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I am writing to object to the Portobello Park Private Bill, being promoted by the City 
of Edinburgh Council. I object to the whole of the bill. 
 
My reasons for objection are as follows: 
 
The construction on Portobello Park of a school for 1400 would destroy the park, 
which is a well used and loved public open space that is vital to the health and 
wellbeing of local residents. Its loss would represent a reduction of 25% of 
Portobello’s parkland. The loss of the park would seriously damage the amenity of 
this area. 
 
The park is inalienable common good land and the original deed of sale to Edinburgh 
council states clearly that it should be kept for the recreation of the people of 
Edinburgh and that no buildings should be allowed to be erected on it. The original 
intention should be respected. 
 
Three senior judges of the Court of Session last year ruled that the Council could not 
build on this land. That legal ruling should be respected. 
 
The bill, if successful, would set a precedent for inalienable common good protection 
to be circumvented by other local authorities, by providing a route that could be 
easily followed. There are many other battles going on over common good assets all 
over Scotland so it would be naïve to believe that, if successful, other local 
authorities would not use the precedent set by the bill as a quick and easy way to 
appropriate common good land for other purposes than that for which it was 
originally intended. 
 
The siting of a new school is not a matter for the Scottish Parliament and should be 
decided at a local level. Private bills should only be used when there is no other way 
of delivering the objective. If that is to provide a new school then this bill is not 
appropriate as it is not the only route to delivering a new school. So that begs the 
question as to what the real objective of the bill is, perhaps to allow building on the 
park at all costs? 
 
If the school is built on the park, it will be a gateway to wholesale development of the 
whole area of the park and golf course. This was the original intention of the Council 
when they first announced their plans in 2006: to build two schools and a major 
housing development on the park and golf course. Please see enclosed leaflet. 
 
Their intention at that time was also to sell off the existing school site to a housing 
developer. Whilst the proposal for housing has been removed from the current 
project, there has never been any reassurance from the Council that the whole area 



would not be developed at a future date. I believe that this is their ultimate goal and 
the real reason behind the drive to build a new school on the park. 
 
There are alternative brownfield sites identified and acknowledged by the council as 
suitable for the school to be built on and which will provide the same standard of 
educational facilities. A school should not be built on a park when there are 
brownfield sites available. One of the alternative sites is the current school site itself, 
for which 10 years ago the council produced a feasibility study for a rebuild on site. It 
was only after the feu superiority protecting the land fell following the Land Reform 
Act of 2003 that the council turned its sights to the Portobello Park and Golf Course 
site. The other site is at Baileyfield on Portobello High Street and erecting a new 
school there would regenerate a derelict site, bringing great benefit to the local 
community by being located in the town centre as this would make its facilities 
accessible to a larger number of people. 
 
The consultation for the private bill was flawed. It was poorly designed and hastily 
executed, being launched in the run-up to Christmas. There was no lower age limit, 
which meant that children could take part but no appropriate arrangements were 
made to engage children in a meaningful way, as is usually the case when children 
are included in a consultation. The consultation material was biased, contained 
misinformation and was clearly designed to steer the results towards a certain 
outcome, i.e. support for the bill. There was no balanced presentation of the pros 
and cons of the private bill, yet the parliamentary rules for consultation for private 
bills state that the consultation must be balanced. 
 
The promise of a new park on the existing site was mentioned as an inducement to 
people to salve their consciences for supporting the loss of open space that would 
be occasioned by the construction of a school on the park, yet the new park does not 
form part of the bill’s provisions, so the seriousness of the council’s intention to 
replace the open space that would be lost is questionable. 
 
In fact, the council promised that they would provide replacement open space for 
that which would be lost when they identified the park as the preferred site for the 
new school in December 2006. I attach a copy of the minute of that meeting. 
However in March 2010 they reneged on the promise to replace the open space, 
saying that to provide a new park on the current school site would be a poor use of 
council resources as it would mean that they would have to forgo a capital receipt for 
the land. They also said that the land was not in the right place to compensate for a 
loss of open space at Portobello Park. I attach the relevant extract of the report. In 
fact the current school site is adjacent to a park of 14 hectares, so to provide a park 
in that location would be taking away from one area and giving to another that is 
already well-provided for in terms of parkland. It is difficult to trust that the council will 
deliver on the promise of a new park to replace the parkland that would be lost. 
 
It is debatable as to whether this bill is appropriate business for the parliament as the 
provision of a new school is a local issue, or is it a way perhaps of undermining the 
protection of common good land by the back door, instead of introducing proper 
legislation to review the way common good assets are dealt with? 
 



The bill would affect my interests as I use the park regularly for exercise and 
recreation. It is the only sizeable piece of open space in the area and is useful for 
walking circuits. I need easily accessible green open space in order to get fresh air 
and exercise, which is essential for my physical, mental and emotional wellbeing. Its 
unique characteristics are its semi-wild borders, its mature trees, and its rural feel, 
which is not experienced in other parks in the area. I particularly appreciate the 
public views across it to the Firth of Forth and Fife and also the protected view to 
Arthur’s Seat. As it is adjacent to a well-used municipal golf course, the site gives a 
feeling of a wide expanse of space which is very rare in an urban setting and is what 
makes this park unique. 
 
The reality of this plan is that the vast majority of the park (around 92%) would be 
taken up by the school buildings, car parking for 110 cars and two synthetic sports 
pitches. The views across Portobello to Fife would be completely obliterated and the 
protected view to Arthur’s Seat mostly obstructed by the school and also ruined by 5 
metre high fencing and 13.5 metre high floodlighting poles, if a school was 
constructed on the park. There would be CCTV cameras installed for security 
purposes and at least 18 mature trees would be felled, so the character of the area 
and the natural feel of the park would be changed forever and destroyed. 
 
Green space is precious and once it is built on it is lost forever. There is simply no 
reason to build on open space when brownfield alternatives exist. The children of 
Portobello need a new school but we also need green open space for future 
generations. This bill, if passed, will have far-reaching adverse unforeseen 
consequences, so please do not allow it to proceed. 
 
I enclose my cheque for £20. For the record, I think it is unfair and wrong to expect 
people to have to pay to express their views and I know a number of people who 
have been unable to exercise their right to representation because of it. 
 
 
20 June 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

  


















	20 Diana Cairns WEB
	20 Cairns annexes

