Consultation on the Draft Edinburgh Design Guidance

http://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/info/187/planning-consultations/1831/draft_edinburgh_design_guidance/1
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Introduction
We welcome the opportunity to comment on the above named document. 

We see the Edinburgh Design Guide as having an important part to play in helping to move the city from a state of car dependency to one where walking and cycling play a much more central role in the life of the city. 

We are very keen to see the document provide all the appropriate support to meet the national and Council commitments to increase cycle use from the current 2% of all city trips to the Scottish Government’s Cycling Action Plan target of 10 % by 2020 and the more ambitious 15% Council’s Charter of Brussels commitment.  To do this the Document needs to be bold and make more demands on developers. 

We note that the draft document says a lot of the right things about cycling: that undercover and secure cycle parking should be planned into developments, that developments should integrate with existing facilities and that those of a sufficient scale should involve developing new walking and cycle facilities.  However our experience tells us that on their own, fine words and good intentions do not always result in facilities that are fit for purpose, even though they may be costly. In making this submission we hope that the guidance and implementation systems supporting the planning function can be developed to deliver more and better cycling facilities.

Cycle Paths
Page 23 of the draft document talks about the benefits of creating a masterplan and sticking to it. That is correct, but it does not always happen, and implementation often leaves a lot to be desired.
An early example was the area between the canal and West End, where the original master plan appeared to provide excellent cycling connections.  Sadly, despite the masterplan, the stage-by-stage development of the area has resulted in a now nearly complete cycling solution which is hugely disappointing, tortuous and prone to pedestrian/ cycle conflict.
More recently, we refer to the example of the former industrial land at Granton waterfront, which is referenced in the document. Sadly the benefits of masterplanning have not reached cyclists at this location despite significant resourcing.  A planned shared use path was created parallel to Waterfront Avenue but because it is crossed by so many side roads its value as a useful cycleway is massively diminished. Any walker or cyclist using the path constantly has to give way to traffic using the minor roads that cross it, and so for cyclists with a choice, the obvious decision is to use the Waterfront Avenue roadway. 

Scottish Planning Policy states that pedestrian and cyclist needs should be prioritised over motorised traffic (paragraph 169 of Scottish Planning Policy). The design of this path clearly violates that policy.  

The document must boldly say that in relation to residential and commercial developments in the city, priority will be given to pedestrians and cyclists when integrating the development with existing pavements, paths, cycleways and roadways.

The Design Guidance should include a published table that links the scale of developments to developers contributions for walking and cycling infrastructure, over and above what they may do on-site. Even small developments should contribute. For example, a table such as below (the specific contributions and floorspace thresholds in the table are purely illustrative) –

	Development floorspace (sq mtrs)
	Contribution  (£)

	100 or less
	£1,000

	101 - 300
	£10,000

	301 - 500
	£15,000

	501 - 800
	£20,000

	800 and over
	£25,000


Revisions to a finalised table might be needed from time to time to reflect general economic conditions (high charges in boom times and lower charges when activity is more depressed). 

The funds made available from the contributions would be utilised for the development of active travel initiatives in the City.

If there is to be an opportunity for Spokes  to feed these ideas on contributions into a future consultation on a Developers Contributions and Affordable Housing we accept that they need not be considered as part of the design guidance consultation. However at the time of writing, it is not clear from the Council’s website if that opportunity is to be provided.

Cycle Access
We recognise that much good work is done in relation to cycling infrastructure within the city. However many opportunities are missed where developers could and should have done more.
As a small example, page 12 shows another example where a quality development has been created without taking proper account of cycling – St Vincent’s Place. Despite high quality finishes of the building exterior and related paving, there is no drop kerb to allow wheel chair and cycle access through St Vincent’s Place when approaching from Fettes Row. Such a measure would have been at no cost in the construction phase. Unless the developer can be persuaded to address this retrospectively, an opportunity has been missed.

 On a larger scale, many developments are accompanied by inadequate cycle access and parking provision.  A recent case is Wickes on Stevenson Road.  Indeed, most if not all the big retail centres in the city such as Hermiston Gate and Fort Kinnaird have poor cycle access and/or parking facilities.

Opportunities are missed too in relation to the permeability of developments. Opportunities for walking and cycling connections through sites should always be looked for and seized, especially when they offer real benefits such as shortening a journey or cutting out steps or slopes. 

Signage needs to be prominent. In a recent case a development allows walking and cycling access between Fountainbridge and West Tollcross but there is no public indication of this. The document should make clear that planned cut-throughs must be signed in an appropriate way that enables them to be identified and used by the public.
To help guarantee greater awareness of integrating cycling into development, and that opportunities are not missed, the Design Guidance should require (or, at the least, urge) developers to seek input from cycle groups and similar stakeholder groups. 

Finally, in our view the planning function as it relates to transport planning and to the proper consideration of cycling matters in developments has not been adequately resourced.. We ask that this submission is passed to the Head of the Planning Service for consideration of this issue.

Cycle Parking and Storage
The document rightly points out that cycle parking in new developments should be integrated into the design and should be undercover and secure. 

The document should also clearly state that cycle parking is required for all commercial and private developments both for visitors and employees.  Other existing guidance goes into detail on minimum requirements and these should be included in the document, in the part currently headed Car Parking (which should be entitled either Parking or Car and Cycle Parking). Cycle Parking should be given as much prominence in the section as car parking.
In the case of housing developments, overnight secure storage may be available as part of garage space, etc, but submitted plans should always be required to show how occupants can make use of the property to effect secure cycle storage. Clearly there are particular difficulties and special needs in certain types of accommodation such as flats, or terraced housing.
Where overnight parking or storage is an issue as with residential cycle parking, the word “secure” must mean more than that bikes can be locked to an immovable object.  A case in point is the recently completed Sugarhouse Close building for Edinburgh University postgraduate students. The building and communal outdoor spaces have quality finishes and cycling access has been considered with ramps provided at outdoor stairs. However, although the cycle parking is undercover and looks good the lack of security appears to be a fundamental flaw, and the facilities may be poorly used because of the security concerns of potential users.

The document must make a clear statement of what secure means in the context of shared overnight cycle storage. This should ideally comprise three levels of security:
1. The cycle parking should not be accessible to the public. Ideally it should be located within an area that can only be accessed by residents (requiring a key or other security to access communal space within the property). 

2. The cycle parking area should have its own level of security with ideally a keypad combination changed regularly and only made known to those actively using the facilities. 

3. Finally the facilities should allow users to secure their bike to an immovable object within the bike store, using their own lock.  

Conclusion
The final Design Guidance document should make clear that Edinburgh (in line with its Active Travel Action Plan and Charter of Brussels signature) is on its way to becoming a city where everyday cycling is massively increased and developers play their part in accommodating and fostering that change.

To achieve this the following steps are essential... 
· walking and cycling to be prioritised over motor transport in the design of new developments

· all developments to contribute financially to active travel initiatives

· a greater level of expert active travel input to be made to transport design in new developments

· clearer definition of what constitutes acceptable secure overnight cycle storage design
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