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 Introduction 
 
 
1. Stow lies approximately eight miles north of Galashiels and twenty-five 

miles south of Edinburgh on the A7 road. It is a small settlement with a 
population of approximately 5961. Historically, there used to be a railway 
station at Stow before the original Waverley line was closed in 1969.  Stow 
is the largest population centre on the A7 between Galashiels and 
Gorebridge. 

 
2. The Promoter’s position during the Bill’s Preliminary Stage was that low 

passenger demand would not justify the expenditure of a significant sum 
on new station facilities at Stow.  No stations are proposed between 
Galashiels and Gorebridge in the Bill as submitted since the Promoter 
considered none of these locations (including Stow) could be 
demonstrated to be financially viable, principally due to the lack of 
potential passenger demand.  The Promoter’s preliminary analysis of the 
economic impact demonstrated it would have a negative impact of -
£718,000 (Net Present Value) over 30 years on the case for the Bill 
scheme, so a station would not be viable in purely economic terms. 

 
3. The Promoter estimated that construction costs for a two-platform station 

at Stow would be around £1 million. These costs would increase were a 
decision taken to build a station at Stow after the proposed railway was 
operational.  The site for such a station was assumed by the Promoter to 
be land to the South of the original station site, located close to the 
existing sewage works. 

 
4. The Committee considers that there is a social case for a station at Stow 

and was mindful of the higher capital costs that would arise were a 
decision made in the future to site a station at Stow on what would then be 
a live railway.  In the Committee’s 1st Report (2005) (Session 1) published 
on 22 July 2005 (“the Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report”) they 
confirmed that they support in principle, largely on social inclusion 
grounds, the provision of a railway station at Stow. 

 
5. In the Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report the Committee therefore 

invited the Promoter, along with the local community council and local 
groups (such as Stow Station Supporters Group, the Waverley Route 
Trust and Campaign for Borders Rail) and residents, to enter into dialogue 
on how best the issues surrounding the provision of a station, such as land 
take, car parking, station location, design and construction, could be taken 
forward.  The Committee also called on the local authorities, local bus 
operators and others to ensure careful integration between trains and 
buses so that promotion of the railway would not be to the detriment of bus 
services in the Borders.  

 

                                            
1 Estimate from the 2001 Census, General Register Office for Scotland 



6. This document is the Promoter’s response to the issues referred to above 
and confirms that a station at Stow appears to be technically feasible and 
appears to have the support of a majority of the local community.  
However the Promoter stands by its earlier evidence to the Committee that 
such a station would not be viable in purely economic terms. 

 
 

Evidence already submitted by the Promoter during the Bill’s Preliminary 
Stage relating to provision of a Station at Stow 
 
7. The Promoter submitted evidence to the Committee during the Bill’s 

Preliminary Stage relevant to the issue of potential provision of a station at 
Stow.  For ease of reference, and brevity, this includes the following 
Memoranda submitted during the Preliminary Stage and considered by the 
Committee prior to their publishing the Committee’s Preliminary Stage 
Report:- 

 
8. Memorandum on behalf of the Promoter on additional information to the 

Committee in respect of questions raised in the Annex to the Committee’s 
latter, dated 18 August 2004 concerning the General Principles of the Bill; 

 
9. Submission by the Promoter on Corus Report commissioned by the 

Waverley Route Trust, dated 24 January 2005; 
 
10. Answers on behalf of the Promoter in Respect of the Committee’s 

Questions of 9 March 2005 relating to Route Options, Station Locations, 
Run Times and Viability of Borders-Edinburgh Bus Service etc dated 15 
March 2005; 

 
11. Response on behalf of the Promoter in respect of (1) “Non-Technical 

Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust (“WRT”) on the Promoter’s 
Response submitted to the Committee on 24 January 2005 to the Report 
entitled “Delivering an Innovative Borders Railway” by CORUS on behalf 
of WRT (2) Response by WRT to Comments by Promoter made on 7 
March 2005, dated 15 March 2005 (3) Response by CORUS, on behalf of 
WRT, to Comments by Promoter made on 7 March 2005, dated 15 March 
2005 (4) Review of Patronage Forecasts by O’Neill Transport Consultancy 
on behalf of WRT dated 11 March 2005, dated 7 April 2005; 

 
12. Promoter’s Response to Additional Evidence Submitted by the Stow 

Station Supporters Steering Group, received by the Promoter 24 March 
2005, dated 7 April 2005; 

 
13. Memorandum on behalf of the Promoter in respect of General Principles 

dated 13 May 2005 (Part 4). 
 
14. Promoter’s Memorandum in respect of further questions by the Committee 

relating to Housing and Patronage dated 8 June 2005. 
 



15. In summary the Promoter’s position during the Bill’s Preliminary Stage was 
that no stations are proposed between Galashiels and Gorebridge as the 
Promoter considered none of the locations could be demonstrated to be 
financially viable. Locating a station at Stow, as the largest population 
centre between Galashiels and Gorebridge, was considered but 
preliminary analysis of the economic impact of this demonstrated it would 
have a negative impact on the case for the Bill scheme. 

 
16. A major reason for not proposing to locate a station at Stow was the lack 

of potential passenger demand.  An economic appraisal of the options was 
carried out by the Promoter to assess the impact of including a halt at 
Stow.  The results of this analysis indicated that the development of a new 
station and the stopping of all trains at the station would result in a 
(negative) Net Present Value of -£718,000 over the 30-year life of the 
project, indicating that a station would not be viable in purely economic 
terms.   

 
17. Essentially the Promoter’s position during the Bill’s Preliminary Stage was 

that low passenger demand would not justify the expenditure of a 
significant sum on new station facilities at Stow.   

 
 
The Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill Committee’s requirements 

 
18. The Committee outlined its conclusions on the Stow Station issue in the 

Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report.  For ease of reference these 
conclusions were as follows (see paragraphs 131 to 141 (inclusive) and 
315 to 316 (inclusive) of the Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report: 

 
19. “The village of Stow lies approximately seven miles north of Galashiels 

and has a population of around 600. A station there would provide a third 
station in the Borders (in addition to Tweedbank and Galashiels). The 
promoter’s forecasting, which it claims is based on a ‘detailed, 
econometric stated preference interview survey using industry best 
techniques’ was that only 10 passengers a day would use the station, 
rising to 48 in 30 years time, causing a negative economic impact of 
£718,000 over this period. It firmly concluded that no business case 
existed for a station at Stow and that a station there ‘would represent very 
poor value for money for the public purse’.”  

 
20. “This forecast was contested by Stow Station Supporters in written and 

oral evidence, stating that there was strong local support for a railway 
station. A community consultation survey commissioned by the Campaign 
for Borders Rail and carried out by Transport Research and Information 
Network in March 2002 concluded that there was ‘substantial demand 
within Stow and the surrounding area for a station’. The Stow Station 
Supporters also referred to the adverse impact the lack of a station would 
have, with the village being excluded from the social and economic 
benefits the railway was to bring to the Borders. A station at Stow is also 



supported by the local community council, the Waverley Route Trust, the 
Rail Passenger Committee Scotland and the Campaign for Borders Rail.” 

 
21. “Turning first to the patronage issue, reference was made by several 

witnesses, and in written evidence, to the larger catchment areas available 
outwith the village itself such as the area north of Galashiels from where 
people might not wish to drive south to catch a train north to Edinburgh. 
Residents in areas such as Clovenfords may find it more convenient to 
travel a few miles north to Stow. Residents in Fountainhall may choose to 
make the short journey south to Stow. A large catchment area was also 
available in the town of Lauder, some six miles east of Stow where 
residents could travel to and from Stow through local bus feeder services. 
The community survey referred to above estimates some 100 daily return 
journeys from Stow. There is clearly a divergence of passenger number 
projections.” 

 
22. “Reference was made to the house building taking place in Stow with 50 

houses expected to be built by 2011 and to larger housing developments 
being built in Lauder. There is therefore potential to increase patronage 
through this increase in housing (and thereby population).”  

 
23. “While this increase in house building in the village would lead to an 

increase in population, it is not certain that everyone in Stow would 
welcome a station. There is a feeling that with a station will come pressure 
from developers to expand house building in the area thereby changing 
the character of the village. Reference was made to the topographic 
problems surrounding the village with hills and a flood plain limiting scope 
for large scale development. While the Committee is mindful of the desire 
of local residents to retain the charm and character of the village, it has to 
be accepted by residents that the provision of a railway station could lead 
to an increase in the village’s population through new housing. The 
likelihood is that a certain amount of development will take place in the 
village regardless of whether or not a station or indeed the railway is built.” 

 
24. “A station did exist in Stow pre-Beeching. However, the former station site 

is now occupied by a new school. Any new station would be located to the 
south of the former site (although this would create vehicular access and 
associated health and safety difficulties that would require to be 
addressed). A new car park would also be required.” 

 
25. “The promoter has estimated that construction costs for a two-platform 

station would be around £1 million. These costs would increase were a 
decision taken later, once the railway was operational and there then 
came about an increased demand from passengers for a Stow station. A 
new footbridge for those with impaired mobility would be required to 
provide access to the two platforms, these platforms would have to be long 
enough to cater for six carriage length trains (to allow for anticipated 
growth on the line). A twelve car parking area would need to be provided 
as well as a new vehicle access road to the station.” 



 
26. “While these capital costs must be carefully factored in given the desire of 

the Committee to see project costs strictly maintained and adhered to, the 
Committee is mindful of the higher capital costs that arise were a decision 
made in the future to site a station at Stow on what would then be a live 
railway.” 

 
27. “A further issue that figured in the Committee’s consideration was the 

health and safety risks to local residents through an increase in road 
freight traffic on the A7 caused by the anticipated economic and business 
upturn in the area. This was a concern expressed by the Parish of Stow 
Community Council when it drew attention to the fact that 90% of the 
schoolchildren must cross the A7 (which goes through the village) to get to 
the school.” 

 
28. “The Committee has carefully considered this issue and is satisfied that 

there is a social case for a station at Stow. It is difficult to understand how 
the project can be called the Borders railway yet, while the bulk of the 
track will be there, there would be only two stations serving the local 
population (a population that is anticipated to grow). The Committee also 
recognises the feeling that the village would not, on present proposals, 
necessarily benefit from the purported economic or social benefits of the 
railway. The promoter believes that it has taken a generally cautious 
approach to patronage forecasting yet this is in contrast to the level of 
support that appears to exist amongst the local population for a station and 
indications of usage. The Committee is inclined to accept that passenger 
numbers would be higher than the 10 per day forecast by the promoter 
(but not as high as 100 per day).” 

 
29. The Committee then outlined its conclusions as follows: 

 
30. “Neither the Committee, nor the Parliament, has the power at the 

Preliminary Stage to make amendments to the Bill. The Committee is 
therefore indicating to the promoter that, at this time, it supports in 
principle the provision of a railway station at Stow. The Committee also 
invites Scottish Borders Council, along with the local community council 
and local groups (such as Stow Station Supporters, the Waverley Route 
Trust and Campaign for Borders Rail) and residents, to enter into early 
dialogue on how best the issues surrounding the provision of a station, 
such as land take, car parking, station location, design and construction, 
can be taken forward in an agreed manner.”  

 
31. “The Committee is at present, on the evidence before it and principally on 

social inclusion grounds, persuaded that a Borders Railway should have a 
stop in Stow. The Committee invites the promoter to bring forward the 
necessary memorandum and plans to allow affected persons to have an 
early opportunity to lodge any objections they might have to a station in 
Stow.”  

 



32. “The promotion of the railway cannot be to the detriment of bus services in 
the Borders and the Committee calls on the local authorities, local bus 
operators and others to ensure careful integration between trains and 
buses. This is also vital to maximise opportunities and minimise 
inconvenience to visitors.” 

 
33. The Committee also set out their requirements for evidence by the 

Promoter relating to a potential station at Stow in a letter by the 
Committee’s Clerk to the Promoter’s Parliamentary Agent dated 11 
October 2005. 

 
 

Committee’s requirements relating to provision of a Station at Stow 
 

34. For the reasons stated by the Committee in the Committee’s Preliminary 
Stage Report and the letter by the Committee’s Clerk to the Promoter’s 
Parliamentary Agent dated 11 October 2005, these being in the 
Committee’s words “principally ... social inclusion grounds”) the Promoter 
has been asked to consider the potential provision of a station at Stow.  

 
35. This Memorandum relates to the following related topics, corresponding 

with the Committee’s requirements in the Committee’s Preliminary Stage 
Report and the letter by the Committee’s Clerk to the Promoter’s 
Parliamentary Agent dated 11 October 2005:- 

 
Promoter’s discussions with local residents and community groups; 
Options regarding station location(s); 
Choice of optimum station location(s); 
Required land take; 
Access to and from potential station location(s); 
Size (capacity) of potential station; 
Design of potential station; 
Car parking provision; 
Cost; 
Integration with/potential effect on local bus services; 
Draft amendment(s) to the Bill; 
Book of Reference and Maps, Plans & Sections re potential station 
location(s); 
Funding Statement; 
Environmental Statement in respect of potential station location(s). 

 
 

Promoter’s discussions with local residents and community groups 
 
36. Prior to and during the Bill’s Preliminary Stage the Promoter carried out 

extensive consultation with the local community in connection with the 
Waverley Railway project, and this included engagement with the 
community groups (Stow Community Council, Stow Station Supporters 
Group, Waverley Route Trust and Campaign for Borders Rail) and local 



residents concerning a potential station at Stow.  This included several 
Public Consultation “Roadshow” events in Stow, public meetings and 
attendance by representatives of the Promoter at local Community Council 
meetings since 2002.  

 
37. Since July 2005 the Promoter has carried out further consultation, as 

requested by the Committee, with the community groups (Stow 
Community Council, Stow Station Supporters Group, Waverley Route 
Trust and Campaign for Borders Rail) and local residents concerning a 
potential station at Stow.  Representatives of the Promoter held meetings 
in Stow on 12 September 2005,  31 October 2005 and on 7 and 19  
December 2005, specifically to discuss options for a station location and 
design. The Promoter also held an all day public Consultation Event at 
Stow on 12 December 2005.  At least 100 local people attended this 
event, at which they were asked to complete and return a short 
questionnaire relating to a possible station at Stow and 2 possible designs 
and locations for it.   

 
38. The outcome of this ongoing consultation exercise, and the associated 

station location and design selection process carried out by the Promoter 
in tune with it, is described below. 

 
Options regarding station location(s) 
 
39. The Promoter acknowledges that consultation and community buy-in of 

the appropriate location for a  station would be essential.  The site (near to 
the sewage works, approximately 600 metres south of the original 
(pre1960s) station site) considered by the Promoter during the original Bill 
submission work was therefore re-examined as a potential station site. 

 
40. This potential site was originally considered because the Promoter had 

some concerns about locating the station on a horizontal curve, which is 
non-compliant with Her Majesty’s Railway Inspectorate Guidelines. In 
addition, the Promoter harboured some concerns about locating the 
station at the original (pre1960s) station site because this was so close to 
the school and raised some concerns with respect to additional traffic 
interfacing with school traffic and children.  However the site near to the 
sewage works does lie on part of the Gala Water flood plain. 

 
41. The Promoter entered into early discussion with the Stow community 

groups regarding the site near to the sewage works. At the meetings held 
by the Promoter in Stow to discuss the issue this option was clearly 
dismissed by the groups as it was seen as being too detached from the 
village and community.  The Promoter did not therefore further consider 
the site near to the sewage works as an acceptable station location option 
from then on.  

 
42. It was clear that the community wanted a station at, or close to, the original 

(pre1960s) station site as this is viewed as the most central point within 



the community and in turn would encourage maximum ‘walk-in’ patronage. 
Indeed, at the meeting held on 31 October 2005 between representatives 
of the Promoter and community groups (Stow Community Council, Stow 
Station Supporters Group, Waverley Route Trust and Campaign for 
Borders Rail) a plan showing a potential option for a new station on the old 
station site at Stow was tabled by the community group representatives. 
The Promoter also wished to examine a location to the north of the 
existing site as an alternative.  Two core location options therefore 
emerged:- 

 
• Old Station location - south of Station Road Bridge (at the original 

(pre1960s) station site). 
• North Station site – north of Station Road Bridge. 

 
43. From these two core options, 5 sub-options were then appraised. These 5 

options differed only marginally with the only differences being variations 
in the access ramp positions and gradients and also some alterations to 
the car park configuration. The options were:- 



 
Core-Option Sub-Option Comments Option Decision 
1.Old Station 1a – With 1:20 ramps 1:20 ramps is the requirement in 

accordance with the SRA "Train 
and Station Services for Disabled 
Passengers" Code of Practice. 
Technical Note 103 of these 
standards ('Ramps') gives 
guidance. It states "Ramps must 
slope at a consistent angle of 
gradient of not more than 1:20". 
 

This was carried forward 
for further development. 
The Promoter decided that 
the station ramps should 
be designed as ‘compliant’ 
and derogations and 
departures from standards 
should not be relied upon. 
Option Carried Forward. 

2.North 
Station 

2a – With 1:20 ramps As above. As above. Option Carried 
Forward. 

2.North 
Station 

2b – With 1:30 ramps This 1:30 alternative gradient was 
considered without the ‘change of 
direction’ platforms that are a 
feature of the 1:20 ramps. This 
offers a simplified layout and 
offers a more direct route to the 
station. These were considered 
because they had recently been 
accepted on a Larkhall to 
Milngavie re-opening station.  
 

This option was dropped at 
this early appraisal stage 
because of its need for 
derogations and 
departures from standards. 
Option Dropped. 

2.North 
Station 

2c – With 1:30 ramps 
and car park to the 
south 
 

As Option 2b with car park 
refinements. 

As above. 
Option Dropped. 

1. Old Station 1b – With 1:30 ramps As Option 1a but with 1:30 ramps As above. 
Option Dropped. 
 

 
44. This left two options for further development and appraisal. Option 1A to 

the south of the bridge and Option 2A to the north. For ease of description 
these options were re-numbered for the further consultation work. The two 
options became: 

 
• Option A – North Station Location (formerly Option 2A) 
• Option B – Old Station Location (formerly Option 1A) 

 
Option A and Option B are shown on the plans comprising Appendix 1, 
attached to this document and are the two station options shown in the 
Stow Station Consultation leaflet (December 2005) incorporating a short 
questionnaire (relating to possible station designs and locations) handed 
out at the all day public Consultation Event at Stow on 12 December 2005 
and ditributed to the surrounding community before the event.  A copy of 
that leaflet, comprising Appendix 2, is attached to this document.  

 
 
Choice of optimum station location(s) 
 
45. From the selection of these two options the Promoter set about trying to 

refine these options by further consultation with the community groups and 
also the relevant technical departments of Scottish Borders Council’s 
development teams. 



 
46. The Promoter regularly met the community groups at in Stow. The 

community groups consisted of: Stow Community Council, Stow Station 
Supporter’s Group, Campaign for Borders Rail and the Waverley Route 
Trust. These meetings produced positive feedback and generated issues 
that required the two station options to be refined and/or to be developed 
in consultation with other bodies.   

 
47. It is not appropriate to list all the comments received from the consultation 

meetings within this document, but the main comments were:- 
 
Option A 
Request for bus integration 
Concern over vehicular access to the car park from 60mph road. 
Possible relocation of vehicular access to opposite the Richmond Homes 
housing site access. 
Update plans to reflect features appearing on updated version of the 
Ordnance Survey produced since initial Bill submission. 
Improve pedestrian accesses to station. 

 
Option B 
Need to align proposals with Scottish Borders Council’s ‘Safer Routes to 
Schools’ programme. 
Ensure that sufficient numbers of spaces were provided for the station car 
park or provide sufficient separation measures to ensure that the school’s 
dedicated parking would not be impacted upon. 
Update plans to reflect features appearing on updated version of the 
Ordnance Survey produced since initial Bill submission. 
Consider passenger drop-off requirements (the Promoter noted that this 
would likely be derived from the ‘Safer Routes to Schools’ requirements). 
Consider providing steeper station ramp access gradients. 

 
48. The Promoter took these comments on board and held an all day public 

Consultation Event at Stow on 12 December 2005, at which the plans 
showing Options A and B were displayed.  At least 100 local people 
attended this event, at which they were asked to complete and return the 
questionnaire contained within the Stow Station Consultation leaflet 
(December 2005) relating to a possible station at Stow and the Option A 
and Option B proposals.   

 
49. Discussions were also held with Scottish Borders Council’s ‘Safer Routes 

to Schools’ team and their Highways Development team. This lead to 
refinements in the layouts of Options A and B.  The revised versions of 
Options A and B were then presented to the community groups at a further 
meeting in Stow on 19 December 2005.  Again this meeting proved useful 
and positive feedback was received.  This feedback was considered along 
with the results from the questionnaire and other comments. 

 



50. As well as those members of the public who attended the all day public 
Consultation Event at Stow on 12 December 2005 and collected a copy of 
the Stow Station Consultation leaflet (December 2005) a further 2,000 
leaflets had been distributed door to door in the following villages and 
settlements: Stow, Lauder, Fountainhall, Heriot, Falahill, Clovenfords, 
Nether Blainslie, Threepwood, Bowland, Torquhan, and Oxton.  The 
Promoter’s questionnaire was therefore very widely distributed among the 
local communities with a potential interest in a possible station at Stow.  
The public Consultation Event was also publicised in the Border Telegraph 
and Southern Reporter local newspapers, on Radio Borders, on BBC 
Scotland (Borders) and ITV Borders, and by way of posters displayed 
locally. 

 
51. By Monday 19 December 2005, the Promoter had received 202 

questionnaire responses.  A full breakdown of the questionnaire results, 
comprising Appendix 3, is attached to this document.  However the 
“headline” results are as follows: 

 
• 81% (164) of those who responded support a station at Stow in 

principle as opposed to 19% (38) against. 
• 41% (83) of those who responded favoured the Option B station 

location (the old station site). 
• 32% (65) of those who responded favoured the Option A station 

location (to the North of the old station site on the north side of the 
road bridge). 

• 23% (47) of those who responded favoured neither station location 
option. 

• 4% (7) of those who responded favoured either station location 
option. 

 
52. Also taking into account discussions at the consultation meetings, other 

comments and consultation responses received, the Promoter believes the 
result of the overall consultation exercise was that Option B is the station 
location option preferred by the community.  

 
53. It is also worth noting that Scottish Borders Council’s Highways 

Development team were not in favour of Option A due to restricted 
sightlines compromising road safety at and around the entrance/exit from 
the proposed car park and existing road bridge. 

 
54. The Promoter therefore considers that Option B (‘the Old Station 

Location’) should be the preferred station option if a station is indeed to be 
built at Stow. 

 
 
Required land take 
 



55. The Promoter has developed a parliamentary plan for Option B only as 
this is the preferred option identified from the consultation and 
optioneering process. 

 
56. The current limits of deviation (“LOD”) in the Bill would be sufficient to 

allow construction of the platforms. Additionally, the mobility impaired 
persons access ramp could be constructed without any alteration to the 
existing LOD. 

 
57. More detailed information obtained after the introduction of the Bill 

revealed that the land comprising Nos.37 and 39 Station Road will be 
required permanently for the construction of the railway, irrespective of 
whether a station is to built at Stow. The land is permanently required for 
the station, and the LOD have been adjusted to show the acquisition of 
this land. 

 
58. Additional land will be required for the proposed Work No. 8B, which is the 

footbridge allowing pedestrian access to both platforms. This Work cannot 
be constructed within the limits presently provided in the Bill and the 
additional land needed is shown within the LOD for Work No. 8B. 

 
59. Land outside the LOD will be required to allow the construction of the 

station car park, pedestrian accesses and any remodelling of the shared 
vehicular access with the school.  The land required is shown on the plan 
with limits of land to be acquired or used (“LLAU”). 

 
 
Access to and from potential station location(s) 
 
60. Access to the proposed station would be directly from Station Road, Stow.  

However it might be necessary to re-model the existing vehicular access, 
which would be shared with the Primary School. Any re-modelling would 
require to be done with the agreement of the Scottish Borders Council 
Highways Department, Scottish Borders Council ‘Safer Routes to Schools’ 
co-ordinator and representatives from the Primary School.  At present it is 
considered that the existing vehicular access to the Primary School and its 
car parking could do with improvement in any case as it is heavily 
congested at the times when children are being dropped off and collected 
from school.   

 
61. The new pedestrian accesses would be built to be compliant with the 

Disability Discrimination Act 1995 and would satisfy Her Majesty’s Railway 
Inspectorate’s and the Health and Safety Executive’s requirements for 
station pedestrian accesses. This corresponds with the philosophy 
adopted on station design throughout the whole of the Promoter’s 
proposed Waverley Railway scheme. 

 
 
Size (capacity) of potential station 



 
62. The preferred station option at Stow has been developed to date following 

the same principles that have been adopted for the other stations on the 
proposed railway. The platforms would be provided to ‘flank’ the lines at 
each of the stations, with the exception of Tweedbank, which is proposed 
as an island platform. 

 
63. The Promoter’s proposals include a dynamic passing loop at Stow, which 

means there would be two tracks located at Stow. The platforms would be 
flanking platforms approximately 160 metres long and 2.5 metres wide. 

 
64. The length of train anticipated at the station will dictate the platform 

lengths. In keeping with the rest of the stations 6 car units have been 
allowed for. This would either allow for 2 x 3 car Class 170 Units and/or 3 x 
2 car Class 158 Units. This 6 car set configuration would allow for 
expansion of the train service as forecast within the transport model.  

 
65. The platform width of 2.5 metres is dictated by Her Majesty’s Railway 

Inspectorate and Network Rail standards. This is also in keeping with the 
design of the remainder of the proposed stations on the route.  

 
 
Design of potential station 
 
66. The Promoter would apply all relevant legislative and mandatory technical 

and safety standards requirements to the design of this station. The key 
features of the design are driven by: the core station functionality, car park 
provisions, accessibility (both vehicular and pedestrian) and 3rd party 
influences. 

 
67. The station would consist of two platforms flanking both lines. These would 

be of simple blockwork construction topped with platform edge coping 
stones. The platforms would also be lit in accordance with Network Rail 
and British Standard lighting requirements. Closed Circuit TV and 
Customer Information Services would also be a feature of the station. 

 
68. In terms of station facilities, Stow station would be the same as the other 

new stations proposed on the route. Extensive consultation was held with 
the Train Operating Company (ScotRail) when the original Bill was 
prepared. The general operating requirements of stations and revenue 
collection was discussed with them. Their policies, then and now, are for 
minimum features (and liabilities) on the platforms with respect to 
structures and buildings. They would require only simple waiting shelter 
facilities. All revenue collection would be via conductor staff on the trains. 

 
69. The platforms for the preferred option would be located adjacent to Station 

Road, at the existing road overbridge. This would locate the platforms in a 
position close to the former station site. Vehicular access is proposed from 
Station Road and is intended to utilise, in part, the existing access from 



Station Road to the Primary School. This would minimise works and avoid 
having road junctions located adjacent to one another, which would not 
satisfy the requirements of Scottish Borders Council’s Roads Development 
team.  

 
70. The optimum car park positioning is located as close to the platforms and 

pedestrian access points as possible. This has therefore been an 
aspiration of the station design proposals. 

 
71. The car park would be located off the road access directly to the rear of 

the southbound platform. As previously referred to, Nos. 37 and 39 Station 
Road would require to be compulsorily acquired as part of the overall Bill 
scheme whether or not a new station is built at Stow.  However, 
acquisition and demolition of these properties would also enable a car park 
to be accommodated to serve a new station if it is to be built. The number 
of car parking spaces would be maximised (40 spaces plus 2 additional 
car park spaces designated for the mobility impaired in accordance with 
Her Majesty’s Railway Inspectorate and Network Rail requirements) within 
the triangular area of land between Station Road and the existing school 
visitors’ car park area.  (Car parking provision is dealt with in more detail 
later in this document). 

 
72. Pedestrian links to the station would be developed by making use of the 

existing road overbridge wherever possible. This would minimise the 
proposed works and costs. A footbridge is currently proposed linking the 
southbound and northbound platforms. The main span of the structure 
would be located close to the existing road overbridge. This would allow 
more room for the access ramps spanning away from the bridge. This 
position also offers the least visually intrusive location, as it would be 
located away from the housing and school. 

 
73. The footbridge would have mobility impaired compliant 1:20 ramps to the 

rear of the northside platform. It is proposed that Station Road is used to 
link the car park on the east to the northbound platform. This would 
minimise the works required and reduce costs. 

 
74. Stairs would also be incorporated into the footbridge structure to allow 

direct access from the car park to both platforms. 
 
75. The current proposals retain a passing loop through Stow. Sensitivity tests 

run on the original model, with the incorporation of the additional stop at 
Stow, reveal that the service in ‘normal’ running has trains passing at or 
around Stow. A twin track dynamic loop is still therefore proposed at this 
location. This is in turn the reason behind the need for a twin platform 
station at Stow. 

 
76. The Promoter’s final design proposals for the station, particularly with 

respect to vehicular access and car parking, would be developed through 
further and more detailed discussions with the various stakeholders. 



These stakeholders would include the community groups, Scottish Borders 
Council’s Roads Department, Scottish Borders Council’s ‘Safer Routes to 
Schools’ co-ordinator and Primary School representatives. 

 
 
Car parking provision 
 
77. In terms of car park provision, the natural features of the village itself 

limited the proposals and scope for alternatives. Stow is located on and 
close to the flood plain of the Gala Water. The village at the proposed 
station site rises quickly, climbing to the west. There is very little suitable 
land close to the station site which is either clear of the flood plain and/or 
lends itself to car park development.  

 
78. It became apparent that the only suitable area of land for a car park (for 

Option B, the preferred option) was within the triangular area adjacent to 
Station Road currently occupied by Nos. 37 and 39 Station Road, directly 
to the rear of the proposed southbound platform. As previously referred to, 
Nos. 37 and 39 Station Road would require to be compulsorily acquired as 
part of the overall Bill scheme whether or not a new station is built at Stow.  
Therefore acquisition and demolition of these properties would also enable 
a car park to be accommodated to serve a new station if it is to be built.  

 
79. The next challenge for the Promoter was to provide enough additional 

spaces to meet the predicted demand. Demand modelling carried out for 
the Promoter had revealed that perhaps only 10 spaces would be 
required. The local community groups had carried out some independent 
modelling work, which suggested that significantly more spaces would be 
required. The Promoter has therefore proposed 40 spaces plus 2 for the 
mobility impaired as a compromise between the various patronage 
surveys which have been carried out by the community and the Promoter 
and is the maximum number that can be accommodated within the 
triangular area of land between Station Road and the existing school 
visitor's car park. 

 
80. The Promoter believes that this parking capacity would be excessive for 

the anticipated station demand but without carrying out further modelling 
work is suggesting that the maximum number of spaces that can be 
accommodated in the proposed area be provided and that this provides a 
reasonable compromise between the differing studies carried out to date.  
The Promoter also believes that this number of spaces will accommodate 
any patronage growth which does occur over a number of years. 

 
81. Another concern has been the issue of overspill from the station car park 

into the school’s dedicated teacher and visitors’ car parking. Again, the 
Promoter is confident that because car parking is being provided that will 
outstrip the station demand, there will be no detrimental impact on the 
school’s existing amenities. If representatives from the Primary School 
would like some further segregation measures introduced to safeguard 



their spaces, this can be incorporated as a detailed design issue at the 
next stage of development but is not anticipated to affect the current 
proposals. 

 
82. As to whether 40 car parking spaces and 2 mobility impaired car parking 

spaces would be sufficient to accommodate further patronage arising from 
any future population increase in Stow and its immediate environs, the 
Promoter believes such provision would be more than adequate for 
anticipated station demand as the potential for such population expansion 
is low for the following reasons. 

 
83. Were a station to be built at Stow, a number of constraints would hinder 

any large scale expansion of housing or employment land in the vicinity.  
The village sits in a valley.  The valley floor is largely flood plain, ruling out 
a large area of land from any development.  The valley side to the east 
has largely been developed.  The Western side of the valley (on the same 
side of the valley as the proposed station site) is steeper than the Eastern 
side and a significant constraint limiting this area’s capability of 
accommodating large scale housing due is poor access and the road 
geometry at Station Bridge, which would create a bottleneck.  The lack of 
capacity in Scottish Water infrastructure may also act as a constraint to 
development. 

 
 
84. The Development Plan for the Stow area comprises the Scottish Borders 

Structure Plan 2001-2011 (Approved by Scottish Ministers 2002), The 
Ettrick & Lauderdale Local Plan 1995 (Adopted 1995), and the Scottish 
Borders Local Plan (Finalised December 2005).  The Local Plan must 
conform to the Structure Plan.  The overall development strategy is set out 
in the Structure Plan.  The Local Plan cannot alter the overall approach to 
development.  The key job for the Local Plan is to make land allocations 
that meet the Structure Plan housing requirement.  Scottish Borders 
Council has identified sufficient land to meet the Structure Plan housing 
requirements for the North Ettrick and Lauderdale Housing Market Area.  
There is no potential to reallocate in the Local Plan any land to Stow.   The 
North Ettrick and Lauderdale Housing Market Area (in which Stow is 
located) has no requirement for further Houses under the Structure Plan. 

 
85. The Allocated Housing Site from the Finalised Local Plan (Stagehall – 

ESO10B) is currently under construction by Richmond Homes.  The 
allocation was for 30 houses but Planning permission was subsequently 
granted for only 26. This site is not in conflict with the Structure Plan 
development strategy as it reflects a historic Planning Permission and 
Housing Allocation from the Ettrick & Lauderdale Local Plan, which 
predate the adoption of the Structure Plan strategy.   

 
86. Other than the Richmond Homes site, the only other Planning Permissions 

in place and expected are for small scale infill housing development within 
the village of Stow itself, which may perhaps not be affected by the current 



Scottish Water drainage constraints (though this is by no means certain).  
The Promoter has also recorded 14 house completions on infill sites in 
Stow in the last 5 years.  Altogether, this accounts for the maximum figure 
of 50 houses referred to by the Promoter in previous evidence 
(Memorandum on behalf of the Promoter in respect of General Principles 
dated 13 May 2005 (Part 4)), though the actual number of house 
completions in Stow in the foreseeable future may well be less than that 
for the reasons already stated. 

 
 
Cost 
 
87. The Promoter’s evidence at the Bill’s Preliminary Stage (see Memorandum 

on behalf of the Promoter in respect of General Principles dated 13 May 
2005 (Part 4)) was that “It has been assumed that a new station can be 
developed and that all trains can stop at the station without adversely 
affecting the rest of the timetable (this assumption has not been 
confirmed).  The cost of the station has been estimated at £1m, to cover 
platforms, structures, access roads and associated works”. 

 
88. The Promoter has now evaluated the cost of introducing a station at Stow 

based upon the preliminary design proposals. The Promoter has applied 
an identical approach and rates database to the pricing of a station at this 
location. This offers a degree of comfort that the costs are comparable to 
the rest of the Bill scheme and allows a consistent approach to the 
appraisal of including a station at this location. 

 
89. The preliminary capital costs evaluation is set out in the Estimate of 

Expense and Funding Statement.  This reveals capital costs of 
approximately £980,000 for a station at Stow.  The infrastructure included 
in the £980,000 capital costs is described in Paragraphs 66-76 above.  

 
90. The Estimate of Expense includes only such costs as are additional to 

those already budgeted.  Thus, for example, land acquisition costs were 
originally assessed on a route wide basis such that the very small 
additional land take now proposed does not affect that earlier estimate and 
so separate figures for that additional land have not been added.  
Similarly, contingencies and other items already budgeted on a route wide 
basis will not be increased in cost because of the station and so have not 
been shown as costs attributable to the station.  This correctly reflects the 
additional expense that will result from adding a station at Stow to the 
scheme.  The Committee will however appreciate that these route-wide 
cost items will in part be incurred for the station and will therefore form part 
of the economic cost of the station.    

 
91. This preliminary capital costs evaluation differs slightly from the previous 

preliminary estimate of £1 million for the station near the sewage works 
site. The primary difference in cost relates to the highway access to the 
station. The sewage works site would have required a new dedicated 



access road linking Old Stagehall Road to the proposed car park at the 
northbound platform. The current preferred option would utilise the existing 
access road thus largely mitigating the need for significant costly road 
works. The other costs in terms of key items and rates applied are similar. 

 
92. So far as whether all trains could stop at the station without adversely 

affecting the rest of the timetable (therefore potentially impacting upon 
costs), the Promoter has undertaken a railway timetabling and modelling 
exercise as part of the recent works. This has investigated the impact of 
introducing this additional stop at Stow. 

 
93. It is necessary however to explain the nature of the previous and recent 

timetabling work before presenting the timetable results. 
 
94. The Operations and Timetabling development work is an iterative process. 

That is, as the scheme develops and time elapses the following factors 
influence the development work: 

 
• more information becomes available 
• other influencing discipline work has altered  
• technical standards change and influence the scheme by becoming 

‘changes’ (Note: this impact of ‘change’ will continue to occur until 
the project reaches the 'approved' stage) 

• 3rd party influences impact on the scheme 
 

95. In addition to this, professional judgement and best practice measures are 
influencing factors. In this recent remodelling work, some of these 
influencing factors have been realised. 

 
96. Firstly, there were final minor engineering changes made to the 

infrastructure proposals prior to the Bill being submitted in September 
2003. These minor changes came after the operations modelling work was 
complete. This was subtle final positioning of the track switches and 
crossings and signalling positions. This iterative process between railway 
operations and engineering is the normal approach to this type of scheme 
development. In the modelling work that has recently been carried out the 
final engineering, as it currently stands within the Bill as deposited in 
September 2003, has been accurately remodelled.  

 
97. From this remodelling, no single infrastructure alteration has had a 

dramatic effect on the timetable. However, the combination of small 
changes has influenced the current timetabling output. 

 
98. It should be noted that RailSys has again been used as the Promoter’s 

modelling software for this recent work. RailSys, is the industry and 
Network Rail preferred operations software.  

 
99. The Promoter can confirm that from the recent modelling work the overall 

return journey times, including turnround time, of 126 minutes is the same 



as the previous model. What has changed is the point to point running 
times (or Sectional Running Times - (SRT's)) within the model. These 
have changed because of changes to the 'margins' within the model. 

 
100. In Operating terms 'margins' are composed of four key things: 

 
• The difference between the minimum point to point timings and the 

time added by Network Rail Timetabling procedure in order to 
ensure trains are timed to the nearest minute or half minute. 

• Time added for Junction Margins as stipulated by Network Rail’s 
‘Rules of the Plan’.  This is a timetabling margin added to give the 
best possible opportunity for trains to cross-junctions safely and at a 
green aspect. 

• Time added by the Timetable professional to ensure that the train 
arrives at its designated location at the right time. 

• Time added by the Timetable professional to ensure there is 
sufficient recovery time within the timetable to absorb a degree of 
delay. 

 
101. The margins within the latest model were changed in view of the revised 

sectional run times.  This allowed the train performance to out perform the 
previous timetable on some stretches and not others.  This meant 
reallocating 'margin' and placing any run time benefit into the turnaround 
time, whilst ensuring all Network Rail standards are adhered to. Increasing 
turnaround time assists with the robustness of the timetable. 

 
102. There are several key Network Rail Standards that are applied to: 

 
a. Timetabling Practice; and 
b. RailSys Operational Modelling 

 
Timetabling Practice: 

 
103. The Rules of the Plan (produced by Network Rail) that were used are 

region specific. It is the understanding that these have not changed since 
the original modelling work. The applicable rules are: 

 
• The Rules of the Plans junction margins at Portobello Junction, as 

all times Edinburgh/Brunstane and Brunstane/Edinburgh remain the 
same  - See Section 5.3 ‘Junction Margins and Station Planning 
Rules’. 

• The Rules of the Plan’s dwell times - See Section 5.3 ‘Junction 
Margins and Station Planning Rules’. 

• Network Rails guidance on rounding run times - See Section 5.1 
‘Sectional Run Times’. 

 
104. The Promoter can therefore conclude that a consistent approach has been 

applied to this timetabling model when compared to the previous ‘Bill’ 
model. 



 
RailSys Operational Modelling: 

 
105. RailSys is now the industry standard for modelling the United Kingdom’s 

rail network and is specified by Network Rail and the Department for 
Transport (Rail) for all rail operational modelling studies. The 'RailSys 
Standards - Simulation Excellence for Britain's railway - Release 1.0c' has 
now been introduced. 

 
106. These standards were released in 2005 and therefore were not in 

existence when the original modelling work was carried out.  The revised 
model was built to the most basic standards currently issued.  It is worth 
noting that these standards are not yet finalised but are still a requirement 
of all rail projects requiring Network Rail sign off. 

 
107. This standard outlines procedures and best practice rules for all 

timetabling work carried out on RailSys. As this will be mandatory on the 
Waverley Railway scheme (and all schemes for that matter), the Promoter 
has used this opportunity to incorporate the requirements of this document 
within the revised model. This again has influenced margin, SRT's and the 
professional judgement and allowances allocated to the model. 



 
108. All of the above factors have influenced the journey time savings that have 

been demonstrated on the table below: 
 
Table 1 – RailSys Operations and Timetabling Output 
 

Route Feature 

Option 1 - 
Base Case at 
Sept. ’03 
‘Bill’ 
Submission- 
Class 158s 
Without Stow 

Option 1 - 
Revised Base 
Case at Dec. 
‘05- Class 
158s Without 
Stow 

Option 2 - Class 
158s with Stow 

Option 3 - 
Class 170s 
without 
Stow 

Option 4 - Class 
170s with Stow 

No. of Stations 
(total) 8 8 9 8 9 
Journey Time - 
Edinburgh to 
Tweedbank 60 mins 58 mins 60 mins 59 mins 60 mins 
Journey Time - 
Tweedbank to 
Edinburgh 61 mins 60 mins 60 mins 60 mins 61 mins 
Turn around time 
at Tweedbank 
(with basecase 
no. of units) 
Minimum 
turnaround 5 mins 5 mins 5 mins 5 mins 5 mins 
Allowable 
Turnaround 5 mins 8 mins 6 mins 8 mins 6 mins 
 
Notes to Table: 
a. The Base case was updated to reflect the final infrastructure 

changes as submitted within the Bill in 2003. This Revised Base 
Case at December 2005 has been used for all subsequent option 
modelling. 

b. Stow Station has been modelled with both Class 158s and Class 
170s. See Columns highlighted above. 

c. Stow can be accommodated without any impact on the other stops 
with both the Class 158s and Class 170s. 

d. The same number of Units is required to operate this service when 
Stow station is included. 

 
109. In terms of analysing the RailSys Operations and Timetabling Output 

(Table 1) figures, the Promoter would offer the following comments:-  
 
110. Through implementing the operation modelling changes described within 

Paragraphs 92-108 there is a betterment in the revised base case model 
over the original operations model which formed the basis of the Bill as 
submitted in September 2003. This was initially done without Stow and 
using Class 158 rolling stock.  

 
111. This betterment gives rise to a 3 minute improvement in the return journey 

times, with a 2 minute improvement in the Edinburgh to Tweedbank leg 



(now 58 minutes as opposed to 60 minutes) and a 1 minute improvement 
in the Tweedbank to Edinburgh leg (now 60 minutes as opposed to 61 
minutes). This 3 minute improvement results in an improvement in the 
turnaround time from 5 minutes to 8 minutes. These quicker journey times 
offer a more attractive service and improved basecase. In addition, this 
increased turnaround time also improves service robustness which will 
satisfy the Train Operating Companies performance risks and criteria. 

 
112. The inclusion of Stow using Class 158's is detailed as Option 2 in the 

table. The impact of including Stow station is a loss of 2 of the 3 minutes 
gained in the revised base case. This loss arises from the additional 
station dwell time and time lost due to deceleration to and acceleration 
from the additional station. The remaining 1 minute improvement is 
reflected in the journey time between Tweedbank and Edinburgh (which 
remains at 60 minutes). This 1 minute subsequently leaves a turnaround 
time of 6 minutes. The inclusion of Stow therefore removes most of the 
journey time and turnaround time benefits realised within the basecase. 

 
113. In terms of operating costs, there are several contributing factors that 

influence the annual costs. The primary cost driver however is the number 
of units required to run the service. The Promoter can confirm that the 
same number of units is required to run the service, including the 
additional stop at Stow. This has been possible because of the minutes 
savings that have arisen from the recent remodelling work, as described in 
Paragraphs 92–108 above. 

 
114. The only additional operating cost is to include the annual costs to 

maintain and upkeep the additional station. The Promoter has assessed 
those as being approximately £32,000 per year.  The other costs, many of 
which were provided to the Promoter by Railtrack plc (now Network Rail), 
are anticipated to remain un-altered.  

 
Integration with/potential effect on local bus services 
 
115. There is one bus route serving Stow- the X95 Service operating from 

Edinburgh to Galashiels, Selkirk, Hawick and Carlisle. The service mainly 
operates on a commercial basis without subsidy from Scottish Borders 
Council (though a southern section of the route running from Hawick 
through to Carlisle operates as a Scottish Borders Council contract). The 
cost and revenues of the main part of the service affected by the Waverley 
Line project are not known to any party other than to the operator of the 
service- First Edinburgh.  

 
116. In advance of the opening of the railway, Scottish Borders Council would 

commission a review of all bus services in the central Borders area as the 
Promoter would assume that increased attractiveness of rail travel and 
bus-rail interchange journeys would result in some degree of mode switch 
from bus to rail.  Scottish Borders Council has no service planning 
authority over commercial bus services but, as most commercial bus 



services in the Central Borders are operated by the First Group– holders 
of the Scotrail franchise – the level of service co-ordination and integration 
with rail services could be high.  However, most bus services in the 
Borders operate under contract to Scottish Borders Council due to a long-
term decline in the number of bus services that operate without subsidy.  
The review of services would aim to ensure that all public transport 
services provided for by Council bus and train contracts should be co-
ordinated and also that duplication of provision should be avoided.  
Scottish Borders Council have made provision for the resources required 
to undertake the review in the event that the Bill receives Royal Assent. 

 
117. The bus service through Stow is to be upgraded in early 2006 using 

funding from the Scottish Executive’s Bus Route Development Grant fund. 
Vehicle standards are to be improved and daytime service frequency will 
be doubled from the current hourly service.  Under the provisions of this 
funding, the improved service is eligible for service subsidy from the fund 
for a period of three years with a view to becoming commercially 
sustainable at the new (higher) level of service in the long term.  Even if it 
is not the case that the service becomes commercially sustainable, the 
incumbent operator is required to guarantee the increased service level for 
a further year.  The intention of the bus service improvements is to 
develop the public transport share of the market for travel along the A7 
corridor in advance of the opening of the Waverley Line service.  

 
118. The Promoter refers the Committee to its Answer 6 in the Promoter’s 

Memorandum in respect of the Committees questions of 15 and 16 March 
2005 on the Outline Business Case.  The Promoter’s position (without the 
provision of a railway station at Stow) is that bus services on the A7 
corridor will continue with at least their current level of commercial viability 
and will not need additional financial support.  Therefore the Business 
Case has not needed to make an allowance for any possible financial 
assistance to support the X95 service.  It is expected that the impact on 
the X95 service of the opening of a railway station at Stow, will be low 
given the Promoter’s estimate of patronage that would use a rail station at 
Stow.  

 
119. Should the level of the numbers of passengers using the X95 service 

transferring to rail at Stow station be higher than the Promoter estimates, 
then this may have a significant impact on the X95 service. Should 
revenue decline, as a result of the railway, to the point where the new 30 
minute frequency daytime commercial service became unviable to the bus 
operator, it would be unlikely that Scottish Borders Council would require 
that higher level of service.  However, should the whole service cease to 
be a commercial proposition, the Council would intervene to ensure that a 
suitable replacement was provided.  The nature of any replacement 
service cannot be anticipated, but a range of possible service typologies 
would be investigated at the time of the review. These include: 

 
• Hourly daytime service full-sized bus; 



• Hourly daytime mini/midi bus; 
• Demand-responsive service; and/or 
• Flexible routed service. 

 
120. In any event, there will always be a need to maintain a public transport 

service along the strategic A7 corridor between Galashiels and Edinburgh.  
Other communities such as Fountainhall and Heriot lie along the line of 
this route, which would not be served by the railway even if a station at 
Stow were operational, and there would be a requirement to provide a bus 
service for them. 

 
Draft amendment(s) to the Bill 
 
121. A List of Amendments has been lodged containing the textual 

amendments in the Bill that will be needed to give effect to the proposals 
for a station at the Option B site south of the Station Road bridge.  They 
address– 

 
● planning – express reference to use of sites for stations (all stations 

along the route) (amendments S1, S2, S3, S4, S5, S7, S8 and S9); 
● specific authorisation of the new footbridge (amendment S6);  
● permanent land take (amendment S10; and 
● temporary land use (amendments S11 and S12). 

 
Book of Reference and Maps, Plans & Sections re potential station 
location(Option B) 
 
122. The station site spans sheets 54 and 55 of the Parliamentary plans.  The 

single sheet showing the station proposals has therefore been prepared as 
a separate plans book, including location maps so as to highlight the area 
affected and its relationship to the rest of the railway. 

 
123. The plan shows by reference to LOD and LLAU the land required to 

provide the station.  In addition to the land originally required for the 
railway, the land within LOD includes the adjoining station and car park 
sites on the east side of the railway.  The new footbridge is shown as Work 
No. 8B.  It gives rise to small additional land take. 

 
124. The Committee will note that there are several sets of outlines on the 

plans, as if the single drawing had been moved in course of its 
preparation.  This apparent ‘double image’ represents the need to follow 
current mapping but at the same time to achieve consistency with the 
Parliamentary plans lodged in 2003.  The 2003 plans were based on then 
current Ordnance Survey mapping for the area.  There has been a 2005 
revision so that that mapping is not now current.  There are discrepancies 
between the two, some of which are significant.  They represent 
distortions, revised measurements on full OS surveys and new information 
regarding parcel boundaries, some of which may have been supplied by 
owners themselves.  The changes are such that if the plan had been 



drawn using current OS mapping alone, it would not interface correctly 
with the rest of the Parliamentary plans; and if the OS changes had been 
ignored, the plans would have been inaccurate.  In addition, in some cases 
landowners have provided the Promoter with information of their own, and 
searches have been made in the Registers of Scotland which have 
revealed further discrepancies.   

 
125. The plan accordingly effects a reconciliation.  It shows the outlines of plots 

and features as appearing on the Parliamentary plans as a pale outline 
over which current boundaries and features are superimposed in black. 

 
126. The numbered plots reflect features as appearing on the ground rather 

than surveyed title boundaries.  Accordingly, plots have been labelled in 
relation to the current, black, boundaries.  Where a plot is unchanged, the 
original plot number has been retained.  Where there has been some 
change, e.g. because a plot formerly in LLAU is in the revised LOD, the 
original plot has been split, using the same number with a, b, etc. suffixes.  
Plots of land that are newly affected (i.e. were not previously within Bill 
limits) are numbered with S prefixes starting from 1.  In this way it is 
possible to identify the precise extent of extra land take/use to which the 
station proposals give rise. 

 
 
Estimate of Expense and Funding Statement 
 
127. As explained in paragraph 90 above, the Estimate of Expense sets out the 

costs of providing Stow station that are additional to route-wide costs 
already budgeted.  Of necessity, the timing of those costs will follow the 
timing of the entire project.  As regards funding, the additional costs set 
out in the Estimate of Expense are not covered by the funding so far 
secured.  The Promoter is not aware of a source of funding for this 
additional element.  If the Committee decides to recommend that the 
project should include a station at Stow, the Promoter will initiate urgent 
discussions with the Scottish Executive as the principal funder of the 
railway. 

 
Environmental Statement in respect of potential station location(s 
 
128. The Environmental Statement which accompanied the Bill assumed the 

provision of stations at Shawfair, Eskbank, Newtongrange, Gorebridge, 
Galashiels and Tweedbank as originally proposed.  There had not 
therefore been any environmental assessment of a station at Stow.  Such 
an assessment has now been carried out and is reported in the Addendum 
Environmental Statement (“Addendum ES”).    

 
129. The Addendum ES describes the background to the proposal and an 

assessment of the environmental impacts of “Stow Station South” (on the 
site of the old station and corresponding to Option B in this Memorandum) 
in the main body of the Addendum ES and an assessment of the 



environmental impacts of “Stow Station North” (north of the existing road 
bridge and corresponding to Option A in this Memorandum) in Annex A to 
the Addendum ES.  The Addendum ES reports that there are no 
significant differences in the environmental impacts of these two options 
but Stow Station South is reported as having been preferred following 
community consultations.  

 
 
130. The Addendum ES confirms that following mitigation the residual 

environmental impacts of both of these two options during the construction 
and operational phases are acceptable and in particular that an 
“appropriate assessment” under Regulation 48 of the Habitats Directive2 in 
relation to potential impact on the Gala Water3 ought not to be required. 

                                            
2 The Conservation (Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 1994 
3 A tributary of the River Tweed candidate Special Area of Conservation 
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