
AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE WITNESS STATEMENTS: PROMOTER RESPONSE 
TO GROUP 16 

 
NORTH LANARKSHIRE ACCESS FORUM (OBJECTION 10) 
 
TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
The Promoter believes all topics remain in dispute. 
 
TOPICS STILL IN DISPUTE 
 
The following topics within this objection remain in dispute and the Promoter’s 
written evidence on each is now submitted. 
 
ISSUE 1 – CYCLEPATH ALIGNMENT 
 
Alignment Principles 
 
Use of Disused Railway at St Phillip’s School 
 
1. The Objector is concerned that the new cyclepath utilises public roads and 

is less rural than the existing cycle track.  The objection describes a possible 
alternative route at St. Philip’s School. 

 
2. The route of the cyclepath alignment has been a topic of much debate.  

There are many different interested parties, some of whom have been 
seeking incompatible changes.  The Promoter, in consulting on the route 
alignment, has heard from these groups.  The views expressed were taken 
into account in preparing the alignment contained in the Bill.  It is a 
compromise but one which the Promoter considers reconciles the interests 
of all involved and the objectives of the Bill. 

 
3. The route of the cyclepath has been developed through discussions with 

Sustrans, Railway Paths Limited, North Lanarkshire Council and West 
Lothian Council. The Promoter notes the Objector’s proposals for a 
realignment of the cyclepath at the disused railway at St Philip’s School. 
However, the land that would be required to accommodate this suggestion is 
outside the Bill limits and so is not subject to compulsory purchase.  It is not 
practicable to add further land to the Bill limits.  

 
4. The Promoter reiterates that the alignment of that this part of the route 

reflects the wishes of the cycling groups to maintain the route of the 
cyclepath adjacent to the reinstated railway where this is practicable.  As 
there has been significant development beside parts of the railway it is not 
always practical for the cyclepath to run adjacent to the railway.  
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5. In any event, for the reasons given below the Promoter considers the 
disadvantages of the alignment proposed at St Philips outweigh the benefits 
suggested by the Objector. 

 
• This route would have a greater human impact as more properties abut 

this disused railway than the cyclepath alignment proposed in the Bill.  
This is inconsistent with the objective to minimise severance and human 
impact;  and 

 
• A further objective was to create the realigned cyclepath so that it 

followed so far as practicable the route of the reopened railway.  The 
route proposed by the Promoter delivers this and is more direct that the 
Objector’s. 

 
6. The objection suggests the establishment of a rural alternative to the 

proposed alignment of the cyclepath. The more rural route suggested by the 
Objector would require the acquisition of land outwith Bill limits.  For the 
same reason as in the case of the alignment at St Philip’s School, an 
addition to the Bill limits is not practicable.  It would in any event give rise to 
significant additional cost without any additional benefit to the project as a 
whole. 

 
7. Although not examined in detail the alternative route proposed by the 

Objector is approximately 25% longer than the route proposed in the Bill and 
it is likely that this would result in at least a 25% increase in the capital cost 
of the cyclepath. 

 
North Calder Heritage Trail 
 
8. On the 8th December 2006, the Promoter held a meeting attended by the 

Objector and other cycling interest groups.  During the meeting the Objector 
and the Promoter engaged in lengthy discussions as to how the Promoter 
could assist the Objector with their plans to relocate the North Calder 
Heritage Trail.  The Promoter has committed to sharing any  relevant 
information it holds with the Objector and providing assistance where 
possible. At present  North Lanarkshire Council has commissioned a 
feasibility study into the relocated route proposed by the Objector.  Once this 
has been completed the Promoter has committed to further discussions with 
the Objector. 

 
Witnesses 
 
9. The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Ron McAulay, Keith 

Sheridan, Carol Deveney, Hugh Wark and Alison Gorlov. The Promoter 
estimates its evidence on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 
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Standard of cyclepath route 
 
10. It should be noted that ever since the transfer of the former railway solum for 

use for the existing cyclepath route, the land has always been safeguarded 
for railway reinstatement.  The route lessee Railway Paths Limited and 
Sustrans have invested in the route knowing that there always remained a 
risk that it might be taken back into operational railway use. Therefore the 
Promoter does not consider itself obligated to provide a cyclepath which is 
of better standard or equivalent standard to the current route along the 
cyclepath. 

 
11. However, through discussions with Sustrans the Promoter has endeavoured 

to provide a quality cyclepath for the relocated NCR 75 which follows the 
route of the railway so far as is reasonably practicable. 

 
Witnesses 
 
12. The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Ron McAulay, Keith 

Sheridan, Carol Deveney, Hugh Wark and Alison Gorlov. The Promoter 
estimates its evidence on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 
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