Cramond and Barnton Community Council 3

The Future of Cramond Campus
Critique of AMA Proposals

Introduction

1

In 2003, the Council granted AMA and Bryant Homes planning permission for
the redevelopment of the Cramond Campus site in response to planning
application 01/01881/FUL. In relation to the former playing fields, the
permission included proposals for two grass football pitches, a grass lacrosse
pitch, a cricket pitch, two floodlit artificial turf pitches (ATPs) and a 12-team
pavilion. These facilities are referred to below as the “approved pitches and
pavilion”. The consent was subject to 27 conditions, two of which were:

e Condition 13: Within 12 months of the date of his consent, and prior to
the opening of the approved pavilion to the public, the developers shall
submit a Sports Management and Business Plan for the written approval of
the planning authority. This Plan shall be drawn up in conjunction with
sportscotland and the Council’s Culture and Leisure Services Department
and set out details of the following: (a) the number and type of
recreational clubs located within the approved pavilion and the proposed
lease agreements with these clubs; (b) proposals for securing access for
the local community (existing and proposed residents) to the recreational
clubs and recreational facilities; (c) the sale of charges for the recreational
facilities, which shall be comparable to those set by the council; (d)
proposals for liaison between the clubs on the site and the council’'s
Department of Culture and Leisure; (e) the proposals for the management
and maintenance of the facilities, including funding arrangements.

e Condition 16: The approved pavilion and sports pitches shall be
constructed/laid out and fully operational, to the satisfaction of the Head
of Planning and Strategy, prior to the occupation of no more than 50% of
the approved dwellings on the site.

The Council agreed subsequently to amend condition 16 to allow the
occupation of first 88% and then 100% of the approved dwellings before the
approved pavilion and sports pitches had to be operational. It also allowed
further extensions to this time limit, the most recent of which expired in 2020.
As a result, in July 2020 AMA submitted a “Section 42 application to vary
condition 1 of planning permission reference 13/01843/FUL (which modified
consent 05/02947/FUL, which previously modified consent 01.01881.FUL), to
extend the proposed timescale for laying out and operating the approved
sports pavilion and sports pitches for a further five year period”. It is this
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application which is currently under consideration.

In November 2011, AMA submitted three planning applications to the Council
for differing combinations of major sports facilities plus a number of
commercial facilities that were common to all three sports options. The
Council decided that it was “minded to approve” all three, subject to AMA
signing a legal agreement that would ensure the delivery of the sports
facilities before any of the accompanying commercial facilities. AMA has
never signed this agreement and so does not have planning permission for
any of these schemes, which the Chair of the Council’s Development
Management Committee dubbed AMA’s “gold plated proposal”.

As the summary of the meeting on 15 July 2012 (a separate document)
makes clear, however, AMA wishes to focus only on this second set of
proposals (which Mike Afshar of AMA described as his “preferred master plan™)
and for which AMA do not currently have planning permission, namely any
two out of an international cricket ground, a tennis centre and a football
centre, plus a range of commercial “enabling facilities”. He also said that he
would be willing to discuss alternatives only if AMA were unable to find a way
of delivering his master plan within the next two years.

This paper therefore provides a critique of both of AMA’s sets of proposals.

AMA’s Approved Pavilion and Pitches Proposal

6

There are a number of shortcomings in the “Approved Pitches and Pavilion”
proposal. They arise in two ways:

e Changes to the pitch sports context since 2003
e Inadequacies in the Sports Management Plan

The Pitch Sports Context

7

Since the Council granted permission for the a pavilion and sports pitches
there has been huge growth in the number of ATPs for football, hockey and
rugby. In 2002 there were only a handful; today there are many more, as set
out in CBCC Paper 3, Sports Pitches in Edinburgh. In particular, the carrying
capacity of the football and hockey pitches in the city has increased
dramatically. To give just one example, the 16 full size 3G ATPs for football
have a total carrying capacity equivalent to around 160 well specified and well
managed grass ones. However, while this is undoubtedly the case, the key
issue is the extent to which they can accommodate matches rather than
simply hours of use because the vast majority of matches take place on
Saturday and Sundays rather than on weekdays. Typically a grass football
pitch will be used for a maximum of 2-3 weekend matches and a 3G ATP for
at least two or three times as many.

The pitches most likely to be affected by Edinburgh Leisure’s (EL) forthcoming
strategy for the “rationalisation” of grass pitches are those which are of poor
quality and/or have poor changing facilities. As these are also EL’s cheapest
pitches this will increase the transfer of football demand from grass pitches to
ATPs and mean there is little or no demand for more grass pitches, however
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well constructed or managed. ATPs are increasingly preferred by clubs, not
least because of their floodlighting and availability in most weather conditions.
They can really only not be used when frozen and as Scottish winters get
milder and wetter grass pitches will be increasingly unfit for use while the
availability of ATPs will be unaffected. Moreover, as small-sided games for
children are increasingly being played on ATPs, a new generation of
footballers is growing up accustomed to using artificial rather than grass
surfaces. As well as more or less constant availability, they are also very
much better for developing skills. As they grow older, this new generation will
not want to transfer to grass pitches.

AMA’s proposal to change the proposed hockey pitches from an artificial
surface to grass (see the entry for 4 April 2008 in CBCC Paper 1, Cramond
Campus Planning History) would have meant that they would be of little or no
use to competitive hockey. No competitive club-based matches have been
played on grass hockey pitches in the UK for at least a decade.

AMA’'s 2003-4 Sports Management Plan for the “approved pitches and
pavilion” is also seriously flawed. First, although it has been approved by the
City Council, the planning condition relating to it does not require AMA to
implement the Plan so it is very largely meaningless. A more serious
criticism, however, is the income the Plan says it will be necessary for each of
the proposed facilities to generate from clubs using them:

e Hockey (from two pitches) £75,000
e Tennis (from courts marked out on a hockey pitch) £110,000
e Junior (ie youth) football (from two grass pitches) £80,000
e Lacrosse (from 1 grass pitch) £18,000
e Cricket (from one pitch) £10,000

These required levels of income will be around 40% higher today and
therefore approximately:

e Hockey (from two pitches) £105,000
e Tennis (from courts marked out on a hockey pitch) £154,000
e Junior (ie youth) football (from two grass pitches) £112,000
e Lacrosse (from 1 grass pitch) £25,000
e Cricket (from one pitch) £14,000

Edinburgh Leisure currently charges adults £79 per hour for a water based
hockey ATP and £40 for a youth booking of its pitches at Meggetland —
probably the best grass pitches in the city other than those at the University
of Edinburgh’ site at Peffermill. Both of these charges exclude changing
accommodation. Appendix A gives details of all Edinburgh Leisure pitch hire
charges. Generating an income of:

e £105,000 from two hockey ATPs will require that each pitch generates an
income of £52,500 which will require a total of 664 hour-long bookings per
pitch per year or approximately 12 per week. However, there is little or
no outdoor hockey in December and January and also for at least one
month in the summer, meaning that it will be necessary to attract 16-17
bookings per week. This should be possible if there is sufficient unmet
demand in the city and clubs are willing to book a pitch in Cramond — but
both of thee caveats are likely to be significant.
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e £112,000 from two grass youth football pitches will require that each pitch
generates an income of £56,000 which will require a total of about 36 one-
hour bookings per pitch per week. No grass pitch can sustain this level of
use.

13 The estimated revenue costs in the Plan, however, were also excessively high.
For comparison purposes, in a letter to then Councillor Kate Mackenzie in
early 2003, the Council’s Head of Corporate Finance gave the net annual
revenue cost of the Saughton Enclosure, with an area of approximately 8 ha
(ie about 25% larger than the former playing fields containing a synthetic
athletics track, four grass football pitches and a changing pavilion), as
approximately £90,000. Appendix A in CBCC Paper 2, Cramond Campus
Planning History, is a copy of this letter.

14 Richard Vinnicombe of the Council’s sport and recreation service also
commented on 8 November 2002 to Planning on AMA’s estimated revenue
costs for what became the “approved pitches and pavilion” in e-mail to then
Councillor Kate Mackenzie. He said:

“l do have concerns about the level of expenditure costs
throughout the proposals. | have real problems with the rates that
are applied against all items. | understand they have gone for
“Utopia”. But we all recognise in the real world the maintenance
scenario is completely different and my suggestion is that we
probably need a meeting with them to try and mutually agree a
realistic maintenance regime and respective costs.

“In connection with the development of the Country Club, it may
well be seen as being helpful to the overall project and |
understand the potential benefits of cross subsidies, however | feel
we should be extremely cautious when considering the financial
viability of such a Club. Firstly there are no financial projections in
terms of income and expenditure, so it is impossible to gauge what
surplus may be available for cross subsidies. Secondly, the growth
in the Health and Fitness/Sports Club market in the City has been
huge over the last couple of years, and 1 am quite well aware of the
concerns being echoed within the private sector that any further
provision will have a destabilising effect upon all Club operators.
This is of real concern, and would require further considerations.”

15 Appendix B is a copy Mr Vinnicombe’s e-mail. He repeated his concerns at the
Development Quality Sub-committee when it considered AMA’s initial planning
application in early 2003 which included a Country Club proposal. In addition,
Keith Jackson, the Chief Executive of Edinburgh Leisure, in an e-mail to me
dated 25 October 2002 indicated that EL maintained 90 pitches for less than
the £430,000 that AMA said would be the operating cost of and one pavilion.
Appendix C is a copy.

16 It therefore seems that there is a need to re-appraise AMA’s revenue cost

estimates for the “approved pavilion and sports pitches” proposal and for AMA
to be open in relation to how they estimated them.
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AMA’s “Gold Plated Plan A” Proposals
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AMA’s current planning application seeks permission “to vary condition 1 of
planning permission reference 13/01843/FUL (which modified consent
05.02947/FUL, which previously modified consent 01/01881/FUL), to extend
the proposed timescale for laying out and operating the approved sports
pavilion and sports pitches for a further five year period”. It follows that
consideration of what Mike Afshar of AMA refers to as his “preferred master
plan solution”, and which the Council’s Development Management Committee
has dubbed “Gold plated Plan A”, should be considered if, and only if, it
proves impossible for AMA to deliver the approved proposals — or an
acceptable phased or reduced version of them.

This said, AMA’s preferred approach to developing the former playing fields
has two main components:

Sports facilities: any two out of:

e A tennis centre with eight indoor and nine floodlit outdoor courts. As
initially proposed, this would be developed in partnership with Judy
Murray, mother of former Wimbledon champion Andy Murray.

¢ An international ground for Cricket Scotland

e A football academy with a full size floodlit artificial turf pitch and six
floodlit 5-a-side courts with an artificial surface

Commercial “enabling” facilities

e Four four-storey blocks with a total of 60 assisted living flats

e A convenience food store

o A “health hub for various professionals to provide specialist day clinics and
a prescription distribution service to local residents”

e A physiotherapy and sports injuries clinic

e Acréche

e A three-storey 90-bedroom care home

AMA maintain that the commercial facilities are necessary to cross-fund the
sports facilities. The Community Council and Cramond Association have
serious misgivings in relation to both the proposed sports facilities and the
“enabling” facilities. For copyright reasons this paper does not include
drawings showing AMA’s proposals but they are readily available on the City
Council’s Planning Portal. To access them, Google “Edinburgh Planning”, then
click on “View and comment on planning applications” (it is necessary to this
twice on successive pages) then enter “34 Cramond Road North” in the box
entitled “Enter a keyword, reference number, postcode or single line of
address”. This will bring up a list of planning applications. The reference
numbers for the 2011 proposals are:

e 11/01492/PPP Cricket and football
e 11/01493/PPP Tennis and football
e 11/01494/PPP Tennis and cricket

CBCC'’s objections to the AMA proposals relate to:

e The overall site layout
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e The impact of the international cricket ground in the Cramond area on
match days

e The impact of the football facilities on the occupants of neighbouring
dwellings, coupled with concerns relating to the likely level of demand for
them

e The impact of the tennis facilities on other tennis facilities in the city,
coupled with concerns relating to the likely level of demand for them and
some detailed concerns over the design of them

e Concerns over the demand for 60 assisted living apartments and another
care home in Cramond

e Concerns over the potential demand for another créeche in Cramond

Overall Site Layout

21
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CBCC has three general objections to the overall site layout. The first is that
for many years the site has appeared open when seen from the Green Belt
land and Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) immediately to the north east
of it. If any of the proposed developments proceeds, this open appearance
will be lost for ever. The 1999 Planning Brief and Development Plan policies
in place both in 1999 and since have protected significant areas of public and
private open space from development, most especially if it contains sports
pitches. The site is also an important part of a strategically significant “green
wedge” that stretches from the shores of the Forth to the Carrick Knowe golf
course.

One of the criteria suggested in CBCC Paper 2, Suggested Approach to
Discussions, is that “There should be no adverse impacts on the adjoining
Area of Great Landscape Value and Green Belt or the landscape setting of the
city”. This is based on a number of current Development Plan Policies.
Locating large buildings on the former playing fields will inevitable have a
major adverse impact on the appearance of the site from the Green Belt:

e The indoor tennis centre and cricket pavilion will have a “footprint” of
around 90 x 72 m and be a minimum of 9 m high

o Alternatively, the smaller cricket and football pavilion will be around 65 m
long and also about 9 m high

e The care home will appear to be around 65 m long and also about 9 m
high

All of these buildings will be extremely prominent, if not unacceptably
dominant, when seen from the adjoining Green Belt land — an area
increasingly popular with walkers. They will certainly not “merge sensitively”
into the semi-rural environment as required by the Council’s Planning Brief for
the site (for details of this see CBCC Paper 6, Suggested Approach to
Discussions). . It is also the case that the first iteration of AMA’s development
proposals for the Campus included a large Country Club, located roughly in
the middle of the former playing fields area. This building would have been
nearly 80 m long, 40-60 m wide and 12 m high. The Council’'s Development
Quality Sub-committee decided that it was totally unacceptable to have such a
large building on the site as it was contrary to both the then Local Plan
designation of the site as “no development allowed”, planning policy in
relation to playing fields and the planning brief for the site and, in the words
of the Chair, would “stick out like a sore thumb”. The proposed tennis centre
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and care home are obviously comparable in size to AMA’s former country club
proposal If one large building was unacceptable in 2003 two large buildings of
almost the same size should be twice as unacceptable now.

The City Council also rejected significantly smaller proposals on adjoining land
in 1992 when the then owner of 12 Cramond Road North applied for
permission to demolish the existing single storey house and replace it with
four two storey houses with steeply pitched roofs. The City Council —
subsequently supported by a Reporter at appeal - refused the application on
three grounds, the first and third of which are relevant in the context of AMA’s
proposals:

e The proposed development was contrary to North West Edinburgh Local
Plan Policy E7 which states that there will be a presumption against
development of those areas of public and private open space of
recreational or amenity value to their surroundings

e The proposed access was inadequate and would be detrimental to road
safety by way of inadequate sightlines

e The proposals would seriously intrude into a pleasing vista thus adversely
affecting the landscape heritage of the city

The second general objection to the AMA-proposed gold plated solution is
that it offers nothing to the local community by way of opportunities for
informal recreation such as jogging, kickabouts, walking a dog or children’s
play - and precious little by way of amenity. This is contrary to the planning
brief for the site, which said that “Future development of this area should be
consistent with retaining the extent and value of this land for recreational and
amenity purposes”. In addition the officials’ report on AMA’s current planning
application says that “subsequent planning applications for the remaining part
of the site will be expected to deliver good quality, usable and publicly
accessible open space of a large standard”. AMA’s proposals do not include
any such open space. There will be a perimeter path round a large part of the
site, certainly, but it will be far from attractive to walkers as much of it will be
bounded by ball-stop fences. Those around the outdoor tennis courts will be a
minimum of 3 m high for the tennis courts those around the 5-a-side or full
size 3G football pitches at least 4.5 m. The cricket ground will also need to be
enclosed in some way if it is to be used for matches by Cricket Scotland as
there will then be a need to control access by spectators. In addition, there
will be no way for walkers to access the open land to the north east or for
walkers in it to pass through the former playing fields area back to Cramond.
There will be no “casual use”.

The third general objection is to the quality of the urban design. This has a
number of elements:

e Large buildings are simply scattered across the site with no apparent
relationship with each other, the AMA/Bryant housing on the former
Campus, or existing buildings around its perimeter. In particular the
design of the curved Brighouse Park Crescent flats creates an axis across
the site which the urban design conspicuously ignores.

¢ The dominant feature of the site for those arriving at it will be parking

e The landscaping proposals are poor and consist of little more than trees
around the perimeter of the site. For the football and tennis options these
trees are likely to be something of a nuisance (unless they are evergreen)
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as a result of leaf drop. All of the football and outdoor tennis facilities will
have artificial surfaces which can be affected by this, ideally requiring daily
removal in autumn.

The Potential Impact of the Proposed International Cricket Ground
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AMA'’s proposals show a ground with five wicket strips, five practice nets, a
pavilion and accommodation for 1,880 spectators of whom about two thirds
will be standing and the remainder seated. The pavilion will contain an indoor
cricket school with five indoor nets in the basement; changing facilities, a
café, toilets and meeting facilities on the ground floor; and a function room
with bar, meeting facilities, a fitness suite, an aerobics studio, Cricket
Scotland offices and toilets on the first floor.

The ground capacity of a little under 2,000 spectators is likely to be sufficient
for most of the matches that might be played at the ground, although
spectators do not stand for cricket matches owing to their length. However,
Cricket Scotland has indicated that it will wish to have the opportunity to bring
in temporary seating to increase the spectator capacity up to 10,000 for some
“show” matches. However many there are for a particular match, a significant
proportion of spectators will want to drive to and park as near to the ground
as possible. This will be likely to cause traffic congestion and therefore
significant nuisance to Cramond residents, even if Cricket Scotland lays on
special bus services from park and ride facilities.

AMA had obtained the City Council’s informal agreement that spectators could
park in the field adjoining Cramond Road South to the north of Lauriston
Castle. However, this now seems to be unlikely because the Council is
planning to lease this field, and other land surrounding the Castle, to a
proposed Lauriston Farm Agroecology Project. The promoters of this project
anticipate signing the lease wit8ihn the next month.

At present, Scotland plays most of its international matches “away”.
However, if Cricket Scotland had access to a suitable ground in Cramond (or
indeed elsewhere in Scotland) it is probable that the various teams will have
more “home” fixtures. In addition Cricket Scotland will probably wish to use it
for “show games”, such as league competition finals. However, as all use of
the ground (although not necessarily the indoor cricket school) will be during
daylight hours, the level of other nuisance to local residents will generally be
fairly low. Cricket crowds are normally well behaved and good humoured. It
is also possible that the ground will be used regularly by a local cricket club
whose matches attract only a small handful of spectators

The Potential Impact of the Proposed Football Academy

30

The proposed football academy is likely to have a significant impact on the
amenity of people living around the site, especially in terms of noise and light
spill. In the options that incorporate a football academy, the pitch facilities
are located either along the south-western boundary, adjacent to the large
high amenity dwellings along Cramond Road North, or next to the detached
houses and flats built by Bryant Homes along the north-western boundary.
Residents of the proposed care home will also be disturbed by noise and
possibly light spill from the football facilities if they are located in the northern
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part of the former playing fields.

Footballers tend to be a noisy bunch, with much shouted swearing and
additional noise from referees’ whistles and the noise generated when players
kick balls. The manager of the World of Football Centre in Marine Drive, with
5-a-side and 7-a-side pitches, says he would not want to live within 400 m of
his own centre because of the noise it generates.

Light spill from floodlights is also likely to generate considerable nuisance to
nearby residents as football is largely a winter sport and daytime use will be
very low. At many floodlit sites planning conditions limit night-time use to 9
PM but obviously this also has the effect of limiting income — and, at the
Campus, increasing the need for commercial revenue-generating facilities on
the site.

The green belt land to the north of the former playing fields is also a wildlife
habitat and home to a wide variety of birds, deer and other animals Noise
and light spill will be a disturbance to them as well as local residents.

CBCC also has some concerns relating to the potential demand for football
facilities, apart from the Cramond Football Club, as a result of the significant
increase in ATP facilities elsewhere in the city. However, Cramond Football
Club requires access to an artificial turf pitch in the Cramond/Davidson’s
Mains area. For more details of this, see CBCC Paper 3, Local Needs.

As the whole of the Brighouse Park housing is a very quiet, high amenity
residential neighbourhood almost all residents of it will be affected to some
extent by noise. However, those who will be most affected by noise and
lightspill are:

e In AMA’s Option 1, with the football facilities in the northern part of the
site: those living in the flats at 4, 5, 6 and 7 Brighouse Park Crescent and
in the detached houses at 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 Brighouse Park Crescent 8,
9, 10, 11 and 12

e In AMA’s Option 3, with the football facilities at the western end of the
site: those living in the flats at 16, 18, 20 and 22 Cramond Road North,
the detached houses at 2, 3, 4 and 5 Brighouse Park Court, the detached
houses at 1 and 2 Brighouse Park Crescent and the flats at 4, 5, 6 and 7
Brighouse Park Crescent.

The Potential Impact of the Tennis Centre

36

37

The tennis centre will probably have the least impact of the various sports
facilities, at least for local residents. It will be located in the northern corner
of the former playing fields, adjacent to some of the detached houses built by
Bryant Homes and the proposed Care Home. However, there will be noise
from the outdoor courts (from players hitting balls and calling “out”) and
some light spill. However, both of these sources of nuisance will be
significantly less than for the football facilities.

In addition CBCC has some concerns relating to the demand for such a large
tennis centre and the layout of the outdoor courts. There are currently indoor
courts at three facilities in the city: the David Lloyd clubs at Newhaven (eight
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indoor and six outdoor courts) and Gyle Park off the Glasgow Road (also eight
indoor and six outdoor courts) and the Council-owned Craiglockhart (six
indoor courts plus six outdoor artificial clay courts — one of them the “centre
court” and not generally available for hire - plus three derelict clay courts). In
addition Heriot-Watt University has planning permission (and funding from
Tennis Scotland) for a centre with six indoor courts at Oriam (Scotland’s
National Performance Centre for Sport) and David Lloyd Leisure Ltd has
planning permission for a club at Shawfair in the south of the city with two
indoor courts. So in the near future another eight indoor courts are likely to
become available within the city boundary.

The three 'de"relict corts at the Cr

aiglockhart Leisure and Tennis Centre

38 The indoor courts at Craiglockhart are “dead” during good weather in summer
but at other times popular from 1800-2000 with only limited demand outside
this peak time slot. Edinburgh Leisure, which runs the centre, has cut the
number of staff on duty as a result, including reducing the number of
reception staff — a clear indication of low demand and visits to the centre.
The charges per hour (August 2021) are:

Indoor courts Full price £31.40
Standard discount card £25.20
Concession discount card £22.00
Junior £15.60
Outdoor courts Full price £13.60
Standard discount card £11.00
Concession discount card £9.60
Junior £6.80
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Reception staff say that users regard these charges as very high. The centre
has tried “promotional pricing” of £10 per indoor court per hour on Friday
evenings in winter and this has proved popular, but again predominantly from
1800-2000.

The city also has a significant number of tennis clubs with varying numbers of
outdoor courts. Most are fairly small and serve mainly “walk-in” or “cycle-in”
players. The nearby Barnton Park Tennis Club (less than 20 minutes walk
from the Campus) is a good example and probably one of the more successful
clubs in the city with an excellent junior programme and a recently built Padel
court. Padel is a cross between squash and tennis and claims — although it is
not alone — to be the fastest growing sport in the world. Local voluntary clubs
and their communities will lose out if commercial centres with indoor courts
attract their members. This said, with global warming more and more players
are playing all year round and so the demand for indoor courts may be less
than only a few years ago.

In terms of layout, the proposed outdoor courts at the Campus are to the
north and north-east of the large 9 m high sheds containing the indoor courts.
This means that part of the courts will be in shadow for much of the day,
creating potentially difficult conditions for players. In addition the outdoor
courts are oriented roughly east-west. Tennis courts should be oriented as
close to north-south as possible.

There are also real concerns relating to the “deliverability” of the indoor tennis
centre. Firstly Judy Murray is linked with the development of another tennis
centre at Park of Kier in Stirling District. After the Council refused planning
permission for the project, the Scottish Government “called it in” In 2017 it
announced that Ministers were “minded” to approve the application subject to
the signing of a planning agreement by the developers. This has now been
signed. It follows that the Park of Kier project is more than likely to go ahead
and therefore Judy Murray is almost certain not to be involved in any tennis
centre on the Campus. Secondly, at the meeting on 15 July, Mike Afshar of
AMA said that he intended to revise the tennis proposal by trying to resurrect
an offer of a significant capital grant he claimed to have received from the
Lawn Tennis Association (LTA). Scottish Tennis, however, says that (a) the
LTA made no offer of any kind to AMA; (b) “no commercial entity would be
supported via grant funding” and (c) “Cramond is the west side of Edinburgh .
An area catered for by Craiglockhart and also now Oriam. While Oriam is
going through the final process of approval and not yet finalised, it is likely,
on paper supply now meets demand locally”.

The Demand for Assisted Living Apartments/A 90-bed Care Home

43

The number of older people living in Scotland is growing and projected to
grow further over the coming decades. In theory there should be steadily
rising demand for retirement and care homes. But:

e The future of social care is very much “up in the air” and becoming a
political hot potato. Press reports suggest that the Scottish Government is
seeking an estimate of the cost of nationalising all of the care homes in
Scotland. While this is probably unlikely, it does seem that some sort of
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radical change in social care provision and funding will happen in the
reasonably near future. Investing in care homes is therefore a long way
from being a “one way bet”.

e Two care homes have recently opened in the Cramond/Barnton area: the
Cramond Residence in Cramond Road North and Queen’s Manor on
Queensferry Road. Both are operating at well below capacity, as is the
care home in Strachan Road, although this may in part be a consequence
of the significant number of deaths amongst care homes residents over
the past eighteen months as a result of the Covid epidemic. In addition
the Council has granted planning permission for a care home off
Whitehouse Road/Cramond Glebe Road. There are some problems
associated with the site and thus far it seems the developer has not been
able to attract an operator.

e McCarthy Stone recently provided the Ramsay Grange retirement flats on
the corner of Queensferry Road and Whitehouse Road

e The Council has a current planning application for 44 retirement flats and
four retirement houses off Barnton Avenue West.

There are currently around 3,235 care home beds in Edinburgh with just over
a third of them provided since 2000. Given this and the above, the current
need for 60 more assisted living apartments and a 90-bed care home in
Cramond is questionable, at least in the short term. AMA has said that they
wish to “raise the bar” in terms of the quality of care provision, which
translates into potentially high fees and therefore an appeal to what will
almost certainly a shrinking market — broadly speaking, today’s better-off
pensioners have more disposable income than later generations are likely to
have. The level of social care funding per person provided by local authorities
is on average currently around 40% lower than the fees paid be self-funders.
If the state takes on more and more responsibility for funding social care
fewer and fewer people are likely to want something better than the state-
funded provision. In addition, if more and more care home residents are fully
or partially state-funded, and care home revenue costs continue to rise,
charges for self-funders will inevitably rise. This may give rise to a new class
of care homes in which self-funders predominate, or are the only residents.
The Cramond Residence may be Edinburgh’s most expensive care home. If it
survives this may provide some support for AMA’'s argument for “raising the
bar” in social care provision. But it may also limit the potential for another
expensive care home in Cramond. And it will be wise to wait and see the
extent to which the state decides to get involved, and any new rules and
regulation that governments may introduce as a result, before investing in
further “high end” provision in the form of both assisted living apartments
and a care home.

Creche

45

There are currently two childcare facilities in Cramond - Little Monkeys in
Cramond House and Bright Horizons in Whitehouse Road. | e-mailed both of
them to ask if they think there might be sufficient local demand in the
Cramond/Barnton area to support AMA’s proposed creche. The Directors of
Little Monkeys discussed the proposal and a member of staff reported back
that their considered view is that:

“If it was a drop in créche scenario then yes that could work.
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However, if it was a day nursery like us then no they don’t think
there would be sufficient local; demand to support that.”

Other Facilities
CBCC has few concerns about the other facilities proposed by AMA:

e A convenience food store: indeed, this could be a welcome local facility for
day-to-day shopping

e Health facilities: it is not clear what these will be — other than it will deliver
prescriptions - but anything that boosts the health of local residents is to
be welcomed.

Kit Campbell MRTPI (retired)
Cramond and Barnton Community Council

26 August 2021

Appendices

A Edinburgh Leisure pitch hire charges 2021-22

B Rich Vinnicombe e-mail to Councillor Kate Mackenzie 7 November 2002

C E-mail correspondence with Keith Jackson, Chief Executive of Edinburgh
Leisure, October 2002
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Pitches Pricing 1st August 2021 - 31st July 2022

Activity Adult Junior/ Disability Commercial Pricing*
3G Bookings

1/3rd 3G area 1 hr £61.00 £30.50 £77.00
2/3rds 3G area 1 hr £122 00 £61.00 £153.00
3/3rds 3G area 1 hr £183.00 £91 50 £230.00
3G Pitch per Match £108.00 £54 00 £135.00
3G Pitch per Match league affiliated club f£80.10 £40.05 £100.13
Enclosed 3G 7-a-side league game £61.00 £30.50 £77.00
Hockey

Water Based Astro 60 mins £79.00 £39.50 £99.00
Water Based Astro 80 mins £119.00 £59.50 £149.00
Bangholm Pitch 60 mins £76.00 £38.66 £95.00
Sand based astra match 80 mins £107.00 £53.50 £134.00
Football

Football Grade A [Saughton Enclosure and Paties Road) £105.00 £52.50 £152.00
Football (Meggetland) £80.00 £40.00 £100.00
Football Grade C £57.20 £28.60 £72.00
7-a-side junior £37.00 £18.50 £47.00
9-a-side junior £46.00 £23.00 £58.00
Rughy

Rugby Meggetland Pitch 1 £117.00 £58.50 £147.00
Rugby Pitch and Meggetland Pitch 2 £60.00 £30.00 £75.00
Rugby Meggetland Pitch 3 £69.00 £34.50 £87.00
Grass Training

Training and Accom Grass Pitch (Up to 2 hours) £42.00 £21.00 £53.00
Training No Accom (up to 2 hours) £36.00 f£18.00 £45 00
Room Hire

Function Suite (Whole) per hour £30.00 £38.00
Function Suite + Kitchen per hour £43.00 £54.00
Function Suite [Club) per hour £15.00 £19.00
Training Room £19 50 £25.00
Changing Room per hour £5.50 £7.00




Louise Campbell

From: "Kate.MacKenzie" <Kate.MacKenzie@quista.net>
To: <campbell@avisfield.fsnet.co.uk>
Sent: 08 November 2002 09:27

Subject: Fw: Cramond Campus

See you 11.30 Church Hall

Kate

----- Original Message-----

From: Rich Vinnicombe <rich.vinnicombe@edinburgh.gov.uk>

To: wendy.mccorriston@edinburgh.gov.uk <wendy.mccorriston@edinburgh.gov.uk>
Cc: kate.mackenzie@edinburgh.gov.uk <kate.mackenzie@edinburgh.gov.uk>
Date: 07 November 2002 17:45

Subject: Cramond Campus

Wendy,

Firstly my apologies for not having responded to your request for information regarding the above. We have a
number of major pieces of work running within the section at the moment and my workload simply has not
permitted.

As you know from my general comments to you, I do have concerns about the levels of expenditure costs
throughout the proposals, and whilst having knowledge of Thomas and Adamson's work, I have real problems with
the rates that are applied against all items. I understand they have gone for ‘Utopia’, but we all recognise in the
real world the maintenance scenario is completely different and my suggestion is that we probably need a meeting
with them to try and mutually agréae a realistic maintenance regime and respective costs.

With regard to the Council taking responsibility for any maintenance proposals, these would require to be discussed
with our Director before any indications could be given. As T mentioned, I understand our Parks section agree a sum
of c. fifteen years maintenance costs before any landscaped areas are handed over to the Council; perhaps a similar
formula could be established in these circumstances.

In connection with the development of the Country Club, it may well be seen as being helpful to the overall project
and I understand the potential benefits of cross subsidies, however I feel we should be extremely cautious when
considering the financial viability of such a Club. Firstly, there are no financial projections in terms of income and
expenditure, so it is impossible to gauge what surplus may be available for cross subsidies. Secondly, the growth in
the Health and Fitness/Sports Club market in the City has been huge over the last couple of years, and I am quite
well aware of the concerns being echoed within the private sector that any further provision will have a
destabilising effect upon all Club operators. This is of real concern, and would require further considerations.

I hope these comments are helpful, and again my apologies for the delay in responding.
Regards.

Richard Vinnicombe

Who we are ...... What we do .....

The City of Edinburgh Council: www.edinburgh.gov.uk

www.edinburgh.gov.uk/events - for what's on

www.edinburgh.gov.uk/libraries - renew your books on line and check our catalogue
www.edinburgh.gov.uk/atoz - for your online guide to Council Services
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Kit Campbell

From: Keith Jackson [KeithJackson@edinburghleisure.co.uk]
Sent: 25 October 2002 14:45
To: 'Kit Campbell'

Subject: RE: Cramond Campus development

| think we run 90 pitches for less than that !!!

From: Kit Campbell [mailto:kit.campbell@kitcampbell.demon.co.uk]
Sent: 23 October 2002 15:56
To: Keith Jackson

Subject:  RE: Cramond Campus development

Thanks for responding so quickly. The proposed country club is a bit of a brute - 80 m
long, 40-60 m wide and 12-16 m high - not ideal on playing fields on which the Local
Plan says “no development allowed”! It is to contain two indoor tennis courts, 2/3
squash courts, a relatively small fitness area, aerobics, a 20 m pool and a huge bar so |
question whether it will actually be hugely profitable, given the David Lloyd and Next
Generation clubs, not to mention your various Pulse centres, Craiglockhart indoor tennis
centre, the Edge at South Gyle, Westwoods at Fettes, Esporta at Fountainpark, Greens
behind the Corn Market, Bannatyne’s in Queen Street, Living Well at Musselburgh, the
soon to open Holmes Place at Greenside, the proposed large Bannatyne’s club at
Broxburn and no doubt others. However, it will need to be profitable: the developer is
arguing that the profit will go to subsidise the pitches and related pavilion at Cramond
and has produced figures showing an annual operating cost for them of around
430,000. | don’t think CEC would spend this much on maintaining a pavilion, five
pitches and a few tennis courts!

Anyway, if EL hasn’t been consulted, I'll see if Rich Vinnicombe has.



