financial contributions would be required to 
increase the scale of accommodation at Broomhills and Gilmerton Station Road Primary Schools as assessed. 
 
The planning capacity of the existing secondary schools at Liberton High School and Gracemount High School 

should be examined to determine what capacity for future pupils from new homes is required and whether there is 

scope to extend these existing Schools.  

 

Should it be determined that there is a requirement to increase the current pupil capacity of existing school 

infrastructure (either through an extension to an existing school or the construction of a new school), then Wallace 

Land Investments will make a financial contribution to the delivery of additional school infrastructure.  

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above 

Partially Yes 

Landscape Character 

Would development of the site maintain the 

identity, character and landscape setting of 

settlements and prevent coalescence? 

 

The proposal will not result in any physical or perceived coalescence. The City Bypass which runs adjacent to the 

southern boundary of the site provides a permanent and defensible Green Belt boundary. This will provide 

…clearly identifiable visual boundary markers as required by Scottish Planning Policy 2014 (page 15). 

 

The proposal (as shown within the IDF) will incorporate a significant area of tree planting along the southern 

boundary of the site.  

 

The Landscape and Visual Assessment (2019) prepared on behalf of the Council, states there is …no scope for 

development on this site. 

 

The DFR prepared in support of this representation provides a detailed response to the findings of the Landscape 

and Visual Assessment. The DFR concludes that the site does provide scope for development through the 

application of appropriate mitigation measures as set out in the proposal. 

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the impact of appropriate mitigation measures in the proposal 

which will minimise any impacts on landscape character. 

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above 

No Yes 

Green Network 

Would development of the site avoid The proposals will incorporate significant areas of open space and provide opportunities for the enhancement of   



Appendix 1 April 2020 

Revised Greenfield Site Assessment 

significant loss of landscape-scale land 

identified as being of existing or potential value 

for the strategic green network? 

 

the existing Green Network. In total, the proposal will deliver over 10 hectares of open space, including nearly 6 
hectares of amenity space.  
 
As identified within the IDF, the proposal will incorporate green corridors through the site which will connect into the 
wider green network. This will improve opportunities for biodiversity and provide wildlife corridors. 
 
It is noted that the Council’s assessment notes that the site is identified as a green network opportunity. The 
proposal for South of Lang Loan may deliver up to 10hectares of open space. This proposed open space will 
provide opportunities to link into the wider Green Network.  
 
The development of the site will avoid the significant loss of landscape-scale land. 

 

It is considered that the Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above. 

 

The Council’s scoring should be amended to reflect the above 

Partially Yes 

Flood Risk 

Would development of the site avoid identified 

areas of ‘medium-high flood risk; (fluvial) or 

areas of importance for flood management? 

Agree with the Council’s assessment. The site is not at risk of flooding as confirmed by a review of the online 

SEPA flood mapping tool. Yes Yes 

Summary Comments 

Is the site suitable for development? Agree with the Council assessment. The land South of Lang Loan is a suitable site for residential development. 
Yes Yes 
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Appendix 2 Revised Site Assessment (against SEA objectives)  

 

Site Ref Site Name Promoter 

Biodiversity Population Soil Water Air & Climate Material 
Assets 

Heritage Landscape 

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 P1 P2 P3 P4 S1 W1 W2 A1 A2 A3 A4 M1 M2 H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 L1 L2 L3 L4 

11 
South of Lang Loan 
(Council’s Scoring) 

Wallace Land Investments - - - - - - - X - X - - X X ? - - - - - - - - X - - - - 

11 
South of Lang Loan 
(Revised Scoring) 

Wallace Land Investments - - - - - - - √ √ X √ √ - - - √ √ √ - - - - - - - √ - √ 

 
Scoring Justification for South of Lang Loan against SEA Objectives 

Biodiversity Population Soil Water Air & Climate Material Assets Heritage Landscape 

B1 – Would the site protect and 
or enhance the integrity of a 
European and/or National 
designated biodiversity site? 
 
A review of SNH’s online mapping 
tool Site Link confirms that there 
are no European or National 
designated biodiversity sites within 
the site.  
 
B2 – Would the site protect and 
or enhance the integrity of local 
biodiversity sites and wildlife 
sites? 
 
There are no local biodiversity 
sites or wildlife sites located within 
the development proposal. 
 
B3 – Would the site protect and 
or enhance the integrity of 
existing habitat networks and 
other wildlife corridors? 
 
The proposal will have no impact 
upon existing habitat networks or 
wildlife corridors. 
 
The proposal includes a wildlife 
corridor as a 30m tree belt along 
the edge of the City Bypass. 
 
A major addition (totalling 10.25 
hectares) to the City’s Green 
Network is proposed through the 
site. 
 
B4 – Would the site protect and 
or enhance wildlife species? 
 
There are no known wildlife 
species within the site. A Phase 1 
Ecological Assessment will be 
undertaken at the appropriate time 
(in support of a Planning 
Application). This will identify the 
presence or otherwise of protected 
species on site. 
 
Appropriate mitigation will be 
incorporated into the proposal 
should any protected species be 

P1 – Would the site be located 
away from the regulated site 
which would increase the 
population affected by nuisance 
(odour, noise), poor air quality 
or regulated major hazard? 
 
The proposal will incorporate an 
appropriate stand-off area from the 
City Bypass to ensure that 
residents will not be affected by 
traffic noise or poor air quality. 
 
The site is not located within an Air 
Quality Management Area. 
 
P2 – Would the site have an 
impact on designated quiet 
areas or noise management 
areas? 
 
The site is not located within a 
designated quiet area or noise 
management area. 
 
P3 – Would the site provide 
opportunities for active travel or 
recreation? 
 
Access to the wider cycle network 
will be provided as part of the 
development of the site. This will 
include a connection into the 
existing cycle network runs to the 
south of the site. 
 
The Cycle Streets website 
identifies Lasswade Road as a 
Local Cycle Network. The close 
proximity of an existing cycle 
network to the site will encourage 
active travel. 
 
The scoring for this criterion should 
be amended to a positive score. 
 
P4 – Would the site provide 
opportunities for social 
interaction and inclusion? 
 
The proposals will incorporate 
areas of open space and green 
space. This will encourage social 

S1 – Would the site be located 
on brownfield land? 
 
The site South of Lang Loan is not 
identified as a brownfield site.  
 
Part of the site was formerly in use 
as a quarry. Any areas of made 
ground will be utilised as open 
space with appropriate remediation 
to ensure no harmful pathways. 

W1 – Does the site protect and 
enhance the water status of 
major water bodies? 
 
There will be two levels of SuDS 
treatment before surface water is 
discharged from the site. This will 
protect any nearby water bodies 
and ensure there is no degradation 
of the existing water quality. 
 
The scoring for this criterion should 
be amended to a positive score.  
 
W2 – Does the site add to flood 
risk or reduce flood storage 
capacity? 
 
As identified within the Greenfield 
Site Assessment undertaken by 
the Council (page 54 of the 
Housing Study), the site has no 
areas of medium-high flood risk as 
identified on the online SEPA flood 
mapping tool. 
 
The proposal will incorporate a 
SuDS strategy which will ensure 
that all surface water discharge is 
at greenfield rates in accord with 
SEPA guidance. 
 
The scoring for this criterion should 
be amended to a positive score. 

A1 – Does the site provide good 
accessibility to public 
transport? 
 
It does as existing bus stops are 
located along Lasswade Road 
(within walking distance of the 
site). These bus stops provide 
existing public transport links into 
the city centre. The number 31 bus 
route provides a regular service 
into the city centre. 
 
The X31 bus route also travels 
along Lasswade Road. The X31 
bus service provides further links 
between the site and the city 
centre.  
 
The development of the site offers 
the opportunity to improve existing 
accessibility to public transport 
within the area. 
 
The proposal also includes for the 
safeguarding of the proposed Park 
& Ride Facility at Lasswade Road 
(as identified on page 20 of the 
MIR). 
 
A2 – Does the site provide good 
accessibility to active travel 
networks? 
 
It does as the proposal will provide 
a direct link into the existing cycle 
network. This will support active 
travel throughout the site and 
beyond. 
 
The Active Travel Map on page 42 
of the Housing Study also identifies 
indicative active travel 
improvements to the immediate 
south of the site. These 
improvements will further support 
active travel from the site to the 
surrounding area and beyond. 
 
The Council’s scoring should be 
amended to reflect the above. 
 
A3 – Does the site affect existing 

M1 – Does the site result in the 
loss of/have adverse effects on 
open space? 
 
The creation of significant areas of 
open space and green space, 
along with tree planting will 
enhance the biodiversity of the 
site.  
 
The proposal will deliver an 
additional 10.25 hectares of open 
space within the City. 
 
The Council’s scoring should be 
amended to reflect the positive 
benefits the development of the 
site will provide. 
 
M2 – Does the site provide 
access to open space, 
greenspace/recreational 
provision? 
 
The development of the site will 
provide areas of open space and 
green space in accord with the 
Council’s guidance.  
 
The Council’s scoring should be 
amended to reflect the positive 
impacts the development will have 
on access to open and green 
space. 

H1 – Does the site have 
significant effects on Listed 
buildings and their settings? 
 
A review of the online mapping tool 
Pastmap has confirmed that there 
are no Listed Buildings within the 
site.  
 
The development of the site will 
therefore have no significant 
effects on a Listed building or its 
setting.  
 
H2 – Does the site have 
significant effects on scheduled 
monuments and their settings? 
 
A review of the online mapping tool 
Pastmap has confirmed that there 
are no scheduled monuments 
within or nearby the site.  
 
The development of the site will 
therefore have no significant 
effects on a scheduled monument 
or its setting.  
 
H3 – Does the site have 
significant effects on 
conservation areas? 
 
The site is not located within or in 
nearby a conservation area.  
 
The development of the site will 
therefore have no significant 
effects on a conservation area.  
 
H4 – Does the site have 
significant effects on the 
outstanding value of the World 
Heritage Sites? 
 
The site is not located within or 
nearby a World Heritage Site.  
 
The development of the site will 
therefore have no significant 
effects on a World Heritage Site. 
 
H5 – Does the site have 
significant effects on Historic 

L1 – Does the site have 

significant effects on the 

landscape setting of the city or 

its townscape? 

 

As demonstrated within the DFR, 

the development of the site will not 

have significant effects on the 

landscape setting of the city or its 

setting. 

 

L2 – Does the site enable clear 

and defensible green belt 

boundaries to be formed? 

 

The development of land South of 

Lang Loan will provide a clear and 

defensible Green Belt boundary. 

As demonstrated within the IDF 

and explained within the DFR, this 

will be formed by a landscape 

buffer along the southern edge of 

the site.  

 

The City Bypass beyond will also 

prevent any further development to 

the south of the site. 

 

The scoring for criterion L2 should 

be amended to reflect this position. 

 

L3 – Does the site have 

significant effects on the 

designated landscape areas? 

 

The site is not located within a 

designated landscape area. 

 

L4 – Does the site support the 

delivery of the green network? 

 

The proposals will incorporate 
areas of open space and provide 
opportunities for the enhancement 
of the existing Green Network. As 
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found to use the site. 
 
B5 - Would the site protect and 
or enhance ancient woodland? 
 
There are no areas of ancient 
woodland on or nearby the site. 
The development of the site will 
therefore have no impact upon 
areas of ancient woodland. 

interaction between residents of 
the site and the wider community. 
 
The proposals will also incorporate 
the required level of affordable 
housing.  

AQMAs? 
The site South of Lang Loan is not 
within an existing Air Quality 
Management Area (AQMA). The 
scoring for criterion A3 should be 
amended to reflect this lack of 
impact. 
 
A4 – Does the site prevent 
increased flooding or instability 
as a result of climate change? 
 
SEPA’s online flood mapping tool 
confirms that the site has no areas 
of medium-high flood risk. 
 
The SuDS strategy will ensure that 
surface water run-off is at 
greenfield rates.  
 
The scoring for this criterion should 
be amended to a positive score.  
 

Gardens and Designed 
Landscapes? 
 
The site is not located within or 
nearby a Historic Garden or a 
Designed Landscape.  
 
The development of the site will 
therefore have no significant 
effects on either of these 
designations. 
 
H6 – Does the site have 
significant effects on non-
designated heritage assets? 
 
As identified within the Council’s 
assessment, there is a non-
designated heritage asset (former 
quarry) within the site extents.  
 
The proposal will not have an 
effect on this non-deginated asset. 
 
The scoring for criterion H6 should 
be amended to reflect this. 
 

identified within the IDF, the 
proposal will incorporate green 
corridors through the site which will 
connect into the wider green 
network. 
 

 

 


