
1 
 

EACC Meeting: 30 May 2024 

 

Agenda: 
1] Edinburgh Bus Users Group: Report ahead of 6 June AGM: 
with Chris Day, EBUG Secretary. 
2] Planning Forum: Panel Discussion on current issues: 
led by Cramond & Barnton, Liberton, Merchiston and Trinity CCs. See also the Appendices. 
3] Licensing: Short report: 
from Roger Colkett (Tollcross CC). 
 
1) Edinburgh Bus Users Group 
130 members – est. c. 2019 on the feeling that the Council had become complacent about its 
bus service. A strategic group, looking at wide issues – on ‘detailed’ issues (bus stop siting etc.), 
local groups really need to involve themselves. 
Current focus: 
Bus tracker problems – software issue – fix by late June? 
Additional £300k in council 2024/25 budget for supported bus services. 
Bus station leased expiry. 
Lobbying MSPs for Scot Gov reinstatement of axed £500m ‘bus partnership fund’. 
CEC City Mobility Plan and Our Future Streets. 
Q&A conversation: 
Floating Bus Stops (FBS): Planned expansion – polarised debate, cyclists see little problem, 
pedestrians see a narrow ‘boarding strip’ – visually impaired especially uncomfortable – design 
concept doesn’t cater for the vulnerable – reported accident rates underplay the issue; near 
misses rattle people. 
 
From BBC News, 15 May 2024: 
Campaigners have called for a ban of so-called floating bus stops in London. 
The design, which has a cycle lane between the stop and the pavement, is intended to 
allow bus passengers to get on and off safely while cyclists can keep moving. 
Transport for London (TfL), which has funded 160 of the stops, says the likelihood of 
being injured by a cyclist at a bypass is "very low". 
The Department for Transport says schemes should be accessible to all. 
The National Federation of the Blind UK's (NFB) has produced a petition which as been 
signed by more than 270 organisations and will be handed in to Downing Street later. 
It comes after a video posted by the NFB that shows what it describes as "the chaotic 
and downright dangerous situation" at a bus stop bypass outside St Thomas' Hospital 
near Waterloo. 
It showed a pedestrian walking into a cycle lane and falling to the ground after a cyclist 
knocks him off balance. 
"These designs are not safe and they need to be urgently halted," it posted. 
 
From Route 1, 16 May 2024: 

A Transport for London (TfL) report into controversial “floating bus stops” has 
concluded the risk of pedestrian injury is “very low”. 
'Floating bus stop' injury risk 'very low': TfL report - routeone (route-one.net) 
 

 

 

https://twitter.com/nfbuk/status/1787211980027101194
https://www.route-one.net/news/floating-bus-stop-injury-risk-very-low-tfl-report/#:~:text=A%20Transport%20for%20London%20%28TfL%29%20report%20into%20controversial,in%20which%20cycle%20lanes%20go%20behind%20bus%20stops.
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2) Planning Forum 

See also on the EACC site the report on the CEC Planning Webinar of 30 May. Go to EACC 

Meetings >>> Meetings 2024. 

a) Development Control issues: 

(Scott) CC submissions to Developer pre-application consultations are written-up with the 

Developer’s ‘spin’ shading their tone. So the CC’s views can easily be watered-down and they 

have no recourse. In Handling Reports, the Planners’ interpretation of CC views (and of policy) 

can be expressed very differently from the statements made by CCs. 

(Shaw) Developers will quote guidance* that says, while their community engagement should 

be ‘meaningful’, they are not obliged to take community views on board, or directly reflect them 

in subsequent application 

(Anderson) CCs as ‘amateurs’ up against professional Developers with professional Planners in 

the middle; goodwill on the part of the latter offset by their need to ‘get a job done’. CCs also 

have to question how able they are to get a ‘truly representative’ view on (contentious) 

planning applications from their communities. 

(Wightman) Planners talk a lot to Developers but they don’t take us into account. CCs are last to 

hear of ‘changes’. 

(Perchard) CCs compromised by the short window XXX in which they are to take community 

views and submit comment on planning applications. 

(Allen) ‘Commercial confidentiality’ is a smokescreen used by the Planners to hide from difficult 

(CC) questions. 

(Doig) CCs are quoted as having a statutory role in the planning process but it appears from CEC 

that consultation is not ‘automatic’; it relates to the size of the development and to whether the 

Planners want to consult**. A CC ‘objection / comment’ counts as ‘one’ response when it ought 

to carry more weight. So, encourage all in the community to submit their own response 

(whatever the tone), to bolster the ‘community’ view, to ‘clock up the numbers. 

 

*Scot Gov guidelines for pre-application communication. See Planning circular 3/2022: 

development management procedures and Clause 2.11. Here is the link: 

2. Pre-Application Phase - Planning circular 3/2022: development management procedures - 

gov.scot (www.gov.scot) 

See also Appendix 1 to this note. 

**’For proposed major and national developments, there are statutory requirements for 

consultation with communities before a planning application can be made’ (See paragraph 2.7 

in the reference document above. For ‘local’ developments, a level down from ‘major’, there 

doesn’t appear to be a statutory requirement). 

 

b) How can CCs play a stronger hand? 

(Doig, Scott) Public has a nil / weak perception of CCs, no motivation for involvement – ‘a waste 

of time’. CEC should play a much bigger part in their promotion. CCs need ‘visibility’. 

(Scott) Even where CCs bring in professional support to guide their response on issues such as 

road junctions, active travel routes etc., CEC Planners / Roads people are for the most part 

dismissive. 

(Anderson) Push Elected Councillors to take a stronger interest, to take a stronger line with 

Planners, to curb the incidence of Planners making the decision ‘by default’. 

https://63gp3.r.sp1-brevo.net/mk/cl/f/sh/1f8JIKXwHGapj0D3WTkOoDJXBD/pS6-HG4MxyTj
https://www.gov.scot/publications/planning-circular-3-2022-development-management-procedures/pages/2/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/planning-circular-3-2022-development-management-procedures/pages/2/
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c) Development Planning:  

The shape of the city – CEC starting on the roll-out of City Plan 2040, the first stages of 

‘engagement and consultation’ and the idea of Local Place Plans (LPP). (See also the Planning 

Webinar referred to above.) 

(Scott) One problem is that CEC don’t offer (enough) support on how to build an LPP. But CEC 

are saying that an LPP is the way for a community to have most influence with regard to ‘place’. 

(Anderson) There will be inevitable tensions between a community-driven LPP and top-down 

development guidelines from Scot Gov. 

(Shaw) LPPs have little point when what communities are really calling for is more social 

infrastructure (health hubs, schools etc.)  

(Wightman) LPPs are best drafted with some form of professional input. CCs simply can’t afford 

that. 

(Airlie) CEC can point CCs to a number of ‘free access’ websites / information sources on 

drafting LPPs. It’s important that the LPP document is properly drafted. Watch out for imminent 

new CEC rollout of the LPP idea. 

(Kerr) Use the Scot Gov ‘Place-making Exercise’ as a format for bringing in community interest 

and participation in the community’s future shape. Quotes a very successful Corstorphine 

exercise. See Appendix 2. 

(KR: I can’t find reference to it, but this link might help: draft-how-to-guide-pdf-format.pdf 

(transformingplanning.scot) ) 

(Kerr) EACC should think more purposefully about participation in the Edinburgh Partnership 

Board 

(Marshall / Scott) Could CCs look to work together on LPP basics and on some major (place) 

policy issues as a means of putting a stronger message to CEC? (tourism, parking space policies 

in the suburbs / congestion, student housing, hotel development?)  

 

Appendix 1: From the Scot Gov document: 

2.11 PAC (Pre-Application Consultation) does not take away the need for, and right of, 

individuals and communities to express formal views to the planning authority during the 

planning application process itself. This should be emphasised by the prospective applicant 

during PAC. While engagement should be meaningful, the prospective applicant is not obliged 

to take on board community views, or directly reflect them in any subsequent application. As 

with any application for planning permission, the applicant has the right to choose what they 

wish to apply for. It is important, therefore, for communities and others to follow their interest 

in a proposal through to the planning application stage, when views can be made to the 

planning authority before it determines the application. 

Appendix 2: Community Engagement: How to do that? This looks like a good place to start.  

Our Place - a site devoted to promoting the benefits of place and place-based working - a 
project developed by the Place Standard partners (Scottish Government, Public Health 
Scotland, Architecture & Design Scotland, the Improvement Service and Glasgow City Council). 
Our Place | Our Place 
Place Standard tool | Our Place 
Evidence behind Place Standard Tool and Place and Wellbeing Outcomes | Our Place 

 

 

https://www.transformingplanning.scot/media/2236/draft-how-to-guide-pdf-format.pdf
https://www.transformingplanning.scot/media/2236/draft-how-to-guide-pdf-format.pdf
https://www.ourplace.scot/
https://www.ourplace.scot/About-Place-Standard
https://www.ourplace.scot/resource/evidence-behind-place-standard-tool-and-place-and-wellbeing-outcomes
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3) Licensing – Roger Colkett (Tollcross CC and EACC: A personal view 

 

 
 

 
As far as Alcohol licensing is concerned Community Councils are notified of any application for 
new, or major variations to existing, licensed premises in their area. 
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The objectives for these three areas are generally similar. The notable differences (highlighted) 
are for:  
Alcohol - Protecting and improving public health. 
Sexual Entertainment Venues, - Reducing violence against women. 
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End 


