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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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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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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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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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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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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
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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 SEE ALSO full CRITIQUE OF TRANSPORT EVIDENCE BASE .......................................................... 20
Critique Of Council’s Transport Evidence Base (Section 3) 
Paragraph 274 of the SPP does not distinguish between the different modes of transport that a
Transport Appraisal should consider. The ESSTS fails to adequately consider existing capacity of
rail infrastructure in Edinburgh, instead focussing on new tram or bus rapid transit interventions.
The transport evidence base is therefore not sufficiently thorough to determine the most
sustainable spatial and site development choices for Edinburgh. This could have affected the
Council’s consideration of Corridor 8 – West of Hermiston as a sustainable transport corridor, which
unlike other corridors does not require major intervention, as it already benefits from Curriehill
train station on an electrified main line.
The ESSTS also erroneously states that Curriehill train station is an hourly service, when it is
actually half hourly in peak hours. This error looks to have affected the consideration of South of
Riccarton as a sustainable location for public transport, as the Housing Study scores South of
Riccarton as “Red – No - The site does not support travel by public transport based on existing or
incrementally improved provision”. This suggests that Curriehill Train Station has been omitted
from the Council’s site assessment. This is despite the fact that South of Riccarton is the only
greenfield site in west Edinburgh that is directly adjacent to an existing main line train station,
which Wallace are proposing to enhance into a transport hub with Bus Rapid Transit interchange
and a park and ride, which is all deliverable within the LDP timeframe.
The ESSTS recognises this opportunity for new transit solutions within Corridor 8, which includes
South of Riccarton, as it is one of four corridors considered for further assessment (along with
Corridors 3, 6 and 7); however the Choices for City Plan 2030 has only identified two corridors, 3-
‘South East Edinburgh via BioQuarter’ and 7- ‘Towards Newbridge and IBG’, for further assessment
Wallace Land Investments - South of Riccarton
Choices for City Plan 2030 – West Edinburgh – A Critique of the Evidence Base
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without sufficient justification as to why these are preferred and why corridor 8 has been
discounted.

Paragraph 274 of the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) confirms that the site selection and the SEA
process should be informed by a robust assessment of public transport provision. However, the
Housing Study is not transparent in relation to how the site accessibility scores are generated. The
assessment criteria are related to the outcomes of the Edinburgh Strategic Sustainable Transport
Study (ESSTS) however this is based on wider transport corridors and not specific sites. As such,
we can only assume there is another assessment available to the Council that does review the
accessibility score of each site in the Housing Study but this has not been made publicly available
for consultation.
Wallace’s site South of Riccarton is located within Sustainable Transport Corridor 8 West of
Hermiston in the ESSTS (Figure 9.1). However, map 3 within the Choices for City Plan is inaccurate
as it does not align with Corridor 8 as depicted in the ESSTS, as it excludes the land parcel South of Riccarton and existing Curriehill train station. This critical 
error may well have influenced the
accessibility judgements made towards South of Riccarton, which would further undermine the
overall SEA process.
Finally, the outcome of the West Edinburgh’s Spatial Strategy, commissioned by the Council,
Scottish Government, Scottish Future’s Trust and Scottish Enterprise, and being undertaken by
Rettie, Aecom and Collective Architecture, is not yet known. In addition, the ESSTS is not yet
complete, with the second stage assessment understood to still be progressed by Jacobs. It is
therefore premature for the Choices for City Plan 2030 to include proposed site allocations in west
Edinburgh (or at the very least without reasonable alternatives), given that the evidence base to
justify the spatial strategy is incomplete.
The findings of these studies should form a key part of the Council’s evidence base for selecting
sites in west Edinburgh and therefore the current site choices are premature, particularly given the
multiple flaws in the existing evidence base as highlighted above. Wallace therefore objects to all
proposed sites in west Edinburgh at the present time. 

The Housing Study omits important environmental criteria, including proximity to statutory
environmental designations, and as such cannot be considered a robust assessment in line with
SEA requirements. Furthermore, the criteria that are included do not properly assess site
deliverability in terms of the existing capacity in local services, roads and public transport, or
marketability.
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As with the Environmental Report, some sites are assessed on the basis of their current position
(without mitigation), whilst others are assessed on their future potential (with mitigation), which
skews the results.
The two elements that seem to generate the most discrepancies in the scoring are education and
public transport.
The Council’s evidence base lacks an Education Impact Assessment, which should take into
consideration existing capacity in the School Estate to inform an infrastructure first approach.
Instead the Council favours the selection of sites such as Kirkliston to provide brand new school
infrastructure. This may not be an issue in itself however, the evidence base is incomplete to
determine if it is the most sustainable approach and the location for the new education facility
seems to have been one of the key starting points and once that decision has been made it obviates
an objective assessment of all other potential site options.
The Council’s Assessment of South of Riccarton goes even further and states that it may have
capacity to deliver a new school were it not for the East of Riccarton site taking up the capacity.
Again, this demonstrates that each individual site has not been assessed objectively or
independently, with a strong element of pre-determination when an Education Impact Assessment
has not even been provided as part of the publicly available evidence base.
This is especially significant given that the Council’s approach to calculating education need and
contributions proposed within their ‘Supplementary Guidance on Developer Contributions and
Infrastructure Delivery’ for the existing LDP was rejected by the Scottish Government on 29th
January 2019.
In relation to public transport, site choices such as Kirkliston and Calderwood simply don’t support
the key Local Development Plan objective of reducing the reliance on the private car and Edinburgh
Wallace Land Investments - South of Riccarton
Choices for City Plan 2030 – West Edinburgh – A Critique of the Evidence Base
Page | 6
ST/GL/P20-0337/R001v7
City Council’s objective to be a carbon neutral City by 2030. Moreover, these sites do not sit within
a sustainable transport corridor as identified by the ESSTS and should not be supported for
development, whereas South of Riccarton does (Corridor 8) and should therefore be supported as
a sustainable location for development.
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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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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



Customer Ref: 00631 Response Ref: ANON-KU2U-GWN3-6 Supporting Info Yes

Name Graham Lamb Email graham.lamb@pegasusgroup.co.uk

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

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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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 Not Answered

Explanation

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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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 Not Answered

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 Yes

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 Yes

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 Yes

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 Yes

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 Wallace Land Investments object in principle to the proposed greenfield areas in west Edinburgh on the basis that the Council have not completed their 
evidence base on all key relevant matters, and therefore all current site choices in west Edinburgh are premature.
SEE SUPPORTING DOCS for full critique eg CRITIQUE OF THE LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT CRITIQUE OF TRANSPORT EVIDENCE BASE 
.......................................................... 20
CRITIQUE OF THE LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT .......................... 27
CRITIQUE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT ........................................................ 30
CRITIQUE OF THE HOUSING STUDY ..................................................................... 38
CONCLUSIONS .................................................................................................. 50

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 No

Explanation

Choice 12 C

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

Short Response No

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



Customer Ref: 00631 Response Ref: ANON-KU2U-GWN3-6 Supporting Info Yes

Name Graham Lamb Email graham.lamb@pegasusgroup.co.uk

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

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

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

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
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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

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
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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

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
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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

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
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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

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
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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

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



Customer Ref: 00631 Response Ref: ANON-KU2U-GWN3-6 Supporting Info Yes

Name Graham Lamb Email graham.lamb@pegasusgroup.co.uk

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

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

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
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Name Graham Lamb Email graham.lamb@pegasusgroup.co.uk

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

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

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
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Name Graham Lamb Email graham.lamb@pegasusgroup.co.uk

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

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

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



Customer Ref: 00631 Response Ref: ANON-KU2U-GWN3-6 Supporting Info Yes

Name Graham Lamb Email graham.lamb@pegasusgroup.co.uk

Response Type Agent / Consultant

On behalf of: Wallace Land Investments

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

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
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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of Wallace Land Investments (“Wallace”) in relation to the Edinburgh Choices for City Plan 2030 and should be read in conjunction with the further representations submitted on South of Riccarton b...
	1.2 This report focuses on how greenfield sites in west Edinburgh have been considered and assessed in the supporting evidence, with specific reference to the Wallace site South of Riccarton. These representations focus on the Council’s evidence base ...
	1.3 For clarity, this report relates to the main Edinburgh Choices for City Plan 2030 consultation document issued by the City Council in January 2020 and the associated evidence base documents issued alongside it, including:
	 City Plan 2030 Environmental Report (and Non-Technical Summary);
	 Choices for City Plan 2030 - Monitoring Statement;
	 Choices for City Plan 2030 – Housing Study, Jan 2020 (Part 1 and Part 2);
	 Choices for City Plan 2030 – Integrated Impact Assessment - Summary Report - Jan 2020;
	 Choices for City Plan 2030 – Financial Resources Appraisal;
	 Edinburgh Strategic Sustainable Transport Assessment, Jacobs, Oct 2019;
	 Draft City Mobility Plan, Jan 2020;
	 Edinburgh City Plan 2030 – Landscape and Visual Assessment of Greenfield Sites, April 2019; and
	 Development Plan Scheme, Jan 2020.

	1.4 Wallace has grave concerns about the following aspects of the Choices for City Plan and the direction of travel that appears to have been taken by the City Council so far:
	 The Environmental Report supporting the City Plan does not assess all reasonable alternatives and therefore fundamentally fails the requirements of EU SEA Directive and associated Scottish law associated with the assessment of environmental impacts;
	 The evidence supporting the Choices for City Plan has been misinterpreted or misrepresented within the Choices for City Plan document itself, leading to unjustified and inconsistent outcomes;
	 The site selection process that has resulted in the currently chosen greenfield sites is not transparent and entirely missing in the context of certain alternative locations; and
	 The aspirations set out within the plan as currently drafted are not consistent with certain policies set within national planning policy.
	 Selecting preferred sites at this early stage of the Edinburgh Plan is also considered somewhat premature given the evidence base is still emerging in respect of the Edinburgh Strategic Sustainable Transport Strategy Stage 2 and West Edinburgh Spati...

	1.5 We address the following aspects within this document:
	 Section 2 highlights how EU and Scottish environmental legislation needs to be addressed and why the Choices for City Plan 2030 document and its associated Environmental Assessment falls short of these requirements;
	 Section 3 provides a critique of the transport evidence (notably the City Mobility Plan and Strategic Transport Assessment) which identifies errors that have carried through to the site scoring within the Environmental Report and Housing Study;
	 Section 4 reviews the Council’s Landscape Assessment, which does not assess sites on a consistent basis compared to the Environmental Report and other related documents;
	 Section 5 provides a detailed critique of the Council’s Environmental Report, which identifies flaws and inconsistencies in the overall approach as well as the assessment of individual sites.
	 Section 6 addresses the Council’s Housing Study, which includes errors and inconsistencies (including those related to the transport evidence as noted in section 2).
	 Section 7 summarises our responses to various sections of the Choices for City Plan cross referring to previous issues raised and national planning policy requirements.


	2. STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS & OBLIGATIONS
	2.1 Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) and Sustainability Appraisal legislation is found in European Directive 2001/42/EC and was transposed into Scottish Law through the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 20050F .
	2.2 The Act requires that an environmental assessment is undertaken on all plans, programmes and strategies of a public nature which are likely to have significant environmental effects. Detailed guidance on these regulations are contained within Scot...
	2.3 Part 4 of the Act confirms that the European Directives will apply plans and programmes which are subject to preparation or adoption (or both) by a responsible authority at national, regional or local level. Edinburgh City Council is a responsible...
	2.4 The Choices for City Plan therefore qualifies as a plan that requires a Strategic Environmental Assessment. This is endorsed by paragraph 65 of Circular 6/2013 Development Plans, which confirms that a SEA (and HRA) is required for all Local Develo...
	2.5 As confirmed at paragraph 1.2 of the SEA guidance:
	‘SEA is a means to judge the likely impact of a public plan on the environment and to seek ways to minimise that effect, if it is likely to be significant.’
	SEA therefore aims to offer greater protection to the environment by ensuring public bodies and those organisations preparing plans of a 'public character' consider and address the likely significant environmental effects. Under the Environmental Asse...

	2.6 Sections 3E of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) 1997 Act also require that functions relating to the preparation of the National Planning Framework by Scottish Ministers and development plans by planning authorities must be exercised with ...
	2.7 Section 44 of the Climate change (Scotland) Act 2009 also sets out that public bodies (which includes planning authorities) must, in exercising their functions, act in the way best calculated to contributing to the delivery of the climate change t...
	2.8 Critically, Article 5(1) of the SEA Directive states:
	‘Where an environmental assessment is required under Article 3(1), an environmental report shall be prepared in which the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme, and reasonable alternatives taking into acco...

	2.9 The relevant Annex confirms the information to be provided under Article 5(1), subject to Article 5(2) and (3), is the following:
	a) an outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan or programme and relationship with other relevant plans and programmes;
	b) the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the plan or programme;
	c) the environmental characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected;
	d) any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan or programme including, in particular, those relating to any areas of a particular environmental importance, such as areas designated pursuant to Directives 79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC;
	e) the environmental protection objectives, established at international, Community or Member State level, which are relevant to the plan or programme and the way those objectives and any environmental considerations have been taken into account durin...
	f) the likely significant effects on the environment, including on issues such as biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assets, cultural heritage including architectural and archaeological h...
	g) the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible offset any significant adverse effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme;
	h) an outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with, and a description of how the assessment was undertaken including any difficulties (such as technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered in compiling the required inform...
	i) a description of the measures envisaged concerning monitoring in accordance with Article 10;
	j) a non-technical summary of the information provided under the above headings.
	k) That these effects should include secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium and long-term permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects (our emphasis).

	2.10 It is therefore clear that in preparing a Local Development Plan there is a need to consider an array of issues and options (including reasonable alternatives) and test how these might impact on the environment, climate change and the need to pro...
	2.11 In this case, one of the critical considerations for the Choices for City Plan relates to the scale of new homes required to house existing and future population and how this can be achieved in the context of achieving ‘sustainable development’.
	2.12 The new homes will most likely result in an increase in the local population within Edinburgh and the preferred spatial distribution of this population will have an impact on key services (such as schools) and key infrastructure, including transp...
	2.13 Indeed, paragraph 274 of the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) specifically states the following:
	In preparing development plans, planning authorities are expected to appraise the impact of the spatial strategy and its reasonable alternatives on the transport network, in line with Transport Scotland’s DPMTAG guidance. This should include considera...

	2.14 In the context of the Choices for City Plan, therefore, an accurate assessment and portrayal of the existing transport infrastructure supporting the City is critical as is a clear understanding of all other environmental impacts.
	2.15 We note the Council have produced a City Mobility Plan and this is informed by the Edinburgh Strategic Sustainable Transport Study (ESSTS) (Phase 1) carried out by Jacobs, which we will comment on in more detail below and within Section 3. Howeve...
	2.16 Figure 2 within the 06/2013 Development Plan Circular confirms that an Environmental Assessment should be consulted upon at the main issues stage. In light of this, the Council have prepared an Environmental Report and this forms part of the curr...
	 ‘Provide information for Edinburgh’s City Plan 2030 at the Choices for City Plan 2030/Main Issues Report (MIR) stage;
	 Identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant environmental effects of the preferred approach to the choices in the MIR and any reasonable alternatives;
	 Consider the potential environmental effects of potential new development sites to inform the preferred approach and reasonable alternatives to be identified in the MIR.’

	2.17 The report does provisionally seek to provide a considered assessment of the likely impacts on each of the items under criterion f of Annex I of the SEA Directive. However, the assessment only considers the sites that have been put forward within...
	2.18 Paragraph 64 of Circular 6/2013 provides further advice in the context of producing a robust, timely and transparent Environmental Assessment and importantly confirms that developers and land promotors should be given the opportunity to submit th...
	‘Many authorities run a “Call for Sites” prior to preparing the Main Issues Report. This is not a requirement of the legislation, but it can be a useful part of the process. This stage allows landowners and prospective developers to put forward for co...

	2.19 In this case, the Council have not undertaken a Call for Sites exercise. As noted by the Circular, this is not a legal requirement but given the plan relates to Edinburgh: Scotland’s capital and most influential city, adhering to the government’s...
	2.20 Notwithstanding this, we are aware that Wallace did provide details of their land South of Riccarton in June 2018 to the Council. These details demonstrated that the site was available, suitable and deliverable for a strategic residential led, mi...
	2.21 Interestingly, the site is actually depicted on some of the plans at Appendix 6 of the Environmental Assessment including the Biodiversity, fauna and flora plan and the Active Travel Plan and in both instances it is defined as a ‘Potential Greenf...
	2.22 A partial explanation can be found on page 24 of the Environmental Assessment under the heading ‘Greenfield Sites’. It is stated that a detailed assessment was undertaken of all greenfield sites around Edinburgh and detailed information on the as...
	2.23 There are obvious shortfalls associated with this approach. Critically, the assessment criteria in the Housing Assessment are not the same as those in the Environmental Assessment (See Appendix 1 – which lists all the criteria across the 2 docume...
	2.24 Whilst there is some overlap in relation to some of the topic areas, the differences in approach are evident by the range of questions asked and the topics covered. Perhaps the most startling omission is the lack of any questions associated with ...
	2.25 Secondly, the matter is compounded by the fact that the assessment in Housing Study adds preferential treatment and commentary towards the preferred sites within the Choices for City Plan document in relation to a number of topics. Clearly this c...
	2.26 We provide a more detailed analysis of each of the currently identified sites in the Choice for City Plan and a detailed assessment of Wallace’s  site in subsequent sections; however, in order to help demonstrate and articulate some of the issues...
	2.27 Notably both sites are of a similarly large scale and can deliver a significant number of homes and associated facilities. Both are also fully located within the Strategic Public Transport Corridor 8 and both border the Heriot-Watt University, wh...
	2.28 One example of an alternative approach being taken when it comes to assessing the two sites within the Housing Study is under the Active Travel question ‘Does the site support travel by foot to identified convenience services?’. The East of Ricca...
	‘The site is not within walking distance to local convenience services. Convenience services can be provided on the site due to scope for development here.’

	2.29 As such, the Council have raised the site’s status from what would have been a red/no rating based on the existing situation (which is correct as there are no convenience stores within a reasonable walking distance) due to what the Council envisa...
	2.30 In comparison, the South of Riccarton site obtains a red/no rating with the following commentary and analysis:
	‘The site is not within walking distance to local convenience services. It is unlikely that access can be improved, and convenience services are unlikely to be provided on the site due to lack of scope for development nearby.’

	2.31 There are two issues with this assessment. Firstly, the southern most parts of the site are actually within a reasonable walking distance to convenience services located within Currie. There is a local/neighbourhood centre located within 700m fro...
	2.32 Whilst we note that the 800m distance would be exceeded if measured from a central location within the site, there are parts of the site that would clearly rank green on the above analysis. We suspect the same is true of the East of Riccarton sit...
	2.33 Notwithstanding this, the primary issue with the Council’s assessment of both sites is that they fail to recognise that the South of Riccarton site can and would also deliver new convenience services. This has been made very clear in the promotio...
	2.34 The same approach is taken in relation to questions associated with the ability to improve community infrastructure (i.e. school provision), which we address in more detail in Section 6 of our representations but is notable that the East of Ricca...
	2.35 Reference is also made under the South of Riccarton site assessment that new Secondary School provision would be required due to capacity issues at Currie High School and that a new secondary school would have to serve a wide catchment area so go...
	2.36 Perhaps the most onerous component of the Council’s assessment relates to how the sites score in the context of access to public transport provision. (remembering that paragraph 274 of the SPP confirms a robust assessment of public transport prov...
	‘Does the site support travel by public transport through existing public transport network accessibility and capacity?’
	‘No – the site does not support travel by public transport based on existing or incrementally improved provision.’
	‘Is the site potentially served by an identified public transport intervention project which is deliverable in the plan period to serve and accommodate development?’
	‘No – the site may support travel by public transport based on an identified intervention, but this intervention is not deliverable within the plan period.’

	2.37 Again, no reference is made to the fact that the site is located directly adjacent to Curriehill train station, with the entirety of the site falling within which has a regular and frequent half hourly service to Edinburgh during AM and PM peak t...
	2.38 We address public transport issues and the Council dedicated evidence on this in more detail in Section 3. However, on page 6 in Appendix 2 of the Housing Study, the Council confirms how the sites are scored in the context of these two questions ...
	‘Does the site support travel by public transport through existing public transport network accessibility and capacity?’
	Assessed based on Edinburgh Strategic Sustainable Transport Study (ESSTS) input which assesses corridor and site accessibility through TRACC public transport analysis taking into account passenger volume over capacity (V/C) on key routes and bus frequ...
	The ESSTS has used a red/amber/green scoring system for the sites, so where the site scores green in this assessment this will be classed as yes [green]. Where the site scores amber in this assessment it will be classed as partially suitable [amber]. ...
	‘Is the site potentially served by an identified public transport intervention project which is deliverable in the plan period to serve and accommodate development?’
	The ESSTS has identified public transport interventions that could enhance the accessibility, capacity and quality of the overall public transport network. This stage of the study does not make specific route/modal recommendations, but has identified ...
	The study uses a similar red/amber/green scoring system to score the future accessibility of sites taking into account future intervention. The overall assessment should be a composite taking into account the access and capacity assessment above and a...
	If the site sits alongside an identified corridor improvement with a long‐term score of green or has an existing score of green with no identified corridor improvement this will be classed as yes [green]. If the site sits alongside an identified corri...

	2.39 As such, we seemingly need to turn to the ESSTS to determine why each site in the Housing Study obtains the score it does in relation to this issue. This document is prepared by Jacobs and dated October 2019. It helpfully provides reference to a ...
	2.40 To conclude, the Council’s Environment Assessment is fundamentally flawed by the fact that it does not assess a reasonable selection of alternative sites or alternative spatial distribution options for accommodating Edinburgh’s future housing nee...
	2.41 It is also pertinent that other evidence base documents are still under preparation, which could have a material bearing on site selection and the SEA process, including the West Edinburgh Spatial Strategy (commissioned by the Council, Scottish G...
	2.42 As a final point, we note that the Council have not provided a formal Habitat Regulation Assessment at this stage either and whilst we note the Environment Assessment touches on the various ecological habitats within the area, this does not satis...
	2.43 In summary, this section has highlighted a number of critical shortfalls in the Council’s evidence base when it comes to tying this into the Council’s obligations to test reasonable alternatives under Strategic Environmental Assessment Directives...

	3. CRITIQUE OF TRANSPORT EVIDENCE BASE
	3.1 This section reviews the Council’s Strategic Sustainable Transport Assessment (ESSTS) prepared by Jacobs in October 2019. The report largely focuses on the suitability of a number of corridors and their suitability for improved public transport ac...
	3.2 The first point to highlight with this assessment is that it is highly geared towards assessing suitable corridors for ‘transit-based solutions’ as confirmed at paragraph 1.10. Paragraph 1.12 goes on to confirm that the working definition of this ...
	3.3 The following paragraphs go on to reference tram and Bus Rapid Transit modes and the remainder of the Jacobs assessment focuses specifically on the ability to increase the local public transport network using these particular modes. Indeed, limite...
	3.4 With that in mind, a compelling part of Wallace’s case to support development at South of Riccarton is the proximity of the site to Curriehill Train Station. The site abuts the station and provides suitable land that could be utilised for extended...
	3.5 On page 34 of the Jacobs assessment, which incorporates the baseline review for Corridor 8, it is noted that the rail service from Curriehill station is hourly. However, this is incorrect, in fact the station provides a half hourly or better servi...
	Departing Curriehill to Edinburgh
	Returning from Edinburgh to Curriehill
	 17.26 pm


	3.6 This must be reflected and rectified in the transport evidence, Housing Study and Environmental Assessment.
	3.7 In particular, this level of service needs to be reflected on Figure 4.5 of the Jacobs assessment, which provides a heat map ranking to areas along public transport corridors and may well have influenced the assessment within the Housing Study reg...
	3.8 It takes only 30 minutes to get to the centre of Edinburgh on most services and the 07:56 morning service only takes a speedy 16 minutes due to missing out certain stops between. This represents a frequent service for commuters to Edinburgh and al...
	3.9 Notably, in the baseline assessment for Corridor 8 (West of Hermiston), the following other observations are made by Jacobs:
	 Route: Broad corridor west of Hermiston, encompassing Heriot-Watt University and Curriehill station and future potential development areas.

	3.10 Under the heading ‘Opportunities’ the following is stated:
	 Significant greenfield land offers potential for transit-led development and urban-extension;

	3.11 Curriehill station is therefore a key component of Corridor 8 and this is corroborated by Figure 9.1 on page 80 of the Jacobs assessment (copied below). The yellow boundary illustrates the correct boundary of the corridor.
	3.12 Notwithstanding this, we note that the corridor area has seemingly shrunk and been misrepresented on Figures within the Jacobs report as the following figures do not include Curriehill station within the boundary of Corridor 8:
	 Figure 4.1 – Strategic Corridors

	3.13 Given the supporting text in the Jacobs report and the more detailed plan at Figure 9.1, we can only assume the above figures have been drawn up incorrectly. However, it is an important error as it results in the omission of Curriehill station fr...
	3.14 These errors must be corrected. Failure to do so misrepresents our clients site and we cannot be certain that the authors of other supporting evidence base documents, including the Housing Study, and authors of the Choices for City Plan would not...
	3.15 Critically, Map 3 on page 17 of the Choice for City Plan 2030 continues this misrepresentation and shows Corridor 8 as excluding half of the University and Currehill station. Irrespective of whether this is a simple drafting error, it is clearly ...
	3.16 Furthermore, the Choices for City Plan 2030 has failed to adequately justify why only two of the defined transport corridors, 3 – ‘South East Edinburgh via BioQuarter’  and 7- ‘Towards Newbridge and IBG’ have been chosen for further assessment fo...
	3.17 Notwithstanding the above comments, we do support a number of the findings within the Jacobs assessment. We accept the principal benefits of strategic land use planning being aligned with strategic transport infrastructure investment. We also sup...
	3.18 With regard the ‘sifting stage’ at Section 5 of the Jacobs report, a summary of Jacob’s sifting exercise is provided in Table 5.2 (copied below as our Figure 3.2). However, there is no associated commentary or specific assessment to determine how...
	3.19 As noted, Corridor 8, Corridor 7 (towards Newbridge), Corridor 6 (Granton) and Corridor 3 (South East via Bio Quarter) have been shortlisted for further investigations for tram connectivity.
	3.20 Of the corridors deemed suitable for tram transit, Corridor 8 scores 11 and this sits just 1 point behind Corridor 7 with the only difference relating to ‘Development Demand’ within the existing Local Development Plan. However, we note that it is...
	3.21 Jacobs conclude at paragraph 8.15 that a bus-based or BRT transit option is the more appropriate solution for Corridor 7 and because of this, Jacobs suggest Corridor 8 should benefit from potential tram connections. Firstly we would note that the...
	3.22 Whilst there is a strong case for Corridor 8 to benefit from tram transit as well due to the ability to connect to the university and surrounding employment clusters, which generate significant trips, it is also important to recognise that the So...
	3.23 As noted above, South of Riccarton already benefits from a 30min train service between Curriehill and Edinburgh in the peak hours. Furthermore, 11 bus routes currently serve the Riccarton Area (25, 34, 35, 45, 63, 23, X23, 27, X27/X28, 40/X40 and...
	3.24 If the City Council chooses to direct tram investment towards Corridor 8, bus connections could be provided to any future tram stop from this hub or trams could potentially access the hub in the future. This would make the South of Riccarton site...
	3.25 Indeed, we understand that the ESSTS Phase 2 study is to be commissioned which will include further work on corridor 8 on the basis that Bus Rapid Transit can be a sustainable transport intervention for this corridor within the timescale of the L...
	3.26 Within Section 9 of the ESSTS, which focuses on Corridor 8, we support many of the comments made and the suitability of greenfield land within the area offers an opportunity for an array of options, as depicted on Figure 9.1 (copied above) to con...
	3.27 We accept that providing a green link over the by-pass might be more challenging but the benefit of having good existing train and bus connections means that those undertaking a trip could utilise various modes on one trip to overcome such barrie...
	3.28 Encouragingly, the assessment goes on to confirm that engineering options are likely to be feasible and there is no ‘showstopper risk’, which we concur with.
	3.29 On the basis of South of Riccarton already being highly accessible by a range of sustainable modes (active travel/bus/train) it is in its present state more accessible than East of Riccarton, which has been chosen as a preferred greenfield site b...

	4. CRITIQUE OF THE LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
	4.1 The Council’s Landscape and Visual Assessment of greenfield sites was undertaken by Carol Anderson and Nigel Buchan with the final report issued in April 2019.

	5. CRITIQUE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT
	5.1 The City Plan 2030 Environmental Report was prepared by the Council’s Planning Policy Department to inform Choices for City Plan 2030, and states that it has been prepared in line with Section 15 of the Environmental Assessment (Scotland Act 2005).

	6. CRITIQUE OF THE HOUSING STUDY
	6.1 The Housing Study is in 2 parts, with part 2b assessing all the greenfield land in the district, split into 7 sectors and 134 sites.

	7. CONCLUSIONS
	7.1 This representation has undertaken a detailed review of the Edinburgh Choices for City Plan 2030 and its supporting evidence base and identified a number of major flaws and inconsistencies in the site selection process, focusing on housing release...
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