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CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL 
 

Transport and Environment Committee  
 

18 June 2026 
 

DEPUTATION REQUESTS 
 
 

Subject  Deputation 

3.1 In relation to item 6.1 – 
Business Bulletin -  

North Gyle Community Flood Group 

(Verbal and written submission) 

3.2 In relation to item 7.3 - 
Greenbank to Meadows Quiet 
Connection - Update. 

 

Braid Estate Safety 

(Verbal and written submission) 

Midmar Residents 

(Verbal and written submission) 

St Peter’s RC Primary School Parent Council  

(Verbal and written submission) 

Braid Estate Liveable Streets 

(Verbal and written submission) 

Spokes South Edinburgh 

(Written submission) 

3.3 In relation to item 7.4 -
Salamander Street Air Quality 
Action Plan 

Leith Harbour and Newhaven Community 
Council 

(Written submission) 

3.4 In relation to item 8.1 - Trams 
from Granton to the 
BioQuarter/Royal Infirmary of 
Edinburgh and Beyond 
Consultation and Market 
Research report 

Transform Scotland 

(Written submission) 

Spokes 

(Written submission) 

 
 
Information or statements contained in any deputation to the City of Edinburgh 
Council represent the views and opinions of those submitting the deputation. The 
reference to, or publication of, any information or statements included within a 
deputation, including on the City of Edinburgh Council’s website, does not constitute 
an endorsement by the City of Edinburgh Council of any such information or 
statement and should not be construed as representing the views or position of the 

Item No 3 
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Craigmount High School was built in the 1970’s 

The land was previously farm land and was described as a boulder field, containing very large 
boulders, with historical peat and marsh areas which presented stability problems for 
building/construction and drainage. 

At this time, land around the school used for sport/recreation was excavated to levels below 
Craigs Road, removing a substantial amount of natural drainage. 

A herring bone system of surface drainage appeared to be installed. 

In 2003, the school was demolished, more than half of the land sold o , and the school  was re 
built, once again reducing natural drainage capacity. 

A number of developments in the local area, including on the land sold o  by the school, had to 
have deep pile foundations due to the instability of the ground. 

Norman Cockburn FRICS, a now retired chartered surveyor, who’s home backs onto the high 
school grounds, remembers at the time (2003), raising concerns that the foundations for the 
school were deep strip, on which steel frames were erected (photographs available) and not 
deep pile which were required for the ground conditions. 

Concerns were also raised at that time by Mr Cockburn and his neighbours regarding how the 
drainage  did not appear to be adapted or tailed o . 

The school building then experienced instability problems, which resulted in further structural 
works being required and carried out in 2016. 

Following the school rebuild in 2003, the South/East corner of the school playing field, adjacent 
to North Gyle Road and North Gyle Loan, was perpetually wet, rendering it useless even as a 
playing field. The private gardens at that location were also badly a ected. 

By 2010, neighbours in North Gyle Road noticed an increase in the flooding of their rear gardens, 
and over the last 40 years have encountered the combined sewer silting up. This has become 
worse in recent years. 

In June 2019 several homes/properties in the North Gyle/Craigs area were flooded.  

Residents experienced vast amounts of surface  water and sewage coming into their homes. 

This happened again in July 2021. 

In November 2021 a decision was taken by City of Edinburgh Council (CEC) to adopt Passivhaus 
international  building standard for all new public buildings, although this would not become 
legislation until 2030. 

At this time it was also Proposed that Craig Mount High School should be extended to 
accommodate the ever increasing development of new homes in the area, which were also 
adding to the, by now, extremely concerning drainage problems. 

In September 2022, our homes/properties were once again flooded.  

The North Gyle Community Flood group was subsequently formed. 

Over the following 2 years, as a result of pressure from the group, various investigations were 
carried out by Scottish Water and CEC. 
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Their findings were such, that they revealed huge drainage issues for both organisations. 

In 2024 CEC commissioned Mott McDonald to carry out a mini flood study. 

The major contributors to flooding in the North Gyle area were found to be: 

1) Surface water run o /drainage problems from the high School 
2) Ancient combined drainage system which was found to be over capacity, in poor 

condition, and now inadequate. 

The flood group were informed that neither could be remedied due to cost and logistics. 

Some repairs and cleaning were carried out by CEC and Scottish Water. 

 

In 2025 the decision was taken by CEC to go ahead with the High School extension.  

The choice was made to adopt the new Passivhaus standard of building, meaning that the 
original estimated cost of £25 million would now increase to more than double that amount.  

Housing developers in the area had previously agreed a proportionate contribution to the school 
extension, this is no longer adequate, but now cannot be increased. New funds will have to be 
found. 

The City of Edinburgh Council agreed to fund the short fall of approximately £25 million (which 
will probably be much more by the time it is actually built). 

When the decision was taken to go ahead with the build, the flood group requested that the 
opportunity to address the drainage problems from the High School estate be taken, and to 
ensure that any further building would not negatively impact the homes/properties and 
surrounding area as directed by the mini flood study. 

Mott McDonald Edinburgh surface water management plan (2024) 

Part B- Action Plan- North Gyle Catchment 

(Excerpts) 

Craigmount High School drainage records, identify 

no flow control for surface water runo  (likely draining to North Gyle Loan).  

The records identify some soakaways (primarily for land drains), but notes  

clay soil likely limits the e ectiveness of these. It is understood the playing  

fields have no active drainage, but further investigation is required to confirm  

this. In exceedance events, runo  could contribute to the surface water flood  

risk at North Gyle Loan.  

 The school site forms a relatively large proportion of the North Gyle 

catchment. A surface water management plan for the whole school site 

should be developed, as part of proposals to extend the school. A project  
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brief has been prepared, which highlights surface water management issues  

to be considered as part of extension proposals 

We were informed by CEC team in control of the High School extension development that, they 
are prepared to investigate what is required with regards to drainage on the Craigmount High 
School estate, but that they are by no means obliged to carry out the necessary works. 

They say that these measures would be “over and above” what is required for building the High 
School extension. 

They inform us that there are “no funds”. 

Our Questions are: 

How can it be acceptable in Scotland in 2026 that we are asked to accept the ever present, but 
avoidable risk of flood water and sewage in our homes caused directly by previous local 
authority actions? 

How can £25million+ be ‘found’ to make a choice to upspec a school extension, but no money 
to remedy drainage problems which have been proven to be caused by a High School estate, 
ancient inadequate drainage, and previous local authority negligence? 
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18th 2026

This paper represents the views of a group of 
Midmar Drive and part of Cluny Gardens, EH10 (together the ‘Midmar Residents’). Our names appear 
on the last page. 

The purpose of this paper with photos and accompanying videos is 
real-
Estate.  
people living in the local community rather than city-wide pressure groups.  

. 

- we are living with a scheme which was imposed (with good cause) on 

 
However, that was 6 years ago and the current set-  

Gardens is currently 
- 

 

Safety- t
capacity as it is currently the only through route from the east 
Hills. and 

.  

pedestrians, this is not happening in reality. 

- 
  It was reported in 2023 that entering via the 
 had reduced over the previous 5 years - some people argue that this is a 

The Midmar Residents  is 
primarily since 

seems most decide to drive more. 

Whilst we accept that it was not legally , the 
place in the last few years was the 2023 poll which resulted in 52

 re-  
 

Environment 
 on 7th March 2024 and they resolved: 
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.

It was nearly 2 years later that this vote was challenged – in the 
of 

.

 Again, although not conclusive, nearly all of the recent 
call for . 

1. 
vehicles, cyclists or pedestrians-  

.  Whilst the Midmar Avenue 

end of Cluny Gardens to schools and nurseries in Morningside cannot cross safely. 

 
. 

.  
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2. The
drivers, , adding

. 

VIDEO-2026-04-23-
09-19-16.mp4

3. Drive is not 
a straight road and has a 90-degree into Hermitage Drive. W
frequently crossing at -

. Again, there is no help for them here. Nor is there any pedestrian-crossing at the 
Pond and 

playground 
frequently children.

4. , cyclists frequently use Midmar Avenue/Drive as it is 
( ). With the current volume of car, 
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of cyclist at 
VIDEO-2026-04-28-

09-37-18.mp4

5.
queue. to Midmar Avenue in the morning (including 
children ) are in danger 

- and at: 

cyclist on 
pavement.MOV

6. chosen to have a 
Midmar Avenue/Drive which is
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 on 9th June 2026: 
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Written Deputation to the Transport and Environment Committee Meeting  

Date: 18 June 2026  

Subject: Item 7.3 – Greenbank to Meadows Quiet Connection - Update  

Submitted on behalf of: Parent Councils of Canaan Lane, St Peter’s RC, South 
 

1. Introduction 

o

, 
tec - -

 

The council’s own report, "Greenbank to Meadows Quiet Connection - Update," 

mechanism— —
-

- 
  

- 
he 

 

2. Evidence for Retention 

We urge the Committee to consider the following critical points from the published 
report: 

2.1 Direct Risk to Children and Vulnerable Users 

 A Loss of Established Safety: 
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 Disproportionate Negative Impacts: 
acknowledges that re-

will - 
. 

 Severe Equality Failure: 
-

"greatest negative impact in terms of equality and poverty," with the 
 

 Admission of failure: 
knowingly 

 

 

 The Danger of Induced Demand: Section 7.6 warns that, following the principle 
of induced demand, re-
encourage additional car use and increase greenhouse gas emissions. This 

2019. 

 Contradicting City Policies: Re-

report suggest this reduction has increased further to 
  

 Severing the Primary Cycle Network: The route of the Greenbank to Meadows 
Primary Cycle 

Network Our Future Streets 
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3. Our Request to the Committee 

-route-to-school network. 

 

 

1.  

Gardens, mirroring the mechanism used for Canaan Lane. 

2.  

piecemeal solution. 

3. Protect the Safety of Our Children 
-  

 routes 
- we do not need 12 
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Written Deputation to the Transport & Environment Committee 
City of Edinburgh Council 
15 June 2026 
Re: Proposed Removal of Traffic Filters — Braid Avenue, Hermitage Gardens & 
Canaan Lane 
 
We write as local residents living on several roads in the Braid Estate 
regarding road safety and advocating members of the Transport & 
Environment Committee not to note the proposed removal of the Braid Avenue 
and Hermitage Gardens traffic filters without challenge, and to call for a 
consistent, safety-grounded decision across all three filters in the Braid 
Estate. 

1. The Core Contradiction 

The Council proposes to remove two filters (Braid Avenue and Hermitage Gardens) 
based on a drafting technicality, while simultaneously retaining a third filter (Canaan 
Lane) that stands on the same legal footing. This position is internally inconsistent 
and members should not note these actions without that contradiction being formally 
resolved on record. 

We respectfully ask officers to explain: if the technicality invalidates Braid 
Avenue and Hermitage Gardens, on what specific legal basis does Canaan 
Lane remain valid? If Canaan Lane can be retained, the technicality alone 
cannot be a sufficient reason for removing the other two. 

2. Five Years of Real-World Evidence 

These filters have been in operation long enough to generate robust, 
measurable results. This is not modelling or projection — it is what actually 
happened on these streets over five years: 

• Through-traffic overall reduced by 40% 
• Increase in cycling through filters of +160% 
• Traffic emissions reduced 
• Average speeds on filtered road have decreased from 26.6mph (2019) to 

15,3mph (2025)  
• Voi bike scheme introduced to the area assisting active travel 
• Creation of school bike bus using Quiet Route to travel to several schools 
• Evidence collected over five years via traffic counts, near-miss records, and 

resident testimonials 
• A procedural drafting error does not erase five years of lived reality. Members 

should be uncomfortable noting actions that discard this evidence without 
engaging with it substantively. 

3. Road Safety Cannot Be a Secondary Consideration 

Whatever the legal position regarding the Traffic Regulation Order drafting, the 
safety consequences of removal are real and immediate. The Council has a statutory 
duty of care in respect of road safety. Removing filters that are demonstrably 
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reducing traffic and speeding in a residential area requires a far higher burden of 
justification than a procedural paperwork issue. 

We ask that members seek answers to the following questions before any 
motion to note is considered: 

 
• What engagement from new schools and active travel community has been 

received and how this has been considered in arriving at the recommendation 
to committee? 

• Has a formal Road Safety Impact Assessment been carried out on the 
proposed removal of each filter? 

• If not, can officers confirm that removal will not increase risk to pedestrians, 
cyclists, school children, and elderly residents? 

• Who will be accountable if removal leads to a collision involving a vulnerable 
road user? 

 

4. “Noting” Is an Active Choice 

The framing of this as a matter to be “noted” understates the significance of 
the decision. Members who note these actions without challenge would be 
implicitly endorsing: 

• The removal of two traffic filters with proven safety and traffic management 
benefits. 

• A selective application of a legal technicality that keeps one filter and removes 
two others without transparent justification. 

• The precedent that five years of evidence can be overridden by a drafting 
error, with no obligation to remedy that error and reinstate the filters on a 
sound legal footing. 

 

5. Questions for Officers 

We respectfully request that members seek clear answers to the following 
before considering any motion: 

• Why is Canaan Lane treated differently from Braid Avenue and Hermitage 
Gardens under the same legal framework? 

• Has legal advice been sought on whether it can be remedied and how has 
Public Health and Safety been deemed acceptable following removal of these 
filters? 

• What is the cost and timeline of correcting the TRO to retain all three filters on 
a sound legal basis? 

• Has a Road Safety Impact Assessment been completed for the proposed 
removals? 

• Have the schools and community groups most affected been formally 
consulted on the proposed removals? 

• How are previous commitments to retain, enhance and improve the Quiet 
Route being taken into account? 
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6. Our Request to Members 

The filters work. The evidence is clear. The legal technicality is a problem to be 
fixed, not a reason to remove infrastructure that is keeping people safe. 

Rather than noting these actions, we ask members to move to defer and 
request that officers return with a paper that either: 

• Rectifies the TRO drafting to retain all three filters on a sound legal basis; or 
• Provides a legally coherent and safety-justified rationale for treating the three 

filters differently. 
 
We thank the Committee for its time and for considering this deputation. 
Submitted by local residents and road safety advocates 
15 June 2026 
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  The Lothian Cycle Campaign 

Postal address [we have no staff]:   St. Martins Community Resource Centre, 232 Dalry Road, Edinburgh EH11 2JG 
Website: www.spokes.org.uk      Email: spokes@spokes.org.uk      Bluesky: @spokes.org.uk      Phone: 0131 313 2114 

 

Agenda Item 7.3: Greenbank to Meadows Quiet Connection - Update 

Response from Spokes South Edinburgh, June 2026 

Spokes South Edinburgh strongly supports the Meadows to Greenbank Quiet Connection 
and its significant contribution to encouraging people to walk, wheel, and cycle along the 
route and across wider areas, including Greenbank, Oxgangs, Buckstone, and 
Fairmilehead. Providing a safe alternative to the hostile A702 corridor is non-negotiable if 
no concurrent changes are proposed to make that main corridor safer for vulnerable road 
users. 

We acknowledge the recent developments regarding this route and wish to express 
serious concerns regarding the potential outcome of the proposal currently being tabled to 
Transport and Environment Committee (TEC) Councillors for consideration. 

Proposed Removal of Filters in the Southern Section of the Quiet Route 

While we understand the complexities that led to the late recommendation to remove two 
of the three modal filters on the Braids Estate, we must stress how severely this will impact 
the safety of people cycling along this route. We urge TEC Councillors not to accept the 
officers' recommendation that simply warning pedestrians and cyclists of the reintroduced 
dangers would adequately mitigate this loss of safety. The removal of these filters will: 

● Create an unsafe gap in the middle of a continuous journey that begins at the 
excellent Greenbank Crossing and extends to many parts of Edinburgh further 
north, rendering the entire route unusable for many. This will inevitably force people 
back into car dependency. 

● Reopen a notorious rat-run through the Braids Estate along Woodburn Terrace to 
Morningside, increasing overall vehicle volumes and directly compromising the 
safety of vulnerable road users travelling toward the schools around Canaan Lane. 

We remind Councillors that prior to the installation of these filters, this area was only safe 
for highly confident cyclists. A comparison of Crashmap data demonstrates a marked 
decrease in road casualties in the area when comparing the four years before and after 
their installation (2025 data is not published yet).  

    June 2026 
                                                                                                                                                            p1 of 2 
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Crashmap Data comparison of Braid Estate: Left 2015-19 vs. Right 2019-2024 

The fact that the route is now heavily used by young, elderly, and less confident cyclists, 
as well as pedestrians, is a testament to its success. Stripping away this safety will force 
people to alter their travel habits; for instance, an existing Bike Bus to St Peter’s Primary 
from Hermitage Drive will likely be forced to stop running. 

As highlighted in the officer's report, the Council has a legal obligation to reduce transport 
emissions. Removing the very safety measures that successfully encouraged people to 
swap car journeys for active travel could expose the Council to legal challenges under the 
Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019. 

We urge Councillors to explore every possible avenue to retain these filters, matching the 
creative approaches used elsewhere on the Quiet Route. If all options for retention are 
ultimately rejected, robust temporary mitigations must be implemented across the Braids 
Estate before the filters are removed, alongside a firm commitment to a permanent 
replacement route. These interim measures must actively slow traffic and mandate priority 
for vulnerable road users at crossings and pinch points. 

Implications and Recommendations for the Section North of Cluny Avenue 

Spokes South Edinburgh strongly supports the officers' intention to advertise a new 
permanent Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) for modal filters at Canaan Lane as a priority. 
We also support the leadership's intention to maintain the existing Canaan Lane modal 
filter under a Temporary Traffic Regulation Order (TTRO) while the permanent TRO is 
processed. This continuity is vital for safeguarding local school travel lanes, and we echo 
the sentiments expressed in the joint letter from the five local schools along the Quiet 
Connection. 

Additionally, we support the residents' application for a modal filter on Clinton Road. 
However, we request formal traffic volume monitoring on Newbattle Terrace both before 
and during the TTRO period. We are concerned that any displaced traffic pushed onto 
Newbattle Terrace will negatively impact Canaan Lane access - particularly egress for 
non-standard cycles, which already struggle to navigate this section safely. 

    June 2026 
                                                                                                                                                             p2 
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LHNCC  16 June 2026 1 

 

Written deputation to CEC TEC (18 June 2026) 

Item 7.4: Salamander Street Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) 
 

Summary 
 
LHNCC is pleased that several of the concerns it highlighted in its consultation response to the AQAP 
appear to have influenced the final Plan. However, most of the resulting changes are commitments to 
further engagement, monitoring, and discussion rather than firm regulatory or enforcement actions. 

The central issue raised by LHNCC remains substantially unresolved: that there is still insufficient 
evidence about the location, scale and source of PM10 pollution across the wider North Leith/Harbour 
area to justify confidence that the proposed actions are proportionate to the problem. CEC has 
acknowledged this concern by adding further monitoring and community involvement, but it has not 
fundamentally changed its evidence base, nor has it introduced major new controls on industrial 
activity, port operations, or construction. 

So while LHNCC supports the AQAP and welcomes the changes made following consultation, it remains 
concerned that significant uncertainty exists regarding pollution sources, future industrial activity, and 
the adequacy of the monitoring network. CEC must treat the AQAP as the beginning of a more rigorous 
evidence-gathering phase, rather than as the conclusion of the investigation. 

The AQAP is strongest when describing: 

• the legal framework 
• monitoring history 
• general health impacts 
• partnership arrangements. 

It is much weaker when it comes to: 

• identifying the actual causes of exceedances 
• demonstrating which interventions will reduce PM10 
• explaining how success will be measured. 

In short, the evidence is uncertain, but the treatment plan is already written. 
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LHNCC  16 June 2026 2 

Concerns raised by LHNCC that are partially/fully addressed 

Several recommendations in the final report appear to be aligned with LHNCC's submission. 

1. Additional monitoring (partially addressed) 

The principle has been accepted but the scale, duration, locations, methodology and funding remain 
unclear. LHNCC argued that: 

 two monitors are insufficient 
 pollution hotspots may be missed 
 temporary and mobile monitoring should be considered 
 community monitoring should be explored.  

The committee report states that consultation feedback led to ‘additional indicative monitoring’ and the 
final AQAP includes the recommendation to ‘Conduct additional indicative monitoring of air quality 
throughout the AQMA in partnership with SEPA and local community organisations’ as well as citizen 
science monitoring.  

2. Cumulative development impacts (partially addressed) 

The issue is recognised but the solution is discussion and coordination rather than enforceable controls. 
LHNCC strongly emphasised: 

 rapid residential growth 
 ongoing construction 
 cumulative impacts of multiple developments.  

The final AQAP proposes a forum with developers, landowners, businesses and community groups to 
address cumulative impacts.  

3. Community representation (addressed) 

LHNCC requested a broad stakeholder group including: 

 community councils 
 residents 
 public health officials 
 SEPA 
 Forth Ports 
 planners.  

The AQAP now commits to a forum with CEC, housing developers, landowners, businesses and 
community groups.  

 LHNCC wishes to establish formal representation and clear terms of reference. 
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LHNCC  16 June 2026 3 

4. Public information (addressed) 

LHNCC requested: 

 improved alerts 
 promotion of Know & Respond 
 better public information.  

The AQAP includes the recommendation to ‘promote information on local air pollution and provide 
advice to the public when pollution is high’. Funding has also been allocated for promoting ‘Know & 
Respond’.  
 

Concerns raised by LHNCC that remain unresolved 

1. Source attribution remains weak (not addressed) 

LHNCC raised the issue of reliance on modelled data. The AQAP still relies heavily on Scottish 
Background Maps and source apportionment modelling. Those models may be useful for strategic 
planning but are not so good at explaining the following issues that are of concern to residents: 

• local dust events 
• fugitive emissions 
• temporary industrial activities 
• port operations 
• demolition episodes. 

The AQAP itself acknowledges fugitive sources including port activities and construction sites but then 
relies heavily on regional modelling. 

The plan concludes: 

 Industry = 53.6% of local attributable PM10 
 Domestic = 15.5% 
 Brake and tyre wear = 15.3%  

Yet the exceedances are simultaneously attributed to nearby construction activity.  

The plan shifts between different explanations for the pollution problem. The AQAP repeatedly states 
that industry is the dominant local PM10 source (industrial emissions account for 53.6% of locally 
controllable PM10). But elsewhere it states that ‘the exceedance is attributed to ongoing housing 
development sites immediately to the east and south of the Tower Street monitoring station...’ 

These are not the same explanation, and the plan doesn’t reconcile this issue:  

• If the current exceedances are mainly construction-related, then construction controls should 
be the central action. 

• If industry is the dominant source, then industrial regulation should be the central action. 
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LHNCC  16 June 2026 4 

Instead the AQAP contains moderate actions across many sectors, which suggests uncertainty. Given 
that the AQMA was declared in 2017, LHNCC is concerned that nine years later CEC still cannot clearly 
say which proportion comes from port activity, which proportion comes from construction, and which 
proportion comes from traffic. 

LHNCC is keen to have answers to the following questions (without this kind of analysis, source 
attribution remains largely inferential): 

 If construction is responsible for current exceedances, why is industry identified as the 
dominant local source? 

 What evidence exists beyond modelling to distinguish industrial emissions, port activities, 
demolition dust and construction dust? 

 Has any chemical or compositional analysis of particulates been undertaken (e.g. cement 
dust? silica? combustion particles? marine sources? tyre wear?) 

2. Only two continuous monitoring sites (not addressed) 

The AQMA still depends on two monitors at Salamander Street and Tower Street. While the AQAP 
accepts additional monitoring is needed it does not commit to a permanent expanded network. The 
AQMA was created around a historical understanding of pollution and the geography of the problem 
may now be changing. The fact that Tower Street is becoming more important than Salamander Street is 
a significant finding. The AQMA is called Salamander Street, yet monitoring in this area shows a 
declining trend. Tower Street shows an increasing trend and is where recent exceedances are occurring.  

LHNCC is concerned that Tower Street is surrounded by major redevelopment, with more and more 
residents are being introduced into the area. Therefore exposure may be increasing even if overall 
emissions decline. This issue is not properly considered in the plan and there is a concern that exposure 
is treated less seriously than emissions. The AQAP recognises that new housing is being built around the 
AQMA, but there is very little discussion of schools, nurseries, vulnerable residents, cumulative 
residential exposure. Our concern is not simply pollution levels, it is that increasing numbers of people 
are being placed close to pollution sources. 

There are also likely to be other, currently unmonitored, sites/pollution hotspots in the LHNCC area 
where exceedances of PM10 are occurring. LHNCC's concern about unmonitored areas around Ocean 
Terminal, Forth Ports, Bath Road, and other development sites remains valid and outstanding.  

3. Forth Ports remains a ‘black box’/significant unknown (not addressed) 

The AQAP discusses regulated sites and lists permits. However, the document largely relies on SEPA's 
position that there are currently no concerns regarding performance and emissions from the remaining 
sites. That is not the same as demonstrating they are not contributing materially to PM10 concentrations.  

A site can be compliant, fully licensed, operating legally, and still contribute to cumulative air quality 
impacts. The distinction is important as there appears to be little direct monitoring linking emissions 
sources to observed PM10 spikes. The AQAP mentions port activities, shipping, bulk handling, industrial 
operations, Green Freeport interests. Yet there is remarkably little quantitative evidence. 
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LHNCC  16 June 2026 5 

LHNCC is concerned that nobody appears able to demonstrate confidently how much pollution 
originates from Forth Ports operations. LHNCC is receiving an increasing number of complaints from 
residents neighbouring the Port about ships running diesel engines while docked. Another concern is 
fugitive dust emissions resulting from the mechanical moving of dry bulk materials (e.g. maize powder), 
which when carried by the wind, creates immediate environmental and respiratory hazards. 

Green Freeport risk is barely explored in the report. The AQAP recognises changing land uses, industrial 
transitions, Green Freeport involvement, but it says little about future scenarios (for example, more 
freight, more industrial processes, more port activity, more vehicle movements). 

The AQAP largely treats future development as a planning issue rather than an air-quality risk. 

4. Enforcement still looks weak (not addressed) 

This was a major concern of LHNCC, yet there is still no evidence of: 

 new enforcement powers 
 increased inspections 
 construction compliance targets 
 penalties 
 mandatory monitoring conditions. 

The emphasis remains on partnership working and engagement.  

5. Revocation by 2030 appears aspirational and not evidence based (not addressed) 

CEC states that it expects the AQMA to be revoked no later than 2030, yet there is no quantified 
emissions reduction pathway showing: 

 expected PM10 reductions 
 annual milestones 
 thresholds 
 contingency measures if exceedances continue. 

The report states that the AQMA is expected to be revoked by 2030 before setting out any evidence 
showing why that might be the case.  

Conclusions 

Provisional conclusions (given the tight timeline and limited opportunity to engage the wider 
community) is that the AQAP has improved as a result of consultation, but remains predominantly a 
framework for collaboration and further investigation rather than a plan containing strong regulatory 
interventions. CEC still lacks a sufficiently robust evidence base to understand the relative contributions 
of construction activity, port operations and industrial emissions, and therefore cannot yet demonstrate 
that its proposed actions are proportionate to the problem. 
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LHNCC  16 June 2026 6 

LHNCC questions to put to TEC: 

 What evidence demonstrates that two monitoring stations are sufficient to characterise PM10 
exposure across a rapidly expanding and densely populated residential district? 
 

 What evidence distinguishes construction dust from industrial or port-related emissions? 
 

 If industry contributes 53.6% of locally attributable PM10, what additional regulatory 
interventions are proposed beyond existing arrangements with SEPA? 
 

 How many additional monitoring locations will be introduced, where will they be located, and 
when will data become public? 
 

 What specific enforcement measures will be used where construction activity causes further 
exceedances? 
 

 What measurable milestones support the expectation that the AQMA can be revoked by 
2030? 
 

 How will Forth Green Freeport developments be incorporated into future air-quality 
assessments? 
 

 Forth Ports is embarking on business and residential development in parts of the Dock (e.g. 
Harbour 31). In what ways are PM10 emissions being tackled at source to minimise potential 
health impacts on new residents, including children and the elderly/vulnerable? 
 
 

Leith Harbour and Newhaven Community Council 

16 June 2026 
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Granton to the BioQuarter/Royal Infirmary of Edinburgh and Beyond Consultation 

and Market Research report 

 

Written deputation from Transform Scotland 

 

As Scotland’s sustainable transport alliance, we bring together seventy member 
organisations, ranging from volunteer groups, industry, NGOs and public bodies. As an 
organisation, we support the Council’s intention to build upon the city’s existing tram 
line. 

Consultation response 

The fact that a majority of those who responded to the North-South tram line consultation 
oppose its construction comes as no great surprise. There has been a well organised 
campaign against the use of the stretch of former track bed through Roseburn in particular 
and there remains a well-established, but ultimately ill-informed, belief in the city that 
trams are unnecessary and unworthy of funding. 

However, none of this alters the facts before us. As we pointed out in detail in our 
response to the consultation, trams are absolutely essential to the future of the city for a 
whole range of social, economic and environmental reasons and they also provide a 
capacity which simply cannot be achieved by buses alone. 

Similarly, there is no viable alternative to re-opening the former Granton Branch Line in 
the north since the on-road ‘Orchard Brae’ route over the Dean Bridge is entirely 
unfeasible and because no miraculous third option is, realistically, ever going to appear. 

It is also worth remembering that the principal purpose of a consultation exercise is to 
highlight any unforeseen issues and take account of any consequences of a project, not to 
provide a veto on a democratically adopted plan. And in this case, earlier consultation has 
led precisely to amendment and compromise in terms of mitigating the impacts on both 
the natural environment and active travel. Note should also be taken of the fact that in the 
online survey both ‘males’ and ‘older people’ were over-represented. 

Not to progress the North-South line now would be to ignore the proven benefits of trams 
and, most significantly, abandon any serious attempts at reducing the city’s congestion 
and climate emissions at a time of urgent need. 

Our hope is that City of Edinburgh councillors will appreciate the full scale of the city’s 
transport problems and the need to address them as quickly and effectively as possible, by 
continuing to invest the time and effort necessary to create an extensive tram network for 
the future. 
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