
AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE WITNESS STATEMENTS: PROMOTER RESPONSE 
TO GROUP 17 

 
CTC (SCOTLAND) & SPOKES  (OBJECTION 53) 
 
TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
The Promoter believes the following topics within this objection are no longer in 
dispute for the reasons stated:- 
 
CYCLE PARKING AT STATIONS 
 
The Objectors have confirmed that their objection regarding cycle parking at 
stations has been withdrawn. 
 
USE OF THE A89 
 
The Objectors have confirmed that their objection to the use of the A89 as part of 
the cyclepath has been withdrawn except for a “pinch point” at a bridge on the A89 
east of Plains.  
 
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 – CYCLE ACCESS TO STATIONS 
 
1. The Objectors are concerned by an alleged lack of cycle access to stations.  

The Promoter agrees that such links are indeed important, as the Objectors 
say, as an element of the entire transport framework.  However, the Bill is 
only concerned with one element of that framework, namely the railway.  
The roads that flow from the railway, which are included in the Bill, are those 
necessitated by severance or other direct effects of the railway.  The links 
sought by the Objectors are not directly necessitated by the railway.  They 
accordingly fall to be dealt with by other relevant providers.  Signage and 
any works required to provide cycle links to stations will be matters for the 
roads authority. 

 
2. Road links and signage provided by the roads authority do not require 

special powers in a Bill.  The powers to construct or sign links to and from 
stations can be obtained, if required, through the normal planning process 
without the requirement for an Act of Parliament. During the Preliminary 
Stage, West Lothian and North Lanarkshire Councils confirmed that they will 
use their planning powers to ensure that such links are established. The 
Promoter has confirmed that it will continue to facilitate discussions with the 
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local authorities, access groups and cycling groups regarding this issue. The 
Promoter is also committed to supporting the process of enhancing 
opportunities for communities to access stations.  However, it is both 
inappropriate and unnecessary for this to be an issue for the Promoter or the 
Bill. 

 
ISSUE 2 – CYCLEPATH ALIGNMENT 
 
Extent of provision in Bill 
 
3. The Objectors complain that the route of the proposed cyclepath is too 

devious and would result in a lack of continuity.  The proposed route is 
compared unfavourably with the route it is replacing along the solum of the 
former railway. 

 
4. 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 

 
5. The cyclepath alignment has been developed through discussions with 

Sustrans, Railway Paths Limited, North Lanarkshire Council and West 
Lothian Council. The alignment principle set for the realigned route was 
established, in the Initial Technical Feasibility Study, as being to follow the 
railway route where practicable. Efforts have been made to provide a “like 
for like” route of similar quality where achievable in order to maintain the 
desirability of the existing remote route and retain the alignment principles 
agreed through the Initial Technical Feasibility Study. 

 
6. The Objectors request that new and relocated stations on the route are 

linked to the relocated National Cycle Route 75 (NCR 75).  The Objectors 
refer to linkage for all communities and residential dwellings within cycling 
distance of the new and relocated stations. The Objectors identify a radius 
of up to five miles.  This proposal would capture a considerable area and 
covers the road networks of two different local authorities.  The proposal 
would also go well beyond the (as nearly as possible) like for like 
replacement for which the Bill provides.  As with station accesses, the 
Promoter therefore considers much of the Objectors’ proposals to be for 
other transport providers and outwith the scope of this Bill.  

 
Standard of cyclepath route 
 
7. It should be noted that ever since the transfer of the former railway solum for 

use for the exisiting cyclepath route, the land has been safeguarded for 
railway reinstatement.  The route lessee Railway Paths Limited and 
SUSTRANS have invested in the route knowing that there always remained 
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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 a better standard or equivalent standard to the current route. 

 
Witnesses 
 
8. 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. 

 
 
ISSUE 3  - CHOICE OF CYCLEPATH ROUTE 
 
9. The objection refers to three principles that should be applied when 

choosing the cyclepath route and questions whether they have been 
adhered to.  The PRINCIPLES are (a) that the route should be as direct as 
possible; (b) that gradients and hills should be avoided so far as possible; 
and (c) that a cyclepath should have a minimum standard width of 2.5m 
except at unavoidable pinch points.  In discussions with the Promoter the 
Objectors have made clear that they do not expect these criteria to be 
adhered to slavishly. However, the Objectors having identified some specific 
examples, the Promoter has the following specific responses.  

 
Drumgelloch to Plains section 
 
10. The Promoter has endeavoured to follow the route of the railway so far as is 

reasonably practicable having regard to the needs of the project. However 
due to the relatively built up nature of the land between Drumgelloch and 
Plains and the associated constraints on the land it has not been possible to 
provide a completely off road route. To do so would have caused extensive 
human impact as it would have been necessary to acquire residential 
properties and gardens. This is inconsistent with the objective to minimise 
severance and human impact. In addition, the route of the cyclepath in this 
area has been selected following detailed consultation with local landowners 
and local residents in addition to Sustrans.  

 
11. On 8th December 2006 the Promoter held a meeting which was attended by 

representatives of all of the cycling groups . At this meeting the Promoter 
and North Lanarkshire Council identified a possible enhancement to the 
cyclepath in this area.  It is likely, due to the width of the pavement on this 
stretch of the route, that a dedicated cyclepath could be accommodated on 
the pavement. The Promoter undertook to work with North Lanarkshire 
Council to assist the council’s provision of a pavement of sufficient width to 
enable its use by both pedestrians and cyclists.  

 
12. All parties recognise that at the East End of Plains at Ford Bridge this will 

create a pinch point which would require a reduction either to the width of 
the cyclepath or the road. The Bill does not include powers that could assist 
here.  The Promoter has agreed that this matter should be considered 

   
Promoter Response to Group 17 

3 -



further during the detailed design stage to see what action if any the Council 
can take 

 
Caldercruix 
 
13. The objection complains of a 400m deviation of the cyclepath east of 

Caldercruix.  The deviation referred to at Caldercruix has been incorporated 
in to the cyclepath plans in order to provide access to Caldercruix Country 
Park and also to follow the route of the North Calder Heritage Trail. It should 
be noted that the existing cycleroute already makes a substantial deviation 
from the rail solum at Caldercruix and follows Main Street for a distance of 
approximately 230m.  

 
Bogend Farm 
 
14. The objection refers to a 140m deviation for a crossing a Boghall Farm.  The 

cyclepath deviates around the proposed new Bogend Farm overbridge in 
order to provide linkage to cyclists wishing to join the cyclepath from the 
north and from the new footpath proposed from the ‘Clachan’ housing 
estate. The Promoter has agreed that during the detailed design stage it will 
continue discussions with the cycling groups with regard to this section of 
the cyclepath.  

 
Armadale Station 
 
15. The objection complains that at the proposed Armadale station there will be  

a diversion at least 400m.  This deviation of the cyclepath north from the 
railway line at Armadale, Station Road is included in the outline design 
because it appears from the initial feasibility studies there is not enough 
space to accommodate the railway line and cyclepath beneath the 
replacement Station Road overbridge and St Helen’s cottage, Armadale, 
without requiring landtake from the garden at St Helen’s cottage. Locating 
the cyclepath between the railway line and St Helen’s cottage would also 
pose the risk of undermining St Helen’s cottage so that retaining measures 
for the cyclepath and the railway embankment would be required. The 
Promoter has agreed to investigate further whether a narrower cyclepath 
could be constructed under Station Road. This investigation will take place 
during the detailed design stage. The Promoter, again, has committed to 
continue dialogue with cycling groups on this matter.   

 
16. The Promoter and West Lothian Council are committed to continued working 

together to facilitate the integration of associated accesses and paths from 
future developments to the station.  

 
Whiteside 
 
17. The Objectors are concerned by a 260m deviation resulting from a raising of 

the cyclepath to cross the railway.  The long ramps proposed at the 
cyclepath bridge by Teepit Hill at Whiteside Industrial Estate have been 
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designed to a provide 5% gradient. This is the preferred maximum gradient 
for off carriageway cycle routes. The requirement for a 5% maximum 
gradient is sourced from the Highways Agency Design Manual for Roads 
and Bridges, TA 90/05, The Geometric Design of Pedestrian, Cycle and 
Equestrian Routes document. The Objector has requested that the North 
Eastern leg of the proposed footpath / cyclepath bridge be reversed to be 
North West in alignment. The Promoter has committed to further investigate 
whether this option can be adopted.  

 
Houston Industrial Estate 
 
18. The Objectors seek the reinstatement of a former railway path at Houston 

Industrial Estate, Livingston.  Works to the cyclepath east of Bathgate are 
outwith the scope of this Bill which only deals with the cyclepath up to 
Bathgate. The Promoter suggests that the Objector should address its 
concerns over the ‘the missing’ link in NCR 75 to Sustrans.  

 
Witnesses 
 
19. 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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