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Introduction 
 
Edinburgh Airport’s previous Surface Access Strategy (ASAS 2007) was published in early 
2007, and ran for a five year period.  In May 2012 an ASAS Consultation Document was 
published for a 12 week consultation period, prior to the preparation of a new five year 
ASAS.    
 
The Consultation Document aimed to gather information from all stakeholders including 
airport users and organisations, transport providers and statutory authorities, as well as from 
the general public.  This report lists all responses received, and provides Edinburgh Airport’s 
responses to the comments and queries received.      
 
The consultation process has allowed us to gather information and suggestions from a range 
of stakeholders, and we are grateful to everyone who has taken the time to comment on the 
document.  
 
Consultation process 
 
The Consultation Document was published in May 2012 on the Edinburgh Airport website 
www.edinburghairport.com.  A press release was issued at the same time, and paper copies 
of the Consultation Document were made available on request.  Comments on the document 
could be made via the website, by e-mail, by telephone or by post.      
 
In addition, paper copies of the Consultation Document were issued to the following third 
parties, along with an offer to provide an individual briefing for any organisation, on request:- 
 

• The Edinburgh Airport Consultative Committee 

• City of Edinburgh Council 

• West Lothian Council 

• Fife Council 

• East Lothian Council 

• Midlothian Council 

• Scottish Borders Council 

• Scottish Government Ministers and senior officials 

• Local MPs 

• Local MSPs 

• Transport Scotland 

• SEStran (South East Scotland Regional Transport Partnership) 

• Local Community Councils 

• Scottish business and tourism representative bodies 
 
Electronic versions of the Consultation Document were issued to all Edinburgh airport-based 
organisations, together with an offer to provide individual briefings on request.   
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The official consultation period closed on 23rd July 2012.  
 
Responses 
 
A total of 12 responses were received.  Of these, one was from an individual and the other 
11 were from organisations.   Some of the responses were lengthy and covered a range of 
topics in some detail; for this reason, there are more than 12 issues listed below, as we have 
tried to record each issue separately. 
 
The Consultation Document posed a series of questions, whilst also welcoming other 
comments:- 

• Do you or your organisation agree with the appraisal of surface access opportunities 
facing Edinburgh Airport, given in this document?  If not, do you believe other 
opportunities exist? 

• Are you able to suggest additional initiatives to enhance non-car related travel to and 
from the airport? 

• What do you think the airport’s surface access targets should be for the next five 
years? 

• Do you feel that the airport’s efforts to support public transport have been effective?  

• What charging mechanism do you feel could be appropriate for each mode of 
transport? 

• Do you believe that our charging regime should encourage “green” behaviours?   

• What options should be considered for improving access to the airport by public 
transport from the west?  

 
Summary of responses 
 
Issues raised 
 

Our way forward 

We feel that there is an opportunity to manage car 
access more actively, to capitalise on the strength 
of public transport access.  This has the potential 
to reduce the need for expensive road 
infrastructure improvements, and lessen 
congestion on approaches to the airport 

We continue to respond to the need for car 
parking, rather than to create demand.  There 
is no evidence to suggest that making car 
parking more expensive, or reducing the 
number of spaces available, would result in 
increased numbers using public transport.  
Many of the identified road infrastructure 
improvements will be required in any event to 
address growth within the Edinburgh 
International growth area, not just airport 
growth.  

It has been suggested that we introduce a scheme 
whereby staff are rewarded for surrendering or 
partially surrendering their staff car park pass.  
This measure should be introduced for staff that 
have public transport services available as an 
alternative to private car use.  

We shall investigate the feasibility of 
introducing such a scheme. It should however 
be noted that more than 70% of airport staff 
work shifts, and the majority do not have 
access to direct airport bus services.   

The new ASAS should contain proposals to link the 
proposed cycle way on Eastfield Road to the 
terminal building and airport offices through the 
airport’s roads system.  
 

Once Eastfield Road has been upgraded we 
shall also look into upgrading the entrance to 
the airport to enhance cycle access.  
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Given the progress made over the last six years 
and the anticipated introduction of Edinburgh tram 
we would suggest mode share targets for 2017 are 
increased.   

We have set new mode share targets within 
the new ASAS.  Our new public transport 
mode share target of 35% of total passengers 
by 2017 in fact exceeds the 33% target set in 
the TISWEP (Transport Infrastructure for West 
Edinburgh Phase 1) study.  We feel this target, 
though challenging, is within reach due to the 
opportunities being created by the introduction 
of the tram.   

We support the PTL and see scope for an 
increase. Suggest that charges for local bus 
service departures from the terminal forecourt are 
terminated. If retained we suggest that any 
publically supported services should continue to be 
exempt.    
Any funding mechanism must be seen as fair and 
equitable. As for bus stations in general, access 
should be non-restrictive so that any operator 
willing to serve the airport should be given access.  
There is a question over whether the existing 
access controls and charging for buses is 
consistent with the status of a road.  
We support charging for K and F journeys and 
suggest that revenue from this be ring fenced to 
support public and other forms of sustainable 
transport.   

We apply bus departure charges as do many 
bus stations.  The charge reflects the quality of 
the infrastructures that we provide and the 
prominence given to bus services on the 
forecourt. We also have security 
considerations and space constraints to deal 
with.  We have the authority to levy these 
charges.   

Suggest the establishment of interchange facilities 
at Ratho Station and altering car park shuttle bus 
routes to serve the interchange bus stops.  This 
should be further assessed following the scaling 

With the increased interest now being shown 
by operators in establishing new direct airport 
bus routes, it is felt that constructing the Ratho 
Station interchange would not be the best use 
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back of EGIP (Edinburgh Glasgow Improvement 
Programme) and reduced access options to the 
airport.   Real time information should also be 
provided.   

of limited funds.  This decision will be reviewed 
should these new routes not be implemented.  

Suggest two new objectives: “To maximise the 
share of trips to Edinburgh airport by public 
transport and active travel modes and to minimise 
the ratio of vehicle trips by passenger movements” 
“To contribute to the transport and mode share 
targets set out in the West Edinburgh Strategic 
Design Framework”.  
Suggest amending the final objective to “To 
maintain and enhance service levels for all public 
and active travel modes”.  
 
 
 

The mode share achievements are driven in 
part by passenger mix and profile, and our new 
targets exceed those set out in TISWEP.  Our 
objectives have been altered to reflect this.    

There should be a clear car parking strategy and 
the need for a second MSCP should be reviewed 
in the light of the mode share targets.   
If the MSCP is still required this should be justified 
as part of the parking strategy. 

The airport’s car parking strategy and the need 
for additional capacity are under continual 
review as the factors influencing them change 
– car parking strategy therefore evolves. The 
actual numbers of vehicles requiring parking 
space is influenced by airport growth, 
passenger mix, and other factors.    We aim to 
provide choice of access modes for 
passengers, and recognise that some 
passengers will always choose to access the 
airport by car.    

Suggest that the new ASAS should follow the 
model of the current document and should include 
clear and measurable actions.   
 

Noted  

Commend Edinburgh Airport on what it has already 
achieved in making airport surface access more 
sustainable, and hope that this will continue with 
even greater efforts in the future.  

Noted.  

We prefer the first objective to read: “To ensure 
that surface access contributes to sustainable 
growth of the airport and route development”. 
We do not consider growth in flying is a desirable 
objective on its own if reasonable and more 
sustainable alternative modes of travel such as rail 
for many UK domestic trips are available.  
We support development of new routes where 
flying is most practical and reasonable.  

Noted. 

The ATF would benefit from representation from 
Tayside and Central Scotland Transport 
Partnership (TACTRAN.  They represent areas 
that make up around 10% of passenger origins.  

We shall review ATF membership.  

t It would be helpful if a more detailed table of departing 
passengers’ origin were provided covering all of Scotland 
(and North England if relevant) and if separate tables  
   were provided for those with residence in those areas.  E 
and those who have been visiting the same areas.  

Detailed information is available through the 
CAA Passenger Survey  www.caa.com.  A new 
survey is being carried out during 2013 results 
of which will be available in the second part of 
2014.   
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A A general question would be if there are also statistics fo
fo for passengers arriving (both in respect of final trip 
destination as well as surface travel mode).  In particular, 
ththe split between Kiss and Fly and Travel by Public 
Transport may differ for departing and arriving  
P passengers. 

 

There is no meaningful transport mode data 
collected for arriving passengers, many of 
whom have still to decide their onward travel 
mode.    

We note your statement “The airport aims to 
respond to need rather than creating demand for 
car parking spaces”.  This could be bolder in 
suggesting the airport would encourage reduced 
demand for car parking through supporting and 
facilitating the provision of alternative and more 
sustainable modes of transport.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This statement also suggests that future 
Masterplan car parking proposals will no longer be 
the targets.  

Insufficient or expensive car parking might 
result in an increased use of “Kiss & Fly” 
(where a passenger is dropped of and picked 
up again), which is a less sustainable mode 
than “Park & Fly”.  
Income from ancillary activities such as car 
parking helps to fund the development of the 
airport and of new routes.  
The airport aims to provide passengers with a 
choice of access modes, rather than to 
penalise those who may have no practicable 
alternative to using a private vehicle.    
Car parking strategy is continually reviewed 
and evolves, as it has done since publication of 
the Masterplan.   

Stagecoach Jet 747 integrates with other bus 
services at the Ferrytoll Park &  Ride and that 
integrated ticketing is available.  
Modal interchange at Haymarket is more likely 
than at Slateford station.   

Noted 

It would be helpful if it were indicated how much of 
the PTL was used for initiatives listed in Appendix 
B, and how much is available for further initiatives, 
and how much is collected each year.   
We want this funding to be continued, and 
encourage an increase to assist the development 
for sustainable transport facilities for accessing the 
airport.   

There are no current plans to change the PTL, 
and no plans to provide further details of 
expenditure.  

We welcome the proposed upgrades to 
surrounding roads networks and strongly argue 
that these improvements must include bus priority 
measures, in particular at Newbridge.  Access to 
the airport by softer modes, and in particular 
cycling, must be seriously considered in any road 
proposals.     

Bus priority and cycle provision are included 
within TISWEP proposals, however it is not 
physically possible to include bus priority 
measures at Newbridge roundabout.  

It would have been useful to include comparison 
with additional airports of a larger size, such as 
Manchester and Stansted, or from other European 
countries, in particular those with a similar 
domestic/International mix and with tram and/or rail 
connections.    

We shall continue to learn from other airports 
and where appropriate consider and implement 
interventions they may undertake.  However, 
not all airports have similar catchments, 
passenger profiles, infrastructure, etc. 
therefore what works at one airport may not 
work at another.  

We are pleased to note that passenger forecasts Noted 



7 

 

have been modified downwards.  The shift towards 
rail is likely to continue as rail journey times and 
capacities improve.   
You correctly state that future passenger mix will 
influence the modal share.  However, this will not 
only depend on the domestic/International 
passenger spilt but also on the place of residence 
and trip purpose.  
Airport users resident in mainland Scotland will 
have the option of using their own car, public 
transport or taxi whilst residents elsewhere depend 
more on public transport, taxi and hire car.   
We understand that the proportion of airport users 
that are resident abroad is forecast to increase 
significantly and this together with forthcoming 
public transport infrastructure and service 
improvements will give scope to increase the 
current 33.6% public transport mode share.   We 
would welcome further additional work to assess 
mode share targets including separate 
assessments for domestic/International traffic;  
breakdown of origin by area and country of 
residence, and also trip purpose;  

A number of variable factors influence mode 
share.  The recent rapid change in passenger 
profile has resulted in an increase in public 
transport mode share. This demonstrates that 
passenger profile is a key factor in mode share 
choices, and also illustrates the difficulties of 
forecasting changes in passenger profile.   The 
forthcoming interventions outlined in TISWEP 
are modelled to cater for forecast growth. Any 
more detailed appraisal of mode share choices 
would be duplication.   

We are concerned about the recent scaling down 
of the EGIP (Edinburgh Glasgow Improvement 
Programme) development and the lack of Dalmeny 
Chord reducing the expected connectivity to the 
airport.  We suggest that the scaling back of EGIP 
should bring the EARL (Edinburgh Airport Rail 
Link) project back on the agenda.   

The airport regrets the scaling back of EGIP, 
and trusts that construction of the Almond 
Chord, currently postponed, will be brought 
forward again as early as practicable.  In view 
of forecast growth in economic activity in the 
east of Scotland this additional connectivity will 
be beneficial to the whole region.  However, 
we welcome planned improved connectivity 
through modal interchange between the new 
Edinburgh Gateway station and the Edinburgh 
tram.   
The Edinburgh Airport Rail Link (EARL) project 
was suspended by the Scottish Government in 
September 2007.  Any future reinstatement of 
the EARL project would be a matter for the 
Scottish Government.   

We strongly support the introduction of electrical 
vehicle charging points in airport car parks.     

We intend to keep the provision of electric 
charging points in our car parks, under review.  

The provision of new services that serve new 
areas and that may be less financially viable at 
least for a limited period should be encouraged.  
There should be a review of potential new bus 
routes serving the airport, in order to improve 
access.  The development of the EOBRT 
(Edinburgh Orbital Bus Rapid Transit) would 
significantly improve the situation, and support 
from the airport towards its implementation would 
be welcome.     

EAL is keen to encourage such bus services.  
We shall seek to apply consistent criteria so as 
to support such services in the early, less 
viable years but also to make an equal 
contribution to the airport’s infrastructure if and 
when the service does become viable.   
The introduction of the EOBRT would be a 
welcome addition to the range of access 
modes available. However, there are other 
areas not currently served by direct bus 
services, such as north-west Edinburgh, where 
larger numbers of airport passengers start their 
journeys.    
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We might be able to provide support provided 
the potential operator were able to provide a 
satisfactory business case.       

We would welcome greater availability of 
integrated ticketing and integrated timetabling 
between operators that would make bus travel 
to/from the airport more attractive and affordable. 

Noted.  

The Department for Transport (DfT) consultation 
document on taxi and private hire regulations in 
England and Wales, if implemented in Scotland, 
could impact significantly on airport taxi operations.  

Noted 

Employee travel to/from the airport is not covered 
adequately, and we would support greater efforts 
in encouraging greater use of cycle and public 
transport as well as car sharing.  

A five year Staff Travel Plan will be prepared 
following publication of the ASAS.  

We accept that freight surface access will 
essentially be by road although other airports have 
been able to promote other forms of transport (eg. 
rail or pipeline) in the transport of fuel. 
There may also be merit in investigating alternative 
freight routes and delivery timings that could 
reduce the environmental impact of road freight 
transport.  

There is a variety of different types of freight 
which access the airport. Many of these, such 
as Royal Mail deliveries, are delivered outwith 
peak times and to the Cargo area at the 
Turnhouse side of the airport. 
Unless there were a valid business case for 
construction of a railway siding at Turnhouse, 
this is not something which we would see 
being progressed during the period of this 
ASAS 
The distance of the airport from the fuel source 
(at Grangemouth) means that it would not be 
economically viable or practicable to construct 
a fuel pipeline.    

We would support charging regimes that favour 
greater use of sustainable modes. 
Furthermore, if “high” charges for services such as 
parking, passenger drop-off, taxi and bus access 
are to be justified in the eyes of airport users, we 
would argue there should be greater accounting 
transparency in the deployment of income 
generated with a view to it being deployed in 
financing sustainable access arrangements.   

Noted. 
 
We will not make public commercially sensitive 
information about Retail income.  EAL’s 
statutory accounts are already available at 
Companies House.  

We strongly endorse many of the objectives set out 
in the executive summary in the document, 
including 
Edinburgh Airport aims to create the economies of 
scale to allow public transport operators to be able 
to provide a viable service 
To ensure there are fair and equitable 
opportunities for transport service providers to 
access the airport 
To provide [...] a reasonable range of destinations 
To maintain and build upon public transport mode 
share achievements.   

Noted.  

In relation to development of new routes and 

building public transport mode share, the existing 

road infrastructure imposes very real constraints. 

We will set out later what we consider to be 

The airport is a member of the Edinburgh 
International Development Partnership (EIDP), 
which oversaw production of the TISWEP 
study which identified a range of potential road 
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relevant market factors, but a significant limiting 

factor is the restricted road access. If any existing 

bus service(s) were to be re-routed to include the 

airport stop, a lengthy detour would be needed 

from the A8 to the terminal and back via the same 

access road. This would entail increased operating 

cost and the very real disadvantage of increased 

journey times for existing passengers (those 

currently using those services to travel to or from 

Edinburgh) and for whom the perception of 

increased journey times is likely to be greater than 

the actual increase.  

The consequence of this is that new links to the 
airport are unlikely to be met by adaptation of 
existing routes which pass close to the airport. 
Instead, any new route is likely to be completely 
free standing, requiring to generate sufficient 
revenue from passengers using the airport alone to 
cover its operating costs. Experience operators 
have had suggests that in most cases the critical 
mass necessary to achieve this is simply not there. 

 
This is so against the backdrop of an increase in 
airport passengers from 7.99 million in 2004 to 
9.05 million in 2009, during which period a number 
of new services were tried. That those services did 
not establish themselves as commercially viable 
indicates to us that it is overly simplistic to state 
that  
As the airport grows, surface access transport 
providers will benefit from the additional 
passengers travelling to and from the airport and 
from the opportunities this presents 
As the growth achieved from 2004-2009 was not of 
itself sufficient to achieve commercial viability for 
these services, we believe there is no greater 
reason to expect that the projected growth in 
airport passengers from 9.47 million in 2012 to 
10.69 million in 2106 will alone be any more 
successful in delivering commercial viability on 
similar routes. While volume growth is a very 
significant factor, there is no evidential basis to 
conclude that such growth alone will support 
and sustain expansion of bus services on a 
commercial basis. In our view that expansion 
would require very significant improvements to 
the public road network serving the airport.  

 
 

infrastructure interventions.  
TISWEP interventions cover a defined area of 
west Edinburgh; connections outwith this area 
will also require capacity upgrading in order to 
fully benefit from additional capacity provided 
by TISWEP interventions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

If airport users, both air passengers and airport 

staff, are to consider using public transport rather 

The roads congestion  during the 2012 Royal 
Highland Show arose after the Show 
organisers made a very late appeal to the 
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than the private car, they need to have confidence 

in its reliability: they need to know that at all times it 

will get them to their flights or to their work on time. 

The limitations of the existing road network 

demonstrate that this cannot always be 

guaranteed, as borne out starkly by recent 

experience with the 2012 Royal Highland Show 

when much of West Edinburgh was gridlocked. 

Plainly, the road network at present simply does 

not have the capacity to accommodate demands 

on it which can be reasonably foreseen. While the 

introduction of trams on a dedicated route will bring 

about a significant step-change, this of itself will 

not improve the prospects for the development of 

new bus routes, especially linking the airport to 

communities to the west. 

There is a very urgent need to ensure that the road 
network is improved, particularly to ensure that in 
times of increased demand, a segregated route for 
buses remains available, so that they can continue 
to fulfil their primary role of ensuring that 
passengers get to their flights and that staff get to 
their work at the airport on time. Those 
fundamental objectives cannot be guaranteed to 
be met with the road network as it currently is. We 
warmly welcome the proposal to improve Eastfield 
Road and wish to encourage this to happen as 
early as possible but believe that this is the 
absolute minimum which is necessary. Ideally, 
access to the airport should not be dependent on 
only a single road, as this is inevitably vulnerable 
to disruption. Greater spare capacity to deal with 
known peaks in demand is essential, as is the 
creation of segregated priority lanes for public 
transport.  
While catering for the Royal Highland Show is very 
important, it must be the overriding priority to 
ensure that air passengers can be confident of 
reaching the airport on time, 52 weeks a year, 
no matter what short term pressures on the 
road network there may be. Management of the 
road network surrounding and feeding into the 
airport should be coordinated between the 
respective roads authorities to minimise the 
adverse impacts of such pressures. 
 

airport for assistance in providing car parking 
spaces for weekend Show visitors.  As a good 
neighbour the airport agreed to this.  This 
situation, which was caused by severe flooding 
of Show parking areas, was a “one-off” for 
which the RHASS are reviewing their 
contingency plans.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The airport supports the TISWEP study which 
identified a series of roads infrastructure 
improvements, including dualling of Eastfield 
Road and provision of some bus priority 
measures, which will be required in future to 
support growth in the west Edinburgh area.   In 
the event of the TISWEP interventions (and 
other capacity interventions outwith the 
TISWEP area) not being actioned within the 
life of this ASAS, other access options will be 
considered.      

We acknowledge the increased mode share 

achieved by public transport at Edinburgh Airport, 

especially in comparison with other airports. We 

acknowledge that  

We acknowledge the contribution made to the 
growth in public transport mode share, by 
operator investment in quality buses and in 
staff training.  This has been key to the 
achievement of the current public transport 
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The airport has set up various initiatives designed 
to encourage the use of public transport 
There is no doubt that many of these initiatives 
have contributed to the growth in public transport 
mode share 
The prioritisation of scheduled bus stops on the 
terminal forecourt [...] has significantly increased 
the number of passengers using public transport
    
we believe that our continued commitment to 
investment financially and in kind to the 
development of our service has played a significant 
part in achieving growth in mode share for public 
transport. It is in our view important to 
recognise the key role played by investment on 
the part of commercial operators in achieving 
the objective of increased mode share for 
public transport and to ensure that strategies 
adopted following this consultation exercise in 
no way inhibit operators’ commercial incentive 
to invest in high quality, purpose built buses, 
which provide a quality of service which 

attracts airport users to this mode. 

 

mode share.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We shall continue our policy of supporting 
those bus services which are starting up, or 
have not yet become commercially viable.  Any 
support will be awarded based on consistent 
criteria in order to ensure all operators are 
treated equally.  
 
  

While Edinburgh Airport has achieved notable and 

commendable success in growth of public 

transport’s mode share, the context is not, 

however, one of success in all respects. It is, 

therefore, relevant to take account of what has not 

worked thus far in order to ensure that in 

formulating new strategies they are fully aligned 

with the objectives identified in the consultation 

document. 

In Appendix C it is noted that 
Three new bus routes and the Edinburgh Shuttle 
started to operate during the period of the ASAS; 
none of these are still in operation (page 21) 
even though 
If [a bus service] is being publicly subsidised we 
have [...] waived the contractual [departure] charge 
(page 10) 
 
In considering what future strategies are 
appropriate it is worth asking why it is that the 
objectives of providing a reasonable range of 
destinations and of achieving viable services have 
not so far been met by the strategies which have 
been applied to date. 
 
In our view, it is entirely sound to aspire to bus 
services becoming viable (by which we understand 
that they should be capable of being provided on a 

We note the comments about bus services 
becoming commercially viable. EAL is keen to 
encourage new services, and shall seek to 
apply consistent criteria so as to support such 
services in the early, less viable years but also 
to make an equal contribution to the airport’s 
infrastructure if and when the service does 
become viable.   
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commercial basis, the revenue from passengers’ 
fares being sufficient to exceed the costs of 
operation). That is the principle underlying the 
provision of public bus services throughout Great 
Britain generally (other than in London). It may be, 
however, that some destinations which 
stakeholders wish to see linked to the airport by 
bus services are simply not capable of generating 
the necessary critical mass to be commercially 
viable. In such cases, it is inevitable that a means 
of supporting them financially has to be found. It is 
not sufficient simply to ensure that an embryonic 
service avoids a charge it might otherwise be 
asked to pay in order for it to become viable. In our 
view, more needs to be done, especially in relation 
to the road infrastructure, as referred to earlier in 
this submission. 
   
In considering how best to apply the Public 

Transport Fund in future, it is worth reflecting on 

whether or not the fund has thus far been applied 

in the most beneficial way, in the context of the 

stated objective of increasing the use of public 

transport.  We note in the Edinburgh Airport 

masterplan that out of £1.093m allocated from 

2007-2011, only £222k was allocated to bus 

service support, and all of that was used to offset a 

charge levied by the airport. We believe it would be 

of greater benefit towards the continued operation 

of new services if the PTF is in the future used to 

provide financial support for their operation. 

We intend to continue the PTL, and shall 
review the criteria for expenditure.  
Financial support for buses from the PTL also 
covers provision of  posters, signage, leaflets, 
maintenance of onward travel journey planning 
facilities in the terminal, etc.    

We believe that there is a misjudgement in the 

implication (page 20) that forecourt charges should 

be met from the Public Transport Levy only if a 

service is being publicly subsidised. This fails to 

offer any incentive to a commercial operator to set 

up new services without public subsidy and in fact 

seriously reduces the prospect of any new service 

getting off the ground if any potential new service 

which is not publicly subsidised will be faced with 

the additional burden of access charges. It is in our 

view inconsistent on the one hand to aspire to 

have new bus services but at the same time to levy 

a charge on them which a new bus route 

elsewhere would not have to bear.   

 
In our view, it is imperative that the PTF is 
available as an operating subsidy, perhaps 
along the lines of the now defunct Bus Route 

We shall continue our policy of supporting 
those bus services which are starting up, or 
have not yet become commercially viable.  Any 
support will be awarded based on consistent 
criteria in order to ensure all operators are 
treated equally.  
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Development Fund, which was instrumental in the 
extension of Lothian Buses’ service 35 to the 
airport. 

 

We note that 

The residential areas in the north-west of 

Edinburgh [...] are the starting point for many 

airport access journeys yet are not served by any 

direct public transport service (page 19) 

 
We look forward to engaging with Edinburgh 
Airport towards the end of providing such a 
service. 
 

Noted.  

Against the backdrop so far set out in this 

submission, we find the following statement to be 

at odds with the stated objectives: 

The need to keep aviation costs down presents a 
current and future challenge, and surface access 
must contribute financially (page 16) 
This statement misses the fundamental point that 
public transport plays a primary role in delivering 
air passengers to the airport, a crucial contribution 
to the establishment of commercially viable air 
routes.  
It is in our view somewhat inconsistent to expect 
bus services to contribute financially to other 
objectives when it is clear from recent history that 
in the absence of the necessary critical mass, most 
attempts to set up new routes have failed to cover 
their operating costs, far less any greater financial 
burden. 
 

We do not accept that, by delivering air 
passengers to the airport, public transport 
makes a crucial contribution to the 
establishment of commercially viable air 
routes.  Quality public transport plays a very 
important role in providing an affordable, 
efficient onward travel option to air 
passengers.       

We also note that in contemplating a charging 
mechanism for bus 
services 
The mechanism will need to take into consideration 
that services which carry large numbers of 
passengers make a reasonable contribution to the 
airport, whereas services which are not well 
patronised but serve a social need are not 
financially penalised  (page 18) 
This to us illustrates that in the context of the 
objective expressed in the consultation document 
of increasing the mode share of public transport, 
which we heartily endorse, it is inconsistent at the 
same time to apply a charging regime for bus 
services. While we agree that newly introduced 
routes which have yet to build up a commercial 
patronage base should not be penalised, the 

We believe that the charging mechanism for 
bus services should include a passenger 
charge element. This best reflects the fact that 
different services carry varying numbers of 
passengers, and allows those services 
carrying the majority of passengers to 
contribute in proportion.  
We shall continue our policy of supporting 
those bus services which are starting up, or 
have not yet become commercially viable.  Any 
support will be awarded based on consistent 
criteria in order to ensure all operators are 
treated equally.  
Each airport has its own catchment area and 
passenger profile, therefore what is 
appropriate at one airport will not necessarily 
be so at another.   
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implication that carrying greater numbers of 
passengers will lead to higher charges is not in our 
view consistent with an incentive to grow the mode 
share achieved by public transport. This is also at 
odds with the 2007 Surface Access Strategy for 
Gatwick Airport in which it is stated: 
As a measure of our support for local bus services, 
we have waived all local bus departure charges 
since 2000 and intend to continue this policy for 
the time being [...]. 
We are unaware of any regime for departure 
charges for buses serving London City Airport. 
 
In our view, there is a need to determine whether 

the priority for the airport is indeed to support and 

develop bus services in order to enable them to 

meet the objective of increasing the mode share 

held by public transport or instead to achieve 

revenue generation for the airport from the 

provision of public transport.  

If the latter is the Airport’s primary objective, and 
the Airport sees a need to apply a regime of 
charges, despite the reservations we express in 
paragraph 9 over the inconsistency of charging 
with the objective of encouraging the development 
of public transport, our recommendation is that, 
provided that it has the power to levy charges, any 
such regime should be based on charges for the 
use of designated stances in the airport forecourt, 
based on the volume of departures, so long as 
these are not coupled to any counter-productive 
incentive not to increase passenger numbers (the 
implication of the above extract from the 
consultation document). 
 
 
 We believe that the catalyst to long-term 
stability of public transport provision lies in 
effective partnership between the airport and 
individual operators, tailored to what is most 
appropriate to ensure the development of each 
operator’s commercial services. 
 

We have the authority to levy passenger 
charges on bus services, and intend that the 
charging mechanism for bus services should 
include a passenger charge element.   
We do not accept that growing the use of 
public transport, and charging appropriate 
commercial rates for profitable bus services, 
are mutually exclusive.  
 
 
We agree and shall continue to work in 
partnership with all operators to develop airport 
services.   

In order to assist new services in establishing a 

market, the flexibility to waive charges must exist 

and parties must be alert to the risk that imposing 

them at a later stage may push a route on the 

borderline of commercial viability into deficit, 

thereby putting its future in jeopardy.  

 

We shall continue our policy of supporting 
those bus services which are starting up, or 
have not yet become commercially viable.  Any 
support will be awarded based on consistent 
criteria in order to ensure all operators are 
treated equally.  
 

In our view, the overarching framework within Edinburgh Airport has no aspiration to operate 
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which bus services are provided for the airport 

should be one and the same as that which delivers 

effective public transport throughout the Edinburgh 

area, namely that provided by the Transport Act 

1985 (which governs bus service provision 

throughout Great Britain, other than in London). At 

the heart of the Act is the premise that bus 

services are provided on the commercial initiative 

of operators competing in the free market, with the 

proviso that in a case where a need identified by a 

local authority is not met by the commercial 

market, the authority has the power to invite 

tenders on a competitive basis for the operation of 

that route under contract to the authority, in return 

for subsidy to offset the shortfall in revenue against 

operating costs. Recognising Edinburgh Airport’s 

status at Traffic Authority within the airport itself, 

we see no reason why the airport cannot act as 

procuring authority for such services as it 

considers necessary to provide to complement 

those provided commercially by the free market.  

This framework would meet the airport’s 
aspiration to achieve a regime which is fair and 
equitable to operators 

• by ensuring that the presumption of 

commercial operation in a free market, 

which applies universally outside the 

airport, continues to apply to services to 

the airport 

• by ensuring that where services are 

not provided by the commercial 

market but are considered socially 

necessary their provision is secured 

by a process which is open to 

competitive bids in exactly the same 

way as applies outside the airport 

• if legal and considered desirable, by 

applying a charging regime for use 

of designated stances, which is 

analogous to that applied by 

operators of bus stations throughout 

the country. If, however, bus 

services are to make the maximum 

contribution to Edinburgh Airports’ 

laudable aim of achieving a high 

public transport mode share, serious 

consideration ought to be given to 

bus services, and does not see its role as that 
of a Local Authority in this respect.   
The funding available for supporting the aims 
and objectives of the ASAS (currently from the 
PTL fund) is in any event inadequate to 
support bus services which are not 
commercially viable; and its use for this 
purpose would mean that many other initiatives 
which are currently funded could not continue.  
We also feel that funding would not be best 
allocated to support one or two new bus 
services, but should be spread more widely 
across a range of initiatives.  
 
 
Where services are commercially viable, we 
shall continue to levy commercial charges.  
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following the example set out in 

Gatwick Airport’s 2007 Surface 

Access Strategy of removing all 

charges for access to terminal 

stances, whatever the legal position 

on powers to charge may be. 

 
On environmental standards, we note that in 

relation to mode share improvements the airport 

aims 

to maintain and build upon these achievements in 
future years by rewarding green behaviour (page 
16) 
 
We fully support the objective of achieving 
improved environmental standards. The 
introduction of trams will make a significant 
contribution in this regard and our investment 
strategy for buses over the years reflects our 
commitment to environmental improvement. In 
order to encourage environmental improvement, 
we recommend that the airport sets minimum 
environmental standards as a condition of 
access to the airport. 
 

Minimum environmental standards for new bus 
services will be set in future operator 
agreements, and will be a condition of serving 
the airport.   
 

There needs to be an airport only link road built 
between the airport and either Gogarside/Maybury 
roundabout or the A8. (An alternative is to go past 
the old runway direct on to Maybury Road.) 
 
The current link - Eastfield Road – is woefully 
inadequate, especially when there is an event on 
at Ingliston Park. The roundabout there is also 
prone to regular flooding; this little road and 
interchange is just trying to do too much, and not 
achieving it. 

 

We shall consider all options to enhance 
access to the airport, once the capacity of 
existing access routes has been maximised.   
 
We are liaising with the City of Edinburgh 
Council over measures to prevent flooding at 
the roundabout, which is outwith the airport’s 
boundary.   

Rail: The original plan to create a spur and divert 
the Glasgow/Fife lines under the airport needs to 
be reinstated. The Edinburgh Gateway is a poor 
substitute. The plan for a station under the airport – 
which most decent capital cities have, was a good 
one. This would increase the passenger catchment 
area way beyond its’ current reach, perhaps as far 
south as Newcastle if East Coast Trains were to 
terminate at the airport. It would certainly expand 
the catchment area to the West, creating a good 
link to Glasgow Queen St. – and of course to the 
north via the Forth Bridge. 
 
I know cost is an issue here, and that when the 

The Edinburgh Airport Rail Link (EARL) project 
was suspended by the Scottish Government in 
September 2007. Work completed to date on 
the design has been archived in such a 
manner that it does not close down future 
options. Any future reinstatement of the EARL 
project would be a matter for the Scottish 
Government.  
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Scottish Government withdrew funding the scheme 
was dropped. This was I believe short-sighted and 
a long term future for the airport is best served by a 
direct underground railway station with links to the 
North, South, East and West 

 

Compliments to Edinburgh Airport for their success 
so far in having so many passengers using public 
transport especially as the airport does not have a 
direct rail link.  The increases between 2005 and 
2011 are very impressive and speak volumes 
particularly for the 100 bus service which has been 
greatly enhanced over the years. 

 

Noted.  

We look forward to the introduction of the tram 
service in 2014 which should result in an even 
greater use of public transport. The opening of the 
new Gateway Station connecting into the tram will 
make it much easier for passengers from the East 
of Scotland and Fife in particular to get to the 
airport. It is disappointing to note that the Scottish 
Government has decided to postpone the Almond 
chord rail link which would have enabled 
passengers from the West to access the airport.  

Noted. We also regret the decision to postpone 
construction of the Almond chord, but welcome 
the new opportunities for interchange between 
rail and tram at Edinburgh Gateway and 
Edinburgh Park stations.     

Our main concern is the state of the roads in the 
vicinity of the airport particularly Eastfield Road 
which is clearly not fit for purpose at this time. The 
problems with this road were highlighted during the 
recent events at the Royal Highland Show. It is 
imperative that a solution to this problem 
regardless of cost  is sought as soon as possible 
by either making extensive alterations to Eastfield 
Road or by constructing a link road from the Gogar 
Roundabout. Long term it is essential that a spur to 
the M8 is built as it seem incongruous that 
Edinburgh Airport is the only major airport in Britain 
not to have a direct link to a motorway.  
 

The roads congestion  during the 2012 Royal 
Highland Show arose after the Show 
organisers made a very late appeal to the 
airport for assistance in providing car parking 
spaces for weekend Show visitors.  As a good 
neighbour the airport agreed to this.  This 
situation, which was caused by severe flooding 
of Show parking areas, was a “one-off” which 
is unlikely to be repeated.  
 
 

It has been interesting for us to identify that some 
50%+ of our journeys from the airport carry one 
person. We believe that our customers look for 
product choice – one size doesn’t fit all. In some 
cases they may be travelling some distance, 
frequently to other cities for business, and golf 
courses for leisure activities ,  and want a car 
rather than a traditional Taxi vehicle for greater 
comfort and more room. Other times they may be 
heading into Edinburgh city centre and be happy 
with a cab but may also be happy to cab share 
which reduces both the cost and the environmental 
impacts. Every vehicle travelling to/from the airport 
regardless of bus, taxi or private car contributes to 

Noted.  We aim to provide choice of access 
modes, and shall investigate the feasibility of 
providing only one taxi rank in future, to serve 
both private hire cars and black cabs.  We 
believe that this has the potential to make 
clearer to passengers the choice of vehicles 
available.    
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the environmental impact and whilst looking to 
encourage public transport, customers should be 
allowed choice without punitive charges for access. 
Awareness of choice could be greater and more 
balanced, i.e. anything from one person vehicle to 
a party of up to eight people travelling together. 
Similarly, all users benefit from access to the 
infrastructure and charges should be fairly 
distributed. 
Are there any statistics which can split surface 
access travel mode into arrivals and departures, as 
it may differ significantly between the two? 

There is no meaningful transport mode data 
collected for arriving passengers, many of 
whom have still to decide their onward travel 
mode.    

“The airport aims to respond to need rather than to 

create demand for parking spaces”.  Does this not 

go against trying to promote sustainable surface 

access travel?  

We believe that responding to passenger need 
for car parking can be compatible with the 
promotion of sustainable options.  We aim to 
provide a choice of access modes, rather than 
to penalise those who may have no practicable 
alternative to using a private vehicle.   
There are also numerous independent “airport” 
car parks outwith the airport’s boundary, which 
will provide any additional spaces to meet 
demand for parking that is not met by the 
airport itself.     

The Stagecoach Jet 747 service integrates with 

other long distance and local Fife services at 

Ferrytoll P & R and a range of zonal and day 

tickets can be purchased from the driver of the 

747. 

Noted.  

Are any of the proposed road improvements, eg. 

dualling Eastfield Road and upgrading the 

A8/Eastfield Road junction, likely to include any 

sustainable/public transport priority initiatives?.  

Bus priority measures and cycle lanes are 
included where feasible in the transport 
interventions identified by TISWEP.    

With reference to “…rewarding green behaviour”, 

what is the likely form this would take? 

Options for consideration include:- varying of 
parking charging tariffs according to 
environmental criteria of vehicles; rewarding 
airport staff for surrendering their parking 
permit; and introducing staff reductions on 
bus/tram fares.  
  

Is the airport likely to install any electric vehicle 

charging points in its public car parks? 

We intend to keep the provision of electric 
charging points in our car parks, under review. 

We hope that the commitments and targets set in 

promoting sustainable and public transport over 

the past five years, will continue if not improve with 

equal if not more investment. 

Noted 

Please add in the national position stating how the 

ASAS has met the aims, objectives and targets. 

Scotland’s National Transport Strategy has 
three main objectives:- 
“To improve journey times and connections 
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To reduce emissions 
To improve quality, accessibility & 
affordability”. 
We support these objectives and believe that 
the increase in public transport mode share at 
the airport reflects this.    

Please consider providing a table of targets 

showing previous, current and proposed, adding in 

the new tram mode.  This would show clearly the 

progress that this strategy has made.  

A table comparing targets for previous years 
with current targets will be included in the new 
ASAS.   No separate targets for the tram mode 
have been set, however we intend to review 
the public transport mode share targets after 
one year’s tram operation.    

We welcome any initiatives that will result in 

improvements to travelling to and from this vicinity. 

Noted 

We assume that two of the factors influencing the 

extent of Edinburgh Airport passenger catchment 

area and subsequent passenger numbers are; 

choice of flight destinations from Edinburgh Airport 

and surface access to the airport.  In the current 

circumstances, particularly the delayed Edinburgh 

Tram project, the surface access strategy would 

benefit both in the interim and longer term, from 

tighter coordination with public transport services, 

offering better travel options to current airport 

passengers and potential to attract passengers 

from beyond the currently mapped passenger 

catchment area. 

We welcome any improvements to the access 
options currently available, in particular the 
new opportunities created by the tram and the 
potential for interchange between rail and tram 
at Edinburgh Gateway and Edinburgh Park 
stations.   

We share the aims of Edinburgh Airport in seeking 

to encourage better transport infrastructure, 

sustainable transport options and public transport 

usage, whilst accommodating car use and its 

concomitant parking.  

Noted.  

Trams will not deliver solutions for at least a further 

two and a half years ie. end of 2014  

Noted. 

Page 19  Potential bus routes.  There has been no 

direct (bus) link between Edinburgh Park railway 

station and the airport, nor is there one planned, in 

deference to the trams.   Scotrail began frequent 

services to Edinburgh Park back in May 2011, from 

as far as Helensburgh, Milngavie, Glasgow Queen 

Street, Airdrie, Coatbridge adding to the already 

frequent services from Dunblane, Stirling and 

Falkirk.  

The E & M Horsburgh 64 service operated 
hourly to Edinburgh Park station, for 18 months 
from July 2009, ceasing prior to the 
introduction of additional rail services. We 
should welcome discussions about the 
introduction of any new bus service linking the 
airport and Edinburgh Park station before the 
tram becomes operational.    

We applaud Edinburgh Airport exceeding 

comparator UK airports in having 33.6% of 

Noted.  
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passengers using public transport – despite the 

airport not having a railway station.  

Page 18 – Access from the West/South-

West/North.  We support proposals to enhance 

interchange opportunities for people travelling from 

the west on the A8 and will be open to discussions 

in order to consider what support we may be able 

to offer.   

Noted.  

As owners of land to the west, we welcome a joint 

approach with Edinburgh Airport to the West 

Edinburgh Masterplan.    

Noted. 

Creation of simpler and quicker routes to the 

airport from the west may encourage deviation of 

service buses from the A8.  Consideration would 

need to be given to a similarly quick return route 

for services heading out of Edinburgh via the 

airport; is the creation of a bus only roadway 

possible from the Gogar Tram depot, to connect 

with the easternmost reaches of the airport 

complex? 

Interventions identified by TISWEP include 
some measures to enhance access from the 
east and to reduce congestion.    In the event 
of TISWEP interventions not being actioned 
within the life of this ASAS, other access 
options will be considered.   

The RHASS is currently engaged in substantial 

redevelopment of the Royal Highland Centre and 

working to an approved Masterplan, therefore early 

discussion on these matters would afford the 

greatest opportunities to be realised for all 

concerned.   

Noted.  
We work with all neighbouring landowners 
through the Edinburgh International 
Development Partnership (EIDP).  

There may be some synergy in locating a second 

MSCP on land owned by others in the area.    

Noted.  

Pedestrian access to/from EA is somewhat 

fragmented and travellers can often be seen 

walking up Ingliston Road, for example, to access 

service bus connections on the A8.  This entails 

people sometimes walking on sections of road 

where there are no footpaths eg. large parts of 

Fairview Road, parts of Eastfield Road and 

Ingliston Road.  Some improvements to pedestrian 

access in Ingliston Road may be addressed as part 

of the RHASS Ingliston redevelopment. 

The main routes into the airport are adequately 
signed for pedestrians.  We do not feel that 
there is a need for more signs on less 
frequently used routes.    

Some signage for pedestrians to/from the airport 

terminal would direct passengers to the safest 

route to walk and reassure them of the correct 

directions.  eg. to A8 for Citylink buses and other 

The main routes into the airport are adequately 
signed for pedestrians.  We do not feel that 
there is a need for more signs on less 
frequently used routes. 
We should prefer passengers wishing to use 
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service routes, as well as directing inbound 

travellers to the terminal building from Ingliston 

Road.   

CityLink or other express buses to board either 
the Airlink 100 or the Stagecoach 747 services 
at the terminal building, and then to change 
buses at either Maybury or Ratho Station 
respectively.  Not all inter-city buses stop at the 
top of Eastfield Road, it would therefore be 
difficult to give directional signage which was 
accurate for all users.   

Would the proposed Ratho Station interchange 

also service travellers leaving the airport and 

wishing to connect with CityLink or other 

westbound travel options?  This raises a question 

as to the proposed location at Ratho Station – 

might a location within walking distance of the 

airport have greater appeal to travellers, ie. near 

the top of Ingliston Road/dumbbells junction and 

with similar facilities on the east and westbound 

carriageways?  This would still connect with the 

Stagecoach 747 link service but may be a more 

obvious interchange location for travellers using 

public transport.   

The feasibility study carried out for the Ratho 
Station Interchange project, identified that the 
stops selected were timetabled stops for all 
scheduled buses using the A8; in addition, they 
were located in well-lit, residential areas, and 
so likely to feel safe for lone users.   

We fully support the necessity of taking forward 

some of the TISWEP transport interventions – 

particularly the dualling of ER and upgrading the 

dumbbells junction at the intersection of ER and 

the A8.  

Noted.  

A very informative and interesting document 
however it focuses on the passenger operation 
only and takes no account of Cargo!    Why is that? 

The new ASAS covers all areas of the airport 
campus.    However, as all passengers and 
about 87% of staff travel to and from the 
terminal side of the campus, it is inevitable that 
the main focus will be on access to this area.  

It is heartening to see such an increase in the 
footfall of passengers through the airport and 
indeed the increase on public transport as a whole.  
This type of growth has not been realised by our 
services albeit there is growth on a far lesser scale.  
To this end, various improvements have been 
made to the services in order to encourage more 
passenger use. 
 
We would be keen to discuss the opportunities for 
new bus routes that the Access Strategy has 
identified.  If there was any potential to work in 
partnership to deliver such routes then would 
definitely be of interest.  If such a project were to 
be feasible, there may be an opportunity to involve 
Scottish Citylink and provide better connectivity to 
the Airport from other parts of Scotland. 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  

We agree with the appraisal given and would like 
to see encouragement of more sustainable modes 

Noted.  
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of transport in future years so as to reduce vehicle 
congestion and GHG emissions. We believe that 
the opening of the first phase of the tram network 
will help move this forward. 
The way to increase non-car travel to the airport is 
to improve non-car access by whatever means 
possible. 
We believe that the introduction of the tram will 
provide an attractive alternative means of transport 
and the opening of Edinburgh Gateway station, 
giving direct access to the tram for journey 
completion, will encourage travellers from north of 
Edinburgh, in particular, to choose this means of 
travel. 
However, the recent cuts to funding for the 
Edinburgh-Glasgow Improvement Programme 
(EGIP), as announced by the Scottish Government 
on 4 July, includes cancellation of the Dalmeny 
Chord, which would have allowed access to 
Edinburgh Gateway for trains from Glasgow and 
other parts of the West of Scotland. We think this is 
a disastrous decision and highlights the 
Government’s lack of priority for investment in 
sustainable modes of transport. 
Enhancements to cycle access will only be 
practicable for employees rather than air travellers 
but improving safe, traffic free access to the airport 
from all directions would encourage employees to 
use this mode of transport. This is particularly 
important in view of the busy nature of the road 
network in the area and the cycle routes should 
include traffic lights where required to allow safe 
crossing of busy roads. 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. We also regret the decision to postpone 
construction of the Almond chord, but welcome 
the new opportunities for interchange between 
rail and tram at Edinburgh Gateway and 
Edinburgh Park stations.     
 
 
 
 
 
The interventions identified in TISWEP include 
measures to benefit cyclists.  

Surface access targets for the next five years 
should aim to continue to increase the modal share 
of public transport to the airport by working with the 
appropriate bodies on marketing bus, tram and rail 
alternatives. 
A target should be set of attaining a public 
transport share of at least 40% (up from 33.6%) 
within five years and a reduction in private car use 
to 30% (down from 38.8%). 
Many Edinburgh residents are hardly aware of the 
existence of Edinburgh Park Station and even less 
aware of the role to be played by Edinburgh 
Gateway; this is at least in part as a result of the 
negative reporting of the tram project by local and 
national newspapers. The benefits that will derive 
from the tram/train interchange should be 
highlighted in positive terms as the opening dates 
gets closer. 
In a similar way, rail access improvements for 
passengers from the North of Scotland once the 
tram and Edinburgh Interchange station are 
opened need to be widely disseminated in order to 

We have set new mode share targets within 
the new ASAS.  Our new public transport 
mode share target of 35% of total passengers 
by 2017 exceeds the 33% target set in the 
TISWEP (Transport Infrastructure for West 
Edinburgh Phase 1) study. 
We shall work with the City of Edinburgh 
Council, SEStran, the tram operator and others 
to promote the benefits of the tram and to 
encourage its use.  
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achieve these improvements in modal share. 
 
The charging mechanism for the various modes 
should be set in such a way as to encourage travel 
by sustainable modes and discourage private car 
use. The way to achieve this has been 
demonstrated in several European countries where 
public transport fares are low and integrated 
ticketing is available to allow a seamless journey 
into the city or surrounding area by tram/bus/rail. In 
Berlin, for example, a day ticket for the public 
transport network costs only 6 euros and can be 
used to travel from Tegel Airport by bus then 
continue across the city by tram, bus or metro. 
 
Long-term car parking (greater than one day), on 
the other hand, should be priced in such a way as 
to add considerably to the cost of the flight so as to 
encourage passengers to arrive by sustainable 
modes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on our response to the previous question, 
our answer relating to green issues is clearly ‘yes’. 
Climate change is now a real and pressing issue 
with severe consequences. 
 

We recognise the benefits resulting from 
integrated ticketing, and would welcome any 
advances.   
 
There is no evidence to suggest that making 
car parking more expensive, or reducing the 
number of spaces available, would result in 
increased numbers of passengers using public 
transport. 
Insufficient or expensive car parking would 
result in an increased use of “Kiss & Fly”, 
which is a less sustainable mode than “Park & 
Fly”.   
Income from ancillary activities such as car 
parking also helps to fund the development of 
the airport and of new routes.  
The airport aims to provide passengers with a 
choice of access modes, rather than to 
penalise those who may have no practicable 
alternative to using a private vehicle.    
It should also be noted that as the Public 
Transport Levy is levied on short stay car 
parking, the funding available to support 
sustainable transport in any given period 
increases in direct proportion to the number of 
vehicles using the short stay car park.    
 
 
Noted.  
 
 

Options for improving access from the west have 
recently received a major blow, as discussed 
earlier, by the cancellation of the Dalmeny Chord 
element of the EGIP programme. It is of first 
importance that this decision be reversed and 
funding restored and Edinburgh Airport should 
lobby the Scottish Government heavily to achieve 
this reversal. In the absence of such a reversal in 
policy, more trains from Glasgow – Edinburgh 
need to stop at Edinburgh Park to allow potential 
air passengers to change to the tram at this point 
for travel to the airport. 
 
In addition, the introduction of buses serving the 
Glasgow to Edinburgh Airport route should be 
introduced to eliminate the need for passengers to 
change at Maybury. This would not take up too 
much time and would make the bus option more 
attractive to many passengers. 

Noted. We also regret the decision to postpone 
construction of the Almond chord, but welcome 
the new opportunities for interchange between 
rail and tram at Edinburgh Gateway and 
Edinburgh Park stations.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Operators of long distance buses and coaches 
have in the past been unwilling to divert their 
services off the A8 into the airport.  We hope 
that this will situation will change in the future.     
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Disclaimer 
 
The comments and views contained within the left hand column of the above tables are the 
responsibility of individuals and organisations that have contributed to the consultation 
process and do not necessarily reflect the views of Edinburgh Airport Limited. 
 
 


