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3rd Public Consultation Event – 25th February 2016 

Redevelopment Proposals of RBS land in Fettes Row, Royal Crescent, Dundas Street and 

Eyre Place 

Although the New Town & Broughton Community Council anticipated being able to provide a 

consensus  of views from within the local community much sooner following the Public Consultation 

in February ; this has not been possible for a variety of reasons, mainly the growing concern being 

expressed by some resident’s groups within the community. 

 

We provided an indication of our position during a telephone conversation in early April. We 

apologise for the delay in responding to the February consultation but understand that the plans for 

the development continue to progress although the schedule for submission of a Planning 

Permission in Principle has been delayed, with an expected submission in early June. We also 

understand that there has been a dialogue with the Edinburgh Council Planning Department Case 

Officer to better understand their view as to how the proposed development the proposed 

development aligns with current Edinburgh Council planning policies and associated guidance. 

 

The outline proposals for the development of land owned by RBS in Fettes Row, Dundas Street and 

Eyre Terrace as presented at the 3rd (& Final) Public Consultation for a residential-led development 

has undergone significant discussion amongst various resident’s groups within the community 

council area and has been discussed in open forum at both the March and April New Town & 

Broughton Community Council (NTBCC) meeting as well as within the NTBCC Planning Committee. 

Both the March & April CC meetings were well-attended by local residents following publicity by the 

NTBCC in the surrounding area.  

 

Similar to the previous consultations, we have taken cognisance of the comments (which have 

already been submitted to GVA James Barr separately) by various resident’s groups (for example,  

 



 
 

the Fettes Row & Royal Crescent Residents Association (FR& RCRA) and the Friends of King George V 

Park (FKGP) as well as other individuals who would be directly affected by the development. 

 

We are also aware of an initiative by a newly-formed campaign group (represented by their 

Facebook page as “RBSdevelopment”) to gather support  opposing  the development of the existing 

RBS car park.  They have gathered up to 200 signatures in support of the proposition “We object to 

the current RBS plans and suggest that the RBS car park should become part of King George V Park.” 

This  indicates the growing concern over the development proposals as currently communicated. 

 

Whilst we appreciated the time taken by members of the development team to present an early 

update to the changes being proposed at the February NTBCC meeting, prior to the full details of the 

proposal being available at the Public Consultation, on further consideration, we cannot maintain 

our position of being “broadly supportive” of the scheme based on the latest proposals. 

 

As the site is  within the New Town Conservation Area and forms part of the northern boundary of 

the Edinburgh World Heritage Site (although just over  it), any development of the site must 

preserve or enhance the special character or appearance of the New Town Conservation Area. 

 

As we have stated previously, the proposed site, given its size, central location and adjoining a 

precious open space within the New Town, offers a unique opportunity to add real value to the area 

whilst allowing the current owner to meet its business objectives. As such, NTBCC are not against 

development in some form for the majority of the site – replacing buildings that have little or no 

architectural merit especially, bordering the Edinburgh World Heritage site and within the New 

Town Conservation Area. 

 

Overall therefore, NTBCC’s position reflecting both the changes introduced in the latest consultation 

in February and the many representations from members of the local community results in the New 

Town & Broughton Community Council being against several key elements of the development as 

currently proposed. 

 

Although there are aspects which continue to have the support of the community council, these are 

tempered by aspects that cause mounting concern to NTBCC. 

 

Key aspects on which we are supportive or at worst balanced are :  

 

(1) Master Plan : we remain supportive of the overall Masterplan developed for this site (as 

encouraged in NTBCC previous submissions including those covering the 14/01177/PPP 

representation) – this does ensure that the overall development can be seen in context as 

opposed to a piecemeal approach in the previous application (14/01177/PPP).  

 



 
(2) Urban Layout Fronting Eyre Place : we accept that completion of the urban blocks in these 

areas does maintain some consistency with the New Town layout generally and given that                 

permission in principle has already been granted for the Eyre Place open space, we have 

reluctantly accepted the loss of this open space (albeit currently inaccessible to the general 

public). However, we are disappointed that the current proposal extends the urban block 

further southwards, resulting in further shading to the south-west corner of KGVP. 

 

(3) Retention of Historic  Features  : we support the retention of the existing entrance from 

Fettes Row (to the current RBS car park) and retention of the original railings and historic 

stone walls on the north side of Fettes Row / Royal Crescent. 

 

(4) Trees : we acknowledge that the treeline and root systems of the trees on Fettes Row are 

being protected by increasing the distance of the baseline of the new buildings fronting 

Fettes Row to 33 metres from the existing terrace.  We would however have expected that 

the trees on the Royal Crescent frontage would be offered a similar level of protection. The 

proposed blocks on this frontage are sited much closer to the existing crescent, thereby, it 

would appear, compromising the longer term survival of the trees. This also has the effect of 

permitting the buildings to increase the extent of their footprint. In their length and depth 

they will now encroach excessively on both north and south boundaries of the site.  

 

(5) Affordable Housing : we support the inclusion of affordable housing (as required by current 

Planning policy) as part of this development rather than being provided at another location. 

 

Our key concerns are outlined below : 

 

(1) Community Benefit : we believe that the overall 'planning gain' for the public in general 

from this development is questionable despite various mitigating measures – and that the 

latest proposal  is seen as  significantly more detrimental to the amenity afforded by the 

current KGVP. 

 

(2) Impact of Buildings : we believe from a community standpoint – in terms of the impact on 

the local residents (mainly in Royal Crescent but including those in Fettes Row to a lesser 

extent) and the users of the King George V park – the latest proposals are a backward step in 

terms of impact on residential amenity and an unnecessary detriment to that amenity. We 

believe that the proposed heights of the proposed main blocks fronting Fettes Row / Royal 

Crescent (up to six storeys as viewed from Fettes Row but 8 storeys as viewed from the 

north in KGVP) do not respect the adjacent listed buildings; and the height of the proposed 

blocks is not subservient to the existing terrace opposite. We believe that they are simply 

too high, and inconsistent with the adjacent street. We would have a strong preference for 

limiting the maximum height to  the height of the existing RBS “ziggurat” building which is 

already higher than  the cornice height of the terrace blocks opposite in Fettes Row.  We 



 
note that although there is some stepping back of the proposed new build at higher 

elevations that does to an extent limit the impact of the height of the proposed buildings. 

 

(3) Furthermore, we do not accept the sightlines as shown justify the building heights fronting  

Dundas Street shown in the “Context” slide – taking datum points advantageously from the 

gable end of a building further to the south on Dundas Street (& not the Fettes Row / 

Dundas Street pavilion block) and linking to the ridge height of the corner building to the 

north of Eyre Place (rather than the new block on the south side of Eyre Place). This has the 

effect of trying to legitimise a significantly higher building line than the current (to be 

demolished) RBS buildings.  

 

(4) We share the view expressed unofficially at this early stage by Historic Environment Scotland 

who consider that although it may be possible to accommodate a proposed development at 

this location, they would, however, expect that “the development is carefully designed to 

respond to the surrounding environment” and remains subservient to the existing listed 

buildings in Royal Crescent and Fettes Row.  Specifically, they “would expect that careful 

consideration is given to the maximum and minimum footprints and heights of the various 

proposed built elements.” 

Furthermore, they “would also expect the proposals to fully demonstrate how the 

development proposes to address and respond to the topography, character and urban grain 

of the established built / spatial forms particularly where the development addresses 

Dundas Street / Brandon Street and Fettes Row.” 

  

(5) Enlargement of “finger blocks” : in addition to (4) above, we believe that the proposed 

replacement of the smaller, staggered finger blocks fronting Royal Crescent  with “lozenge-

shaped” finger blocks of increased width & depth again further impacts the residential 

amenity of both local residents and the KGVP green space. In addition, the extension further 

southwards of proposed tenement from Eyre Place to the southern-most edge of KGVP again 

shields this valuable green space of both daylight and sunlight.   

 

(6) Daylighting & Over-shadowing : we would expect and encourage the developers to provide  

daylighting and overshadowing studies showing the impact on KGVP as well as the other 

proposed residential blocks – this would include periods covering both mid-morning & mid-

afternoon daylighting & overshadowing for each of the equinox’s & a mid-summer & mid-

winter case.  

 

(7) Class Uses proposed  : although the development is defined as “residential-led” and we are 

aware of  the commercial reasons stated (“to respond to the local market”)  behind this 

philosophy, on further reflection, we are concerned with the impact of the stated additional 

350 residential units (equating to approximately 700 – 900 people)  on the existing 

infrastructure in the immediate area. Although the planning process assesses some of these 

impacts (e.g. education), in our view, this assessment does not include a definitive and 



 
detailed assessment of the entire infrastructure required to accommodate this increase in 

local population. The areas of most concern would be healthcare and increase traffic impacts 

(noise, pollution).  

 

Whilst we are supportive with the wide range of Class Uses being proposed including Class 2 

usage (which both provides some replacement employment in the immediate area as well as 

the future possibility of further public service facilities (e.g. healthcare) to limit this impact), 

we would have a strong preference for an overall reduced quantum of development on the 

site covering all Class uses (i.e. a lower level of overall development). In addition, as many of 

the community concerns relate to the ability of the immediate area to accommodate the 

anticipated 700 – 900 population increase,  we believe that these concerns could be 

alleviated by a decrease in the number of residential units, counter-balanced by an increase 

in other Class uses e.g. offices. The existing infrastructure and local businesses currently in 

the area have the capacity to handle a higher number of business users that is now being 

proposed in the current plans. 

 

(8) Traffic / Vehicular Access : whilst we accept your initial assertions in good faith regarding 

peak traffic flows that have been previously communicated, we believe that a much more in-

depth and analytical study needs to be completed and communicated either prior to the 

/PPP application or an accompanying document.  

 

There is considerable  concern among residents that the traffic flows in Eyre Place and Eyre 

Terrace  could be substantially increased by the addition of 350 new households, many of 

which might turn out to be  couples who each use a car to commute. We would therefore 

encourage you to provide a more wide-ranging and comprehensive traffic assessment in the 

next stage. This could include both relative traffic data and a comparison with similar 

developments elsewhere in terms of absolute traffic flows. We agree that the amenity of the 

overall development would be improved by limiting the traffic flow through the 

development and  not having to provide a further vehicle access / exit point from the 

development to, for example, Dundas Street. 

 

(9) Parking : We remain supportive of the overall concept regarding parking on the 

development which utilises the basement areas to ensure that the development will visually 

be “car-free” (with the caveat regarding the outcome of the required Traffic Study). The 

ability of the development to accommodate all required parking onsite is clearly necessary as 

we would not expect that additional residential or other parking permits would be available 

to occupants of the site. 

 

We would encourage the developer to provide more definition on their thoughts for the 

public realm and parking fronting Dundas Street. Currently – there is a large taxi rank which 

could provide access for a hotel (if included in the final proposal) or alternatively, an increase 

in residents parking. 



 
 

(10) Open Space & Possible Extension of KGVP : we are aware of discussions concerning the 

adherence of this development to local Edinburgh Council planning policies and associated 

guidance regarding provision of open space both within the development and access to 

significant accessible greenspace.  

  

The Council’s Open Space Strategy contained within the current Edinburgh Design Guidance 

document) would seem to be  the relevant policy guidance which lists the following 

standards:  

 

(i) Local greenspace standard: Houses and flats should be within 400m walking distance of a 

significant accessible greenspace of at least 500m² and good quality (for parks and 

gardens) or fair quality (for other types) – of which the proposed development fully 

complies.   

 

(ii) Large greenspace standard: Houses and flats should be within 800m walking distance of a 

significant accessible greenspace of at least 2 hectares and good quality (for parks and 

gardens) or fair quality (for other types). 

 

We estimate that the current KGVP occupies an area just under 2 hectares (excluding the 

Scotland Yard play area which we would deem as not true public space) and as such, there is 

an opportunity to supplement the existing KGVP area by allowing public access to an area of 

land under RBS ownership and transferring the necessary area to meet the greenspace 

standard to the City of Edinburgh Council ownership. Given the proposed large number of 

residents in the new development, we would expect that the current Edinburgh Council 

guidance regarding open space would be met.  This view is deemed of the greatest 

importance by the Drummond Civic Association and could facilitate the creation of additional 

green space in place of the existing car park. This would create increased amenity both for 

existing residents and  new residents in the proposed development. It would also be 

consistent with the recommendation of Historic Environment Scotland “that the 

development should not obstruct the key visual corridor along Drummond Place/Dundonald 

Street looking north towards Fife”. 

 

(11) Permeability : although there are differing views in the community, we remain supportive in 

principle with the increased permeability that the proposed development provides in terms 

of additional accesses / exits from King George V Park (KGVP). We are also supportive of the 

proposal regarding increased permeability of the site from Dundas Street and Fettes Row. 

This provision helps to integrate this development with the surrounding area and provides 

some homogeneity with the existing open spaces of KGVP. 

 



 
(12) Impact of Construction on Stability of Existing Buildings :  Given the history of the site, 

many residents have expressed concerns regarding the impact of the construction activity on 

their properties.  

 

They make a reasonable and logical assumption that as piling (with its resultant vibration and 

substantial reinforcement of the embankment) was required in the late 1970’s to secure the 

foundations of the Fettes Row office block, the same measures would presumably be   

necessary in the latest proposal  for construction opposite Royal Crescent. In the mid 1970’s 

a major programme of work was necessary to stabilise one of the existing buildings in Royal 

Crescent ( No. 15).It is our understanding that all the existing Georgian and Victorian 

buildings are built on “a raised beach” at this end of the New Town with the boundary being 

the embankment to the north side of Fettes Row / Royal Crescent.  We therefore support 

the proposal from the resident’s association that as with the consented PPP application for 

Eyre Place and Terrace, a detailed geological survey of the land that is to be built on is 

submitted with the forthcoming planning application. Whilst we are fully aware that 

subsidence and settlement are not usually regarded as a “material planning consideration”, 

we believe that it would be both prudent and beneficial to both the applicant and to local 

residents that this concern be acknowledged and full cognisance of it is taken into account 

during the development of the project. We would also make the point that a reduction in the 

height and scale of the “finger blocks” leading to a probable reduction in the depth of piling 

required would also alleviate to some extent these concerns.  

 

We are also aware of the  comment made by  the residents’ association (FR&RCRA) to those 

who have understandable concerns that their properties may be affected that they notify 

GVA James Barr of their concerns and that these concerns are recognised and documented 

as part of the PAN process.  

 
(13) Archaeology :  although we are aware that it is standard practice for Edinburgh Council to 

consult with archaeology on the forthcoming planning application, we would encourage and 

expect that the developer would be required to undertake an archaeological survey of the 

site. As you are aware, it played an important part in the city’s history, particularly of its 

sporting life. There is an opportunity to find out what we can of the football ground, and of 

the large Royal Gymnasium complex which once stood to the north of Royal Crescent, 

immediately to the west of Dundonald Street (Duncan Street as it was till the 1880s). 

Furthermore, a recognition of its history could be incorporated into the final scheme 

 

In summary, NTBCC believe that the current proposed footprints and height of the 8 “finger blocks” 

constitutes over development of the site.  We share the view expressed by the FR&RCRA that “Too 

much is being demanded of the land available to the detriment of all the elements which originally 

gave an attractive gloss to a green vision for the site.  Housing provision is too dense, with height, 

mass and footprint overwhelming Fettes Row, Royal Crescent and the KGV Park.”   



 
 

The increased density of building in the core of the site, with the replacement of smaller dispersed 

buildings by solid monolithic blocks, has led to a reduction in “green” value of the adjacent public 

park.  

 

Although this proposal is in the early stages of planning and we understand the applicant’s desire to 

maintain flexibility, the large residential element, in our view, overwhelms the local infrastructure 

and the scale is beyond socially and environmentally acceptable limits. 

 

NTBCC are not averse to development of this brownfield site and understand that Edinburgh Council 

may desire a reasonable density of development for this site as opposed to further development on 

green belt land. However, for what UNESCO would define as the buffer zone of a World Heritage 

Site, we believe that the density and scale of the current proposal are  not appropriate for this site. 

 

As we have stated previously, the proposed site, given its size, central location and adjoining a 

precious open space within the New Town, offers a unique opportunity to add real value to the area 

whilst allowing the current owner to leave a lasting legacy to the area. 

 

Yours, 

 

Richard Price 

On behalf of the New Town & Broughton Community Council 


