
Airdrie-Bathgate Railway (and linked improvements) Bill 
 

Consideration Stage Evidence: Group 17 
 

Objections within Group 17:    Lead Objector: 
CTC Scotland/Spokes (53)    CTC Scotland/Spokes 
 
1 No longer wish to pursue the following: 
a Cycle parking at stations. we have been assured that adequate cycle parking, secure 
and under cover, and adequately signed both at and near the locations, will be provided; 
b Use of the A89 at Plains as part of the route, (except for the 'pinch point' – see below), 
because crossings will be provided, and cyclists will share a footway of minimum 2.5m 
width. 
 
2 None 
 
3 Issues remaining in dispute, and our written evidence: 
 
Our original objection was based on two main grounds: 
1 that the Bill failed to provide for cycle access to stations from the surrounding 
communities; 
2 that the line of the proposed replacement cycle route between Airdrie and Bathgate 
was too devious and would result in lack of continuity of what is at the moment a 
smooth, continuous, well-graded, safe, off-road long-distance route situated at the heart 
of Scotland's Central Belt. 
 
We welcome the findings in the Committee Report, as set out in paragraphs 72-82, and 
as referred to in a number of other paragraphs eg 71, 89, 97 and 116. 
 
Since the original objection, we have spoken before the Parliamentary Committee (11 
Sept) and we have had two meetings with the Promoter, one on 24 Oct. and another on 
8 Dec. 
 
1 Line of the cycle route. 
The aforementioned meetings with the promoter have been friendly, co-operative and 
professional, and have led to the resolution of a number of points of dispute, particularly 
as regards the line of the new cycle route. The promoters have, however, shown 
reluctance to engage in the acquisition of additional land which might be needed to 
improve the line, and the concessions they have made have mostly been reliant on 
improving the details of the design. We agree that these details are important  but the 
promoter can give no guarantees that the improvements we seek will actually 
materialise. 
 
Perhaps the worst example, and the one we are most concerned about, is Armadale 
Station, where the proposed cycle route would not only make a significant deviation but 
would take cyclists through the station's road access and car park. The promoters hope 
that when the detailed designs are made, a more direct path with no traffic conflict, albeit 
one of substandard width, may be possible.  
A line along the south side of the railway here would be even better, and would connect 
to the attractive avenue of trees east of the station (which will be lost to us under the 



present proposal), but securing this line depends on new housing and other 
developments in the area, and might or might not happen.  
 
A number of disputed points along the line of route are still to be resolved after further 
consultation with the local authorities, such as the 'pinch point' at a bridge on the A89 
just east of Plains, and the access by foot and cycle to the re-located Bathgate Station 
for cycle route users and local residents. 
 
2 Access to Stations 
We welcome the findings of the Committee, as outlined in paras 74-79 of its Report, and 
we agree that the issues have not been satisfactorily addressed. By 'access to stations' 
we do not mean just from the immediately adjacent communities and residences, but 
from as far afield as is practical to cycle. This is particularly the case in West Lothian, 
where the following towns/villages are all within cycling distance (ie less than 5 miles, 
and mostly no more than 3 miles) of one of the railway's stations : 
Broxburn 
Uphall 
Dechmont 
Livingston 
Seafield 
Blackburn 
Whitburn 
Harthill 
Blackridge 
Armadale 
 
This represents a sizeable proportion of West Lothian's population. 
If even a small percentage of motorists could be persuaded to cycle to the stations 
instead of driving, the benefits to health, the environment, and congestion at and around 
the stations, would be significant – and less land would be required for car parking and 
road "improvements" – as the Committee sensibly recognises. 
 
We believe that cycling to the stations can be encouraged by better road infrastructure, 
such as shared pedestrian/cycle footways and cycle lanes, traffic calming measures, 
and good signage, and by 'soft' measures such as promotion, maps, and publicity. 
 
We originally objected that the Bill makes no provision for these, and that leaving these 
matters to be taken up by the Local Authorities is not sufficient. In particular, it is 
important that appropriate measures are taken BEFORE the railway opens so that users 
do not get the habit of driving to the stations. Therefore these measures must be part of 
the Bill, as the Committee agrees, and while the Local Authorities might be the most 
appropriate bodies to implement the measures, the Bill must give them the money to do 
so. 
 
The promoters have not come up with any firm suggestions on this, and still seem not to 
see the problem. Indeed, they argue that the £7.2 million allocated for cycling will be 
taken up in construction of the new route. We disagree, and we believe that the 
construction (14 miles – average £500,000 per mile) can (should) be achievable for 
much less than this, with the balance going towards providing access to stations from 
the surrounding towns (para 77 of the Report). 
 



4 The following issues to be pursued through oral evidence: 
1 Line of proposed cycle route 
2 Access to stations by cycle from surrounding communities 
 
Provisional witness list: 
Peter Hawkins, CTC Right-to-Ride Scotland, and member of Spokes Planning Group 
Mike Bonar, CTC Right-to-Ride Scotland, Lothians Region rep. 
 
Time estimated: 
30 minutes 
 
Peter Hawkins (CTC Right-to-Ride Scotland; and Spokes) 
9 Dec 2006  
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