
SHORT REPORT ON OPTIONS FOR GALASHIELS ACADEMY 

Firstly, it is important to note that the writers are fully supportive of a new campus incorporating a 
modern school with associated sporting facilities to replace the existing academy infrastructure. The 
addition of 2G and 3G playing fields with improved games hall facilities is welcomed. 

However, we would strongly oppose the further development of SBC’s preferred option to build the 
school complex within Scott Park. Our position is that the new campus should not be within Scott 
Park and that a different option should be developed. 

Of the options presented for the new academy, the SBC preferred option (option 3) had the greatest 
adverse impact on the open area of Scott Park. The status of Scott Park within the Local 
Development Plan (LDP) as a Key Greenspace GSGALA010 cannot be overstated. 

Scott Park has been used extensively over 80 years and more recently during the Covid crisis by 
families, dog walkers and various sporting groups including running, aerobic activities and martial 
arts. The loss of the Park will have a significant adverse effect on the people of Galashiels. The Park is 
one of the few remaining open spaces in the town where families can enjoy a safe, open and natural 
environment. The Park is not only for current generations but for future generations to use.  If it is 
lost, it will be lost forever. 

SBC’s preferred option comprises a two-storey building with a footprint of approximately one 
hectare in the open area of the park. (For comparison, this is approximately the footprint of the 
Tesco store in Galashiels). The justification for this was somewhat subjective. The design team noted 
that there was no set list of criteria to test and sift the various options against. For a major 
development of this type costing approximately £55 million, surely a more robust options appraisal 
is required. 

In SBC’s preferred option, the proposed reconfiguration of Scott Park attempts to offer enhanced 
parkland for the town. The linking of disparate areas to form a strip of grounds round the south and 
east of the school does not offer a viable replacement to the park. Considering the poorly-drained 
corner at the back of the grounds as a wet-land with board walks, adding in a grassed pitch and 
tacking on a small orchard at the far reaches of these grounds is completely inadequate. 

From a closer look at SBC’s proposal, they state that minimal roads infrastructure is needed for this 
option. Hence, the re-provided park will be severed by the existing access road to the school which is 
bunded to the north supporting a mix of trees along it, further severing the proposed re-provided 
park from the existing park. Scott Park provides a wide open space that can be used for events and 
various gatherings within the town, such are the existing proportions of the park. Gatherings such as 
the Braw Lads Fancy Dress, fireworks events, the recent Scottish Independence march, Caravan Club 
events and outdoor concerts have been accommodated in the park in the recent past. The disparate 
elements of the parcels of land around the school do not come close to replacing the existing park 
that will be lost in SBC’s proposal, and will not be able to accommodate any such events. 

The landscape architect’s plan indicates the true extent of the proposed school and the adverse 
impact of the campus. This includes additional space taken to the east of the school, with only a strip 
of Scott Park remaining. The remaining park and the re-provided grounds to the south will become 
nothing more than the school grounds. Indeed, the areas at the back of the existing rugby pitches 
will be less secure than the existing park and are less likely to be used by dog walkers at night. 

The earlier work by Stallan Brand in November 2018 to appraise the various available sites in 
Galashiels considered the existing school site as the preferred location for the new academy. It is 



important to note that the site comparisons made within this report did not consider the footprint 
of Scott Park. But for some reason that has not been made clear, the design team considers that 
building on Key Greenspace is acceptable with mitigation measures.  Even if this interpretation was 
correct, the mitigation would need to be an enhancement on the existing park. The mitigation being 
offered is poor at best. 

We consider that the design team’s interpretation of Council policy EP11 in the LDP, on Key 
Greenspaces and other Greenspaces is being used to justify a proposal to build in the park. Our 
reading of the policy is that Key Greenspaces clearly have the higher status and development should 
be avoided on these areas. As you are aware Scott Park is designated as Key Greenspace 
GSGALA010. 

Where development has to take place on this area (presumably where no other option is available), 
only development which enhances the space should be considered. In our opinion, building a new 
campus in Scott Park will not enhance the Key Greenspace; on the contrary it will greatly diminish 
the high-value local recreational area. SBC’s proposal considered providing seating and planting 
areas to enhance the park; this could be provided without reconfiguring the park. 

The existing school grounds stretch to approximately 7.1 hectares. This is adequate space to allow 
the construction of a modern campus without having to blight Scott Park in the process. The design 
team should consider what was achieved in Edinburgh at the new Boroughmuir School site on a 
much smaller footprint. 

Included below is a short note on each of the options outlining the views in this note. 

 

Option 1 (Figure 1) 

Option 1 is a workable option which has been ruled out due to a lack of attachment to the town. 
Realignment of the sports pitches could be used to form a connecting avenue to the front entrance, 
celebrating the sporting connections of the town. It could be argued that by setting the building back 
from the existing school that the new campus will be viewed in a woodland setting with landscape 
visible to the rear. The campus would be seen within a rural setting rather than dominating it. 

An opportunity exists with this option to bring the school forward if the games hall at the back of the 
existing building was demolished first. This would reduce the dis-benefits attributed to this option in 
the presentation. Apparently, there are two gym halls in the school already, and the assembly hall is 
often used for physical education. Importantly, the presentation noted that non-encroachment into 
the park was a benefit, however importantly within option 3 the building in the park was not noted 
to be a dis-benefit. Instead, a point was made regarding re-providing Scott Park. This is clearly a 
skewed argument in favour of option 3. 

Option 2 (Figure 2) 

Option 2 is constrained if the entire building is sited to the north of the site but it could be made 
workable by investigating the use of the annex area for elements of the campus. In this option the 
opportunity to use the annex site has been overlooked.  By reducing the main building and splitting 
the buildings across the campus this option could allow a workable solution. 

 

 



Option 3 (Figures 3 & 6) 

Option 3, SBC preferred option, places the campus building entirely within Scott Park, and looks to 
re-provide the park to the east and south.  With the additional need for boundary hard landscaping 
to the east the proportions of the park will be destroyed.  The Key Greenspace will be largely lost 
with this option. The re-provided park is significantly poorer than the existing and the connectivity 
through the park will be minimal to the south with retention of the existing live access road. The 
strong links and strong civic presence are exaggerated, as the new campus would not be visible from 
the town. Users would still need to enter the park to engage with the campus. Indeed with the 
building so prominent in the park it will not be appreciated in the landscape. We would also raise 
our concerns regarding the existing significant trees in the park and the impact of building so close to 
them. 

The arguments for option 3 imply that strong civic presence of the school is of greater importance 
than the civic presence of the park. The two can live in harmony with the school placed outwith the 
park. Placing the campus in Scott Park and re-providing the park with a diminished set of parcelled 
land puts the importance of the school above the park. 

Lighting has been used as an argument to move the school onto the Park. However, in discussion 
with users of the school, the lighting is stronger on the back of the building and hence moving the 
school forward into Scott Park will not be beneficial. If anything adopting option 1 would be a more 
desirable approach to balance out the lighting differential. 

 

Option 4 (Figure 4) 

Option 4 offers opportunities that have not been examined. The ‘extremely challenging topography’ 
has been overstated; an annex building has previously been constructed on this site. Car parking has 
been introduced on–site which effectively moves the building onto a wooded area. This is not 
necessary. In addition, the building has been shown as largely rectangular here, whereas a more 
imaginative footprint  (cranked L-shaped footprint) could be considered to take up the existing 
entrance footprint to the school, reducing the impact on trees and making the option more 
workable. This option has similar benefits to option 3 which were not allocated to this option. 

An opportunity exists with this option to move the building to the north. The poor aspect and 
lighting could be reduced by bringing the building forward, by encroaching in the Scott Park in one 
corner to address these issues. The access road could then be realigned behind the building. This 
would require the removal of trees but would be preferable to the full-scale loss of Scott Park that 
the design team are proposing in option 3. Some of the trees in this area are of good quality but 
most of the others are not and this should be considered. It is noted that this area is subject to a 
Tree Preservation Order from the Council’s website, but each of the trees should reasonably be 
considered on their merits. (It is worth noting that the same Tree Preservation Order applies to the 
rugby pitches as well). An encroachment into the park could be balanced by moving the existing 
school boundary wall to the west to balance the land-take. In the presentation SBC appeared to 
consider the generally low quality trees to be more important than the park, which in our opinion is 
not correct. 

 

 



Option 5 (Figure 5) 

Option 5 presents buildability challenges. For operational needs, it is clear that decanting the pupils 
to an alternative location will be disruptive. Hence, any option to build on the existing school should 
reasonably be ruled out. On these grounds alone, option 5 is not considered viable. However, our 
understanding is that pupils may be decanted during the proposed redevelopment of the school in 
Hawick. If this is the case then a similar consideration should be made for Galashiels Academy. 

 

 

Key receptors have not been considered throughout. The people in the Waverly Residential Home 
will have their environment vastly altered under your proposals. The users of the park will not be 
able to enjoy an open vista across the park which will be taken up by a new campus.  

During the construction period there will be significant noise disruption particularly during the 
ground works and steelwork erection. Undoubtedly to allow the school to remain entirely 
operational, some access will need to be taken along the existing access adjacent to the Waverly 
Residential Home.  This will damage the remaining park and disturb the residents at the home. 

The contractor will require lay-down areas and office areas for his works. With the Council’s 
disregard for the importance of the park, the potential for further damage to the park is obvious 
under the option 3 proposal. 

Over time there has been an erosion of the parkland available throughout Galashiels. The facilities in 
Scott Park have been diminished over time, with the loss of putting greens and trampolines. Waverly 
Residential Home has already taken a significant corner of the Park. Elsewhere in the town, the fire 
station has been built on part of the public park (Gala Park) recreational ground reducing its 
footprint, and only Victoria Park has remained intact probably due to its remote location. 

In conclusion, the permanent loss of Scott Park to allow a new Galashiels campus to be built is 
wholly unacceptable.  The proposal to re-provide the park to the south and east is fragmented and 
ill-conceived. The status and importance of the Park to the town should not be considered 
secondary to a new campus. The work on the preferred option should be halted and further 
appraisal of the other options should be carried out to determine a more acceptable option with 
lesser impact on the town’s diminishing and prized parkland. 

   

 

 

 

  



 

Figure 1 – Option 1 

 

Figure 2 – Option 2 

 

 



 

Figure 3 – Option 3 

 

 

Figure 4 – Option 4 

 



 

Figure 5 – Option 5 

 

 

Figure 6 – Option 3 – developed preferred solution 


