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Executive Summary
Introduction
Accessibility improvements at Insch
Station – which sits on the Aberdeen to
Inverness line approximately 27 miles
northwest of Aberdeen, at the southern
outskirts of the village – have been a
longstanding issue of concern amongst
local residents and Elected Members in
North East Scotland.
Platform 2 is accessible from the main
road (B9002) and the station’s car park
via a short flight of steps or ramps.
Platform 1 is only accessible from
Platform 2 via a stepped overbridge.
Insch is the only station in the North East
of Scotland where both platforms are not
accessible to all users, making it a priority for improvement from a regional perspective. Currently, passengers with
mobility issues have the option to arrange a taxi in advance with ScotRail to transfer to the next closest stations of
Inverurie (~21 minutes) or Huntly (~18 minutes) for part of their journey.

Problems & Opportunities Analysis
The key problems, issues, opportunities and constraints in the study area have been identified based on a review
socio-economic conditions in the study area, key transport and travel trends at Insch Station, a review of
accessibility at Insch relative to other stations across Scotland, the environmental and planning context and the
findings from public and stakeholder engagement activities. The analysis has been supported by detailed on-site
review including a site accessibility audit, video surveys of pedestrian behaviour in and around the station and the
results from an online public survey. A summary of the key issues considered in making the Case for Change for
improvements at Insch Station are presented below.
The Policy Context: equal access for all
Improvements
sought
through
the
Accessibility at Insch study strongly align
with the national, regional and local
strategies, as well as Inclusive Access
Strategies and guidance that has emerged
from the Equality Act 2010.
The National Transport Strategy (NTS2),
published in February 2020, specifically
highlights the need for an inclusive transport
system that contributes to a fairer Scotland
and includes a specific priority to reduce
inequality. Under this priority includes
outcomes around developing a transport
system that “will provide fair access to
services we need” and “will be easy to use Figure 1: Policy Context
for all”.
A consistent theme within the reviewed policy position is the increased focus on protecting people from
discrimination in wider society, an issue that the delivery of access improvements at Insch Station would support.
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The Socio-Economic Context: supporting rural population accessibility
A common message during engagement activities is that Insch Station is central to the attractiveness of the village,
with data showing that there is a high propensity within Insch to travel to work by train (over 6% compared to 1%
for Aberdeenshire and 4% for Scotland). However, current access issues at the station prevent large sections of
the population from using the station. Socio-economic data suggests that compared to regional and national
averages, there are higher proportions of very young (0-4 years) and older people (65+ years) residing in the
village; this points to Insch being attractive to older residents, including those of retirement age, as well as young
families; both groups which may have a higher propensity for inclusive physical infrastructure at the station. This
could mean that there may be a greater need for accessibility improvements at Insch Station to make rail a more
attractive alternative for young families with prams/buggies and a more viable mode of transport for older people
who are more likely to experience problems with mobility. A decline in bus services in recent years also compounds
the need for improved accessibility from the station.
The Transport Context: the uniqueness of Insch Station
Insch Station experienced a steady increase in passengers from 2004/05 (~62,000), reaching a peak of ~122,000
in 2014/15. Since this time, numbers have fallen, although usage is still higher than it was between 2004/05 and
2010/11. The recent decline may be a reflection of the challenges faced by the oil and gas industry since 2014 and
the ongoing A2I improvement works which have caused disruption on the line in recent times.
To understand how the accessibility
situation at Insch Station compares to
other stations across the region and
country, a review was undertaken to
categorise each of Scotland’s stations
according to their level of accessibility
(1=Fully
accessible,
2=Partially
accessible (drop-off by car); 3=Partially
accessible
(via
footpath);
4=Inaccessible;
and
5=Fully
Inaccessible).
Based
on
the
assessment, Insch Station was identified
as a Category 4 (inaccessible) station.
From a regional perspective, Insch is
considered to be the priority for
accessibility improvements as it is the
only station in the North East of Scotland
that is not at least partially accessible.
At a national level, of the 357 stations in
Scotland, 111 (31%) fell within Category
4 or 5. 54 stations (15%) fell within
Category 4 or 5 and were found to have
patronage greater than Insch but only
two of these stations (1%) had higher
patronage than Insch and did not have
an alternative station within 5km that was
at least partially accessible. However, in
contrast to Insch, both of these stations
have a fully accessible Category 1
station within 16km, meaning that
passengers with increased mobility
needs can complete a round trip using
an alternative station. This is contrary to Figure 2: Rail Station Accessibility across Scotland
the nearest stations to Insch – Huntly
(15km from Insch) and Inverurie (16km from Insch) – which fall within Categories 2 and 3 respectively, with the
nearest fully accessible station to Insch located at Dyce, some 30km away. The review therefore highlighted that
Insch is one of the least accessible stations in Scotland.
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Stakeholder Engagement: united support to address an issue of longstanding concern
An extensive level of public and stakeholder engagement has been undertaken to understand the transport-related
problems and opportunities associated with Insch Station. At a stakeholder level, the study is being overseen by a
Project Working Group comprising Nestrans, Aberdeenshire Council, Transport Scotland, Network Rail and
ScotRail who have provided input at key points. Engagement has also been undertaken with the Elected Members,
the British Transport Police, MACS, local taxi operators, the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel and Bennachie
Community Council, all of whom have expressed their support and willingness for measures to improve
accessibility at the station. A site accessibility audit undertaken with members of the Access Panel provided a
particularly insightful review of the problems accessing the station for those with mobility impairments.
Engagement with the public has been undertaken through the following sources:
·

a public consultation event at Insch Station in October 2019, attended by approximately 40 people who
provided their experiences of using Insch Station. A number of attendees were local residents who experienced
mobility conditions that meant they were currently unable to access the station;

·

an online survey conducted between November and December 2019 which was issued via maildrop to around
5,000 homes in the Insch Station catchment and promoted using social media. The online survey was
undertaken to provide more detailed information around the number of people impacted by the current
accessibility arrangement at Insch Station, the reasons for the infrequent use of the alternative travel
arrangements provided by ScotRail and the number of people that would use Insch Station more frequently if
accessibility improvements were made. A total of 438 responses were received.

Responses to the survey confirmed that the current accessibility arrangement is a barrier to station use, with over
half of respondents (58%) stating that they were affected by the existing access arrangements at Insch Station in
some way. Reasons for being impacted were varied and not confined to physical mobility impairments. Other
reasons included having a friend or family member with a mobility impairment, difficulty carrying luggage or other
items across the footbridge, medical conditions not classed as mobility issues, concerns about slippery and uneven
treads on the footbridge stairs, and difficulty accessing the platform when the level crossing barrier is closed. 118
respondents agreed that they do not consider rail to be a viable option due to their access requirements and
disagree that journeys are easy to undertake by train.
The overwhelming majority of respondents to the survey (75%) were unaware that ScotRail offered alternative
travel arrangements for those to whom the station is inaccessible. Supplementary to the online survey, consultation
with Aberdeenshire Council’s Taxi Licensing team indicated that within the Inverurie, Insch and Huntly area, there
are 14 taxi operators and 26 vehicles, of which only 4 are wheelchair accessible. It was also commented that with
many taxis used for school transport in rural areas, it may be difficult for passengers to book a taxi at short notice
during certain times of the day, particularly if an accessible taxi is required. Consultation with ScotRail has
suggested that these alternative arrangements are relied upon relatively infrequently (less than ten times per year);
as confirmed by the online survey results, this may be because few people are aware of the provision but also
because such a service is not seen to be as convenient or comfortable with numerous members of the public
commenting that it would be more convenient for them to use their own car or get a lift for their full journey rather
than interchange via taxi at their nearest accessible station.
The online survey also asked respondents for their views on potential improvement options, with high numbers
stating that they would use Insch Station more frequently in the future if access improvements were delivered. For
example, 188 respondents said that they would use the station more frequently if lifts were implemented with
similarly high numbers obtained for other improvements e.g. footway to Platform 1 and ramped footbridge options.
These findings highlight the potential for greater usage of Insch Station as a result of accessibility improvements.
Further quantification of this will be undertaken as part of the Detailed Appraisal Stage.
As part of the survey, respondents were provided the opportunity to provide any other feedback in relation to travel
at Insch Station. Overall, the strength of feeling regarding accessibility issues at the station was emphasised, with
many highlighting the unacceptability of the existing situation in terms of equality, the isolating impacts for those
unable to drive and the clear desire to use the station if accessibility improvements were made. A selection of some
of the comments received in the open response question at the end of the survey is provided in Figure 4.
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Figure 3: Example Online Surveys Comments
Wider Issues & Constraints
A number of wider issues and constraints have been identified for further consideration as the study develops.
Specifically, from an environmental perspective, Insch Station is Category C-listed, meaning that options developed
will need to ensure their impact on the character of the station is minimised. Aberdeenshire Council’s planning
department have been consulted as part of the study to date and dialogue will be maintained as the study develops.
The proximity of the station to the Level Crossing has also been identified as an issue that could impact on the
viability of potential access improvement options. Consultation with British Transport Police (BTP) has identified
that as a ratio to the volume of traffic on the B9002 North Road, the number of offences is relatively high and
therefore BTP conduct permanent CCTV monitoring at the Level Crossing. Consultation with Network Rail also
confirmed the view that they do not typically endorse the use of a Level Crossing to provide platform to platform
access and if any changes were required to the Level Crossing to facilitate improved access, this would require a
change order agreed with the Office of Rail and Road (ORR) and Network Rail, which could take some time and
incur considerable costs.

Transport Planning Objectives
In line with Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG), objective setting for this study has been driven by an
understanding of the evidence-based problems and opportunities at Insch Station. This evidence, which has been
focussed on the particular problem or barrier associated with accessing the rail network for those with mobility
impairments at Insch Station, has driven the development of a single Transport Planning Objective (TPO) for the
study, as follows.
·

TPO1: To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring
assistance, including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.
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Option Development and Appraisal
Option Generation
In STAG, all generated options must be appraised against a Do-Minimum option. This considers the impacts on
the transport network if no action is taken i.e. if no ‘Do-Something’ options are implemented. For this project, the
following transport improvement commitment has policy and funding approval and therefore constitutes part of the
Do-Minimum scenario:
·

Refurbishment works of the existing footbridge which are planned to take place in 2023/24 (part of Control
Period 6) involving repair, re-painting, and tread and deck replacement.

Recent improvements also taken into account include the extension of the station’s two platforms to support the
introduction of longer High-Speed Trains, completed during 2019, and the A2I Phase 1 Improvements, including
increased reliability of service (although it is to be noted that Insch Station does not benefit from additional services).
To address the identified TPO, a range of options have been generated based on interventions that have a longhistory in the study area and have been considered through
previous work, as well as interventions identified through
discussions with stakeholders and on-site review. The following
options have been generated, with each offering a different level of
accessibility:
·

Footpath options, comprising a new footpath from the station
to the rear of Platform 1 via the B9002 and private land south
of the station, to enable step-free access to Platform 1.

·

An underpass option to provide a step free platform-toplatform access under the railway line.

·

Ramped footbridge and footbridge with lift options to facilitate
step-free access between Platforms 1 and 2.

·

Car Park options to enable people with mobility impairments
to drive, or be picked-up/dropped-off, via Platform 1.

Option Sifting
Figure 4: Potential Improvement Options
A sifting exercise has been undertaken based on a high-level
assessment of each option’s performance against the identified study TPO and deliverability criteria in order to
identify those options suitable for taking forward to Preliminary Appraisal. Findings from the sifting are summarised
in the table below.

0

Do-Minimum

Acceptability

Affordability

Feasibility

Option

TPO1

Table 1: Option Sifting

Progress?

Yes

Do-Minimum used as the basis to compare other options.
Footpath to south of
Platform 1 with
1a
Yes
footpath on south
side of B9002
This option would support delivery of the TPO by facilitating pedestrian access to Platform 1 and is likely to be the
most publicly acceptable of the alternative footpath options due to the directness of the route. Feasibility and cost
issues associated with potential impacts of a footpath on the south side of the B9002 will require further
consideration.
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Acceptability

Affordability

Feasibility

TPO1

Option

Progress?

Footpath to south of
Platform 1 with
1b
No
footpath on north
side of B9002
While this option has potentially less deliverability constraints compared to 1a, it would involve people with mobility
impairments having to cross the B9002 twice, and therefore does not fully support the TPO for accessibility
improvements and is unlikely to be well-used/publicly supported.
Footpath via
residential unit with
1c
No
footpath on south
side of B9002
While this option could support delivery of the TPO by facilitating pedestrian access to Platform 1, there are
significant concerns regarding deliverability and this option could also encounter public acceptability issues.
2

Underpass

No

While this option could support delivery of the TPO by facilitating pedestrian access to Platform 1, there are
significant concerns regarding constructability, feasibility and affordability. This option could also encounter public
acceptability issues, although it is possible that concerns regarding personal safety and security may be partially
mitigated by CCTV installation.
3

Footbridge with
ramps

Yes

There are variations with this option, including removal of the existing overbridge and retaining of the existing
overbridge. This option would contribute positively to delivering the TPO by facilitating access to Platform 1 and is
considered feasible, although construction costs are likely to be high. The option could encounter acceptability
issues associated with a substantial loss of station car parking and visual impact. The existing footbridge is noncompliant with modern standards and would require considerable upgrade works if the line is to be electrified in
the future. Costs are also likely to be higher if the existing overbridge is to be retained due to maintenance costs.
However, from an environmental and planning perspective, retaining of the existing bridge is more likely to be
feasible.
4

Footbridge with lifts

Yes

There are variations with this option, including removal of the existing overbridge and retaining of the existing
overbridge. This option would contribute positively to delivering the TPO by facilitating access to Platform 1 and is
considered feasible, although construction costs are likely to be high. The option would likely be publicly supported
- there could be concerns around visual impact although it is expected that the visual impact of ramps would be
greater. The existing footbridge is non-compliant with modern standards and would require considerable upgrade
works if the line is to be electrified in the future. Costs are also likely to be higher if the existing overbridge is to be
retained due to maintenance costs. However, from an environmental and planning perspective, retaining of the
existing bridge is more likely to be feasible.
5a

New car park south of
Platform 1

Yes

This option could positively contribute to delivering the TPO by facilitating a drop-off opportunity to Platform 1,
similar to the situation at other stations in the North East. Due to the requirement of third party land to deliver this
option, feasibility is unknown, while there may also be public acceptability issues due to wider village impacts of
developing a car park to the south of station.
New car park south of
Platform 1 with
5b
footpath through field
Yes
& along the south
side of the B9002
This option could positively contribute to delivering the TPO by providing a pedestrian access to the station in
addition to a drop-off opportunity to Platform 1. Due to the requirement of third party land to deliver this option, as
well as potential impacts on the Level Crossing, feasibility is unknown, while there may also be public acceptability
issues due to wider village impacts of developing a car park to the south of station.
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Option would be expected to have a positive impact against the TPO / Implementability criteria
Option would be expected to have negligible impact against the TPO / Implementability criteria
Option would be expected to have negative impact against the TPO / Implementability criteria

Preliminary Appraisal
The options taken forward to Preliminary Appraisal were subject to qualitative appraisal against the study TPO and
STAG Criteria, using the seven-point scale in line with STAG. Feasibility and public acceptability were assessed
on the extent of risk (low, medium and high risk); aspects of affordability are to be assessed alongside the
development of option cost estimates at the detailed appraisal stage. The findings from the Preliminary Appraisal
of options is presented in the table below.
Table 2: Preliminary Appraisal

-

-

-

-

-

ü

û

û

-

ü

ü

High

Med

üü

ûû

-

-

ü

üü

Med

Low

üüü

û

-

-

üü

üüü

Med

Low

ü

û

û

ü

üü

ü

Med

Low

üü

û

ûû

ü

üü

üü

High

Low

Public
Acceptability

-

Affordability

-

Feasibility

Integration

-

Accessibility
& Social
Inclusion

Economy

Option 1a - Footpath
through field and along
the south side of the
B9002
Option 3 - Footbridge
with Ramps
Option 4 - Footbridge
with Lifts
Option 5a - New car park
south of Platform 1
Option 5b - New car park
south of Platform 1 with
footpath through field
and along the south side
of the B9002

Safety

Do-Minimum

Environment

Option

Implementability
Risk Rating

STAG Criteria

TPO1

TPOs

Key (impact vs criteria):

ûûû

ûû

û

-

ü

üü

üüü

Major negative

Moderate

Minor negative

No benefit or

impact

negative impact

impact

impact

Minor beneficial

Moderate

Major beneficial

impact

beneficial impact

impact

Summary and Next Steps
Accessibility issues at Insch have been a longstanding issue of public and political concern, as there is currently
no step-free platform-to-platform access at Insch, while step-free street-to-platform access is only provided at
Platform 2. Accordingly, those with mobility issues are unable to access the station at present. Consultation
undertaken as part of this study has highlighted strong views that people with mobility requirements actively avoid
the station due to the lack of accessible physical infrastructure at the station.
In addition to those with mobility impairments, such improvements would benefit a broader range of user groups at
the station, with a socio-economic review highlighting that Insch is a village which is attractive to older residents,
including those of retirement age, as well as young families; both groups which may have a higher propensity for
inclusive physical infrastructure at the station.
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In line with the increased focus on equality through legislation and policy in recent years – most recently set out in
the NTS2 which outlines equality as a key priority and promotes the development of a transport system that is
“easy to use for all” – a number of options have been generated to improve accessibility at Insch and address the
study TPO, which is to “improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring
assistance, including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children”.
Following the preliminary appraisal, the following options are recommended for taking forward to more detailed
appraisal through the STAG process:
·

Option 1a: Footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002;

·

Option 3: Footbridge with ramps; and

·

Option 4: Footbridge with lifts.

It is recommended that Option 5a and Option 5b are rejected from further consideration at this stage. This is
principally due to deliverability and stakeholder acceptability concerns around these options. Engagement with
Aberdeenshire Council regarding potential development to the south of the station has indicated concerns around
the ability to access the site, provide suitable permeability to the surrounding area and to provide suitable footway
connections in and around the Level Crossing. In addition, importantly Option 5a alone would not deliver an access
for all solution at the station as Platform 1 would only be accessible for those with access to a car under this option,
while the need for additional parking has not been identified through car park occupancy counts or in discussions
with stakeholders. Furthermore, Network Rail has raised concerns around options which have the potential to
generate additional vehicular and pedestrian traffic through the Level Crossing, with Network Rail not typically
endorsing the use of Level Crossings to provide platform to platform access.
While the Level Crossing concerns would equally apply to Option 1a, it is considered that there would remain merit
in taking this option forward for detailed appraisal as a lower cost alternative to Option 3 (Footbridge with ramps)
and Option 4 (Footbridge with lifts) to inform future discussions with the rail industry. Therefore, it is recommended
that this option is taken forward for more detailed appraisal alongside Option 3 and Option 4.
In line with STAG, the next stage of the study will involve a Detailed Appraisal of the shortlisted options. Given the
focus of the options on delivering accessibility improvements at Insch Station, particularly for those with mobility
impairments, the detailed appraisal will focus on an assessment of option deliverability, including affordability, public
acceptability, and risk.
.

12

Accessibility at Insch

Project number: 60599819

1. Initial Appraisal: Case for Change

Initial Appraisal: Case
for Change

Prepared for: Nestrans

01

AECOM
13

Accessibility at Insch

Project number: 60599819

1.1 Introduction
1.1.1

Background

Accessibility improvements at Insch Station – which sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness line approximately 27 miles
northwest of Aberdeen (as shown in Figure 1.1.1), at the southern outskirts of the village – have been a
longstanding issue of concern amongst local residents and Elected Members in the North East of Scotland.

Figure 1.1.1: Context Map of Insch Station
Platform 2 is accessible from the main road (B9002) and the station’s car park via a short flight of steps or ramps.
Platform 1 is only accessible from Platform 2 via a stepped overbridge. This arrangement is unsuitable for
wheelchair users, the elderly, parents with prams/young children and other mobility impaired users. In fact, Insch
is the only station in the North East of Scotland where both platforms are not accessible to all users, making it a
priority for improvements from a regional perspective. As a result of the accessibility arrangement, passengers with
mobility issues have the option to arrange a taxi in advance with ScotRail to transfer to the next closest stations of
Inverurie (~21 minutes) or Huntly (~18 minutes) for part of their journey.
Despite these issues, Insch - like other stations in the region - has experienced patronage growth in recent years.
This growth has supported the national decision to improve the Aberdeen to Inverness railway. At Insch, this
includes the extension of the station’s two platforms (completed during 2019) to support the introduction of longer
High Speed Trains, albeit without any accessibility improvements. This will sit alongside improved Aberdeen to
Inverness services.
In 2018, following years of previous discussion between transport authorities in the North East of Scotland and rail
industry stakeholders, it was announced that Nestrans was successful in its application to Transport Scotland’s
Local Rail Development Fund (LRDF)1, securing funding to prepare a transport appraisal in line with Scottish
Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG)2 to improve accessibility at the station for all rail users, including users with
mobility impairments. AECOM was subsequently commissioned to take forward the appraisal study.
The study is being guided by a Project Steering Group led by Nestrans and supported by Aberdeenshire Council,
Transport Scotland, Network Rail and ScotRail.

1

https://www.transport.gov.scot/public-transport/rail/rail-policy-and-strategy/local-rail-development-fund/

2

https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/41507/j9760.pdf

Prepared for: Nestrans
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Study Purpose & Approach

This report presents the first stage in the STAG process,
setting out the case for investment in accessibility
improvements at Insch Station through an Initial Appraisal:
Case for Change study.
The Initial Appraisal: Case for Change is designed to:
·

Analysis of Problems and Opportunities: Establish
evidence for problems and issues associated with
accessibility at Insch Station, as well as opportunities
and constraints that could exacerbate issues in the
future and influence the development of solutions;

·

Objective Setting: Develop initial Transport Planning
Objectives (TPOs) to encapsulate the aims of any
interventions and to guide the development of solutions;

·

Option Generation, Sifting and Development:
Develop a long list of possible options to address the
TPOs and undertake an initial sift of options, setting out
those options recommended for progression towards
Preliminary Appraisal.

Figure 1.1.2: Study Methodology
Subsequent stages of STAG – the Preliminary and Detailed
Appraisal phases – involve more detailed qualitative and quantitative appraisals, considering the feasibility and
performance of options to address the identified transport-related problems and opportunities. This appraises the
likely impact of options against a number of criteria including TPOs, STAG criteria, established policy directives
and the feasibility, affordability and likely public acceptability of the options. Figure 1.1.2 summarises the process
being followed to progress this study.
1.1.3

Report Structure

Following this introduction, the remainder of this report is structured as follows:
·

Section 2 – Policy Context: An overview is provided of the background policy context against which this study
has been taken forward;

·

Section 3 – Problems & Opportunities Analysis: This section presents an analysis of problems and
opportunities in the study area, drawing on a focussed review of socio-economic conditions in the study area,
key transport and travel trends at Insch Station, a review of accessibility at Insch relative to other stations
across Scotland, site accessibility issues, environmental and planning considerations and the findings from
public and stakeholder engagement thus far;

·

Section 4 – Transport Planning Objectives: Based on the identified problems and opportunities, this section
presents the TPO developed for this study;

·

Section 5 – Option Generation, Sifting & Development: This section details the process used to generate,
sift, develop and appraise options identified to address the TPO for this study, and presents the outcomes from
the initial appraisal; and

·

Section 6 – Summary: The Case for Change: A summary is provided of the case for change including the
outcome from a gateway review of the Case for Change by the Project Steering Group for this study.

A number of appendices support the main report as follows: Appendix A – Accessibility at Stations across Scotland
Technical Note; Appendix B – Accessibility Audit; Appendix C – Video Surveys Technical Note; Appendix D –
Development Management, Aberdeenshire Council Response; Appendix E – Rail Industry Workshop Note;
Appendix F – Hazard Identification Register; Appendix G – Option Development Drawings; and Appendix H –
Online Survey Results.
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1.2 Policy Context
1.2.1

Introduction

The following section presents an overview of the policy context within which this study is being developed. The
Accessibility at Insch study aligns with a number of policies at local, regional and national levels, as well as relating
to inclusive accessibility guidance and ensuring compliance with the Equality Act 2010.
Figure 1.2.1 provides an overview of the policy context for this study. This is followed by a description of key policies
that this study supports.

Figure 1.2.1: Summary of Policy Context
1.2.2

Policy Context

In terms of national policy, the 2016 Refresh of the National
Transport Strategy3 includes the objective to promote social
inclusion by connecting remote and disadvantaged
communities and increasing the accessibility of the transport
network. A new National Transport Strategy 2 (NTS2)4 was
published in February 2020.
As shown in Figure 1.2.2, the NTS2 specifically highlights the
need for an inclusive transport system that contributes to a fairer
Scotland and includes a specific priority area around reducing
inequality. Under this priority includes outcomes around
developing a transport system that “will provide fair access to
services we need” and “will be easy to use for all”; outcomes
which accessibility improvements at Insch Station would clearly
be aligned to support. Related to the priority of taking climate
action, the Scottish Government declared a Climate Emergency
in April 2019, outlining that action needs to be taken to limit the

Figure 1.2.2: NTS Vision and Priorities

3

https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/10310/transport-scotland-national-transport-strategy-january-2016-final-online.pdf

4

https://www.transport.gov.scot/our-approach/national-transport-strategy/
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effects of global warming. The Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019 commits to a
target of net-zero emissions of all greenhouse gases by 2045. Measures to improve the accessibility of public
transport modes relative to private transport will be important to supporting Scotland’s net-zero ambitions.
At a regional level, Nestrans’ Regional Transport Strategy (RTS)5 includes a strategic objective to enhance
choice, accessibility and safety of transport for all in the North East of Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and
vulnerable members of society and those living in areas where transport options are limited. The RTS also notes
the Scottish Government’s Infrastructure Investment Plan aspiration for an hourly service frequency between
Aberdeen and Inverness and notes that this would enable regular, reliable services from Insch. Nestrans’ Rail
Action Plan6 previously noted that ‘Access for All’ funding had been applied for at Insch station to install push pad
entry to waiting room doors, tactile bands and edging strips, adjustable information boards and handrails on the
footbridge. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014)7 identifies Aberdeen to Huntly as
a strategic growth area, with allowance for 1,000 houses, and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The
Proposed Strategic Development Plan (2018)8 discusses the forthcoming transport improvements along this
corridor, including the A96 dualling and Aberdeen to Inverness (A2I) rail improvements.
Locally, the Aberdeenshire Local Transport Strategy (LTS)9 includes the objective to “Promote Social Inclusion
and Accessibility – improve connections within and between communities, increasing accessibility of the transport
network”; an objective that accessibility improvements at Insch Station would clearly support. The Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan (LDP)10 Settlement Statement for Insch indicates the provision of disabled access to the
railway station is an important objective for the future. In the LDP, Insch is no longer within the area defined in the
plan as “pressured” but is still acknowledged to attract significant demand for homes. Business development is
considered to be more challenging to attract, although opportunities for this kind of development are being provided.
It is also noted that the size of Insch makes it inappropriate for substantial new development. As the station is
Category C-listed, Policy HE1 ‘Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments’ of the LDP applies. This seeks
to protect listed buildings and encourage their maintenance, enhancement, appropriate active use, and
conservation. This policy does not allow development that would have a negative effect on the character, integrity
or setting of the listed building. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021)11 notes that no significant
additional land allocations have been made in Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level
of growth. It continues by noting that the provision of access for those with increased mobility needs is an important
objective for the future. It further notes that care should be taken not to detract from the existing sense of place
within the village while at the same time sustaining and enhancing existing services, facilities and providing local
employment opportunities.
The Equality Act 201012 legally protects people from discrimination in the workplace and in wider society. This
legislation paved the way for several inclusive access strategies. The Inclusive Transport Strategy13 identifies
the aim for more rail journeys to be facilitated through step-free routes and for all passenger trains to be accessible.
Expressed in the Department for Transport document is the Government’s plan to, by 2030, provide equal access
for disabled people using the transport system (mainly road and rail). The aspiration is that “all major transport
hubs and terminals on both public and private transport networks will meet the needs of disabled people”. In
addition, this aim has been aligned with Action 11 of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals which
lobbies for, by 2030, the provision of “access to safe, affordable, accessible and sustainable transport systems for
all… with special attention to the needs of those in vulnerable situations, women, children, persons with disabilities
and older persons”14. Network Rail’s Access for All Programme15 provides funding to deliver accessible, step5

https://www.nestrans.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/RTS_Refresh_FINAL_APPROVED_BY_MINISTER.pdf

6

https://www.nestrans.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/5a-RAP-Jan-10.pdf

7

http://www.aberdeencityandshire-sdpa.gov.uk/AboutUs/Publications.aspx

8

http://www.aberdeencityandshire-sdpa.gov.uk/CurrentWork/CurrentConsultations.aspx

9

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2374/2012finallts.pdf

10

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/aberdeenshire-local-development-plan-2017/

11

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/ldp-2021/

12

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/pdfs/ukpga_20100015_en.pdf

13

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/inclusive-transport-strategy/the-inclusive-transport-strategy-achieving-equalaccess-for-disabled-people
14

https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/envision2030-goal11.html

15

https://www.networkrail.co.uk/communities/passengers/station-improvements/access-for-all/
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free routes, as well as smaller scale accessibility improvements. Further funding up to £300m has been secured to
continue with the Access for All Programme in Control Period 6 (2019-2024). The Design Standards for
Accessible Railway Stations16 provides guidance on designing railway stations to protect the interests of disabled
rail users. The National Implementation Plan for the Accessibility of UK Rail System for Persons with
Disabilities and Persons with Reduced Mobility17 responds to an EU requirement to work towards improving
the accessibility of the rail network for persons with disabilities and persons with reduced mobility. This plan
highlights that only ~460 stations out of the 2,500 on the UK rail network have step-free access to and between all
platforms. Scotland’s Accessible Travel Framework18 is the first ever Travel Framework co-produced with
disabled people in Scotland and outlines a range of issues raised by disabled people with Transport Scotland and
Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA), including the need to improve accessibility at more railway
stations.
ScotRail’s Disabled People’s Protection Policy19 outlines its commitment to meet the needs of people with
disabilities. This document notes that if a passenger wants to use a station that is inaccessible to their needs,
ScotRail will book appropriate alternative transport, at no extra charge, between the inaccessible station and the
nearest or most convenient accessible station for the journey. It was announced20 in April 2019 that ScotRail has
reduced the time needed to arrange assisted travel, meaning customers can now book two hours before their
journey.
Network Rail promotes the completion of Diversity Impact Assessments (DIAs)21 to ensure any programmes,
policies and projects on the rail network, as well as services, are designed, built and operated to work well for
employees and passengers. Similar to Equality Impact Assessments, DIAs involve an assessment of the likely
effects of improvement works on the characteristics protected by the Equality Act, including the identification of
measures to mitigate against any potential negative impacts identified.
1.2.3

Summary

Improvements sought through the Accessibility at Insch study strongly align with the national, regional and local
strategies described above, as well as the Inclusive Access Strategies and guidance that has emerged from the
Equality Act 2010. A consistent theme within the reviewed policy position is the increased focus on protecting
people from discrimination in wider society, an issue that accessibility improvements at Insch would aim to support.
With the increased focus on equality within the new NTS2, the options appraised as part of this study stand to be
in even greater alignment with policy directives in the coming years.

16

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/425977/design-standardsaccessible-stations.pdf
17

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/668821/tsi-uk-prmimplementation-plan.pdf
18

https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/20113/j448711.pdf

19

https://www.scotrail.co.uk/sites/default/files/assets/download_ct/210555_dppp_making-rail-accessible_helping-older-anddisabled-passengers_may2017_crystal-mark.pdf
20

https://www.scotrail.co.uk/about-scotrail/news/scotrail-reduces-assisted-travel-booking-time

21

https://cdn.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Everyone-Guide-to-Diversity-Impact-Assessments.pdf
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1.3 Problems & Opportunities Analysis
1.3.1

Introduction

This section presents an analysis of problems and opportunities in the study area, drawing on a focussed review
of socio-economic conditions in the study area, key transport and travel trends at Insch Station, a review of
accessibility at Insch relative to other stations across Scotland, the environmental and planning context and the
findings from stakeholder and public engagement. The analysis has been supported by detailed on-site review
including a site accessibility audit, video surveys of pedestrian behaviour in and around the station and the results
from an online public survey.
1.3.2

Socio-Economic Context

This section provides a brief overview of the socio-economic context of Insch. Key figures are presented in Table
1.3.1 to compare census data for Insch, Aberdeenshire and Scotland.
·

The village has a population of ~2,690 as per mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland22.

·

Nearly 20% of people in Insch are aged 65 and over, compared to an average of 16% for Aberdeenshire and
17% for Scotland. The proportion of those in retirement is also higher in Insch (16% compared to ~14% and
~15% for Aberdeenshire and Scotland respectively).

·

The proportion of 30 to 44-year olds is slightly higher in Insch (~22%) in comparison to Aberdeenshire (~21%)
and Scotland (20%). 0 to 4-year olds account for around 7% of Insch’s population, compared to 6% on
average for Aberdeenshire and 5.5% for Scotland.

·

Household ownership is significantly higher in Insch (74%) when compared to the national average (62%)
and is slightly higher than the Aberdeenshire average (~73%).

·

Insch has very high levels of car ownership, reflecting the trend of the Aberdeenshire region. 87% of
households in Insch have access to at least one car, which again is considerably higher than the national
average (69%) and slightly higher than the Aberdeenshire average (86%).

·

In 2011, the proportion of Insch residents travelling to work by train (over 6%) was notably higher than the
average for Aberdeenshire (1%) and Scotland (under 4%), indicating that there is a high propensity within
Insch to travel to work by train.

·

The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch (across all travel modes) are Aberdeen
City (705 people), Inverurie (377 people), and Huntly (75 people). Within Aberdeen City, the most common
destinations are Dyce and the city centre. 222 people travel to work within Insch, and a further 406 people
work from home.

Table 1.3.1: Socio-economic comparison figures for Insch, Aberdeenshire and Scotland23
Factor

Insch

Aberdeenshire

Scotland

0-4-year olds

7%

6%

6%

30-44-year olds

22%

21%

20%

65 years and older

20%

16%

17%

Household ownership

74%

73%

62%

Car or van availability

87%

86%

70%

Economically active

74%

75%

69%

Retired

16%

14%

15%

Travel to work - Car

73%

71%

62%

Travel to work - Train

6%

1%

4%

22

https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-estimates/settlementsand-localities/mid-2016/list-of-tables
23

https://www.scotlandscensus.gov.uk/ods-web/area.html
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Transport Context

1.3.3.1 Insch Station
Insch Station, located in the south of the village of Insch on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line, is approximately
27 miles north-west of Aberdeen between the stations of Inverurie and Huntly. Journeys between Insch and Huntly
stations are around 16 minutes and 13 miles by train, compared to around 18 minutes and 11 miles by road.
Between Insch and Inverurie stations, journeys are around 11 minutes and 10 miles by train, compared to 21
minutes and 11 miles by road. Journeys between Insch and Aberdeen are shown on the map and table below as
Aberdeen has been shown to be the most common destination for those travelling to work from Insch.

Figure 1.3.1: Journey times by road and rail (Insch – Huntly and Insch – Inverurie)
The station is served by 12 eastbound and 11 westbound trains per day (Monday-Friday), with times outlined in
the table below.
Table 1.3.2: Timetable information for trains stopping at Insch (current at January 2020)
Eastbound

Westbound

06:24

06:55

07:30

07:55

08:04

08:56

08:56

10:47

10:48

12:30

12:32

14:16

14:18

16:01

16:01

17:59

17:07

18:55

18:59

20:53

19:55

22:33

23:06

-
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Due to the distance between Insch Station and its nearest alternatives, Huntly and Inverurie, Insch Station has a
relatively wide catchment area as illustrated in Figure 1.3.2.

Figure 1.3.2: Insch Station Catchment
Facilities at Insch Station include a 44-space car park with 2 accessible spaces, waiting rooms, ticket machines
and bicycle lockers24. There is no ticket office at the station, and it is unstaffed (therefore potentially compounding
accessibility issues for those that require assistance), although assistance is available through help points. As has
already been discussed, the station at Insch is not accessible. There is a ramp to Platform 2 from the station car
park but there is only access to Platform 1 via a stepped overbridge. ScotRail’s Disabled People’s Protection Policy
means that alternative travel arrangements are offered whereby a taxi can be arranged in advance to take people
to the next closest stations of Inverurie or Huntly. Alternative travel arrangements are arranged through ScotRail’s
Passenger Assist helplines and CMAC Group, who ScotRail has a contract with for the provision of alternative
transport. This arrangement means that alternative transport can be provided by a number of different operators.
Within the Inverurie, Insch and Huntly area, information from Aberdeenshire Council’s taxi licensing system
indicates that there are 14 operators and 26 vehicles, of which only four are wheelchair accessible. With many
taxis used for school transport in rural areas, it has been reported that it can be difficult for passengers to book a
taxi at short notice during certain times of the day, particularly if an accessible taxi is required. Consultation with
ScotRail has suggested that these alternative arrangements are relied upon relatively infrequently (less than ten
times per year).
The existing overbridge is planned for refurbishment works in 2023/24 involving repair, re-painting, and tread and
deck replacement. The ongoing A2I improvement work includes platform extensions at Insch to support the
introduction of longer High-Speed Trains. The platform extension work was completed in 2019, however it is not
anticipated that Insch will benefit from additional services as part of the scheme.
As there is a passing loop through Insch there are a number of occasions throughout the day when the eastbound
and westbound trains arrive within 1-2 minutes of each other. Due to the time taken to raise and lower the barriers,
at these events, the track barrier will remain lowered to allow both train movements. As such, the Level Crossing
barrier is lowered for a prolonged period of time (4-5 minutes). This means that anyone travelling to the station
from the south requires to be at the station in good time ahead of their train’s departure time to ensure they are not

24

https://www.nationalrail.co.uk/stations_destinations/ins.aspx
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held up by the closed crossing. It is understood from stakeholder discussions that deliberate misuse of the Level
Crossing is reportedly relatively frequent.
1.3.3.2 Station Usage
According to data gathered by ORR, the estimated station usage at Insch in 2017/18 was ~88,000 passengers
(entries and exits). The graph below highlights annual usage of Insch Station since 2004/05.

Usage at Insch Rail Station
140,000

Station Usage

120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0

Year
Figure 1.3.3: Estimates of station usage at Insch 2004/05 - 2017/18 (Source: Office of Rail and Road)25
As shown in Figure 1.3.3, Insch Station experienced a steady increase in passengers from 2004/05 (~62,000) and
reached a peak of ~122,000 in 2014/15. Since this time, numbers have fallen, although usage is still higher than it
was between 2004/05 and 2010/11. The recent decline may be a reflection of the challenges faced by the oil and
gas industry since 2014 and the ongoing A2I improvement works which have caused disruption on the line in recent
times.

Number of Passengers

An estimate of potential future patronage at the station has been prepared based on the application of historic
growth rates at the station, as illustrated in Figure 1.3.4.
150,000
140,000
130,000
120,000
110,000
100,000
90,000
80,000
70,000

Year
Historic ORR Data

2% Annual Growth "Low Scenario"

6% Annual Growth "High Scenario"

4% Annual Growth "Central Scenario"

Figure 1.3.4: Projected future passenger growth at Insch Station

25

https://orr.gov.uk/statistics/published-stats/station-usage-estimates
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Over the ten-year period 2017/18 to 2027/28, applying a range of growth scenarios, patronage at Insch is forecast
to increase to between ~103,500 and ~141,000 passengers per annum, with a central growth forecast of ~121,000
passengers per annum by 2028. The three forecasts have been calculated as below:
·

“Low Scenario” – The annual average change in passenger numbers observed between 2007/8 – 2017/18
(this includes the recent decline in passenger numbers, thought to relate to the downturn in the oil & gas
industry), has been applied to the 2017/18 passenger numbers and projected year, on year to 2027/28.

·

“High Scenario” – The annual average change in passenger numbers observed between 2005/6 – 2015/16
(this excludes the recent decline in passenger numbers, thought to relate to the downturn in the oil & gas
industry), has been applied to the 2017/18 passenger numbers and projected year, on year to 2027/28.

·

“Central Scenario” – The midpoint of the annual average change of the “High Scenario” and “Low Scenario”.

It is to be emphasised that this set of projections is based on a simple growth rate methodology and does not take
into account local circumstances that could encourage or prohibit future rail patronage growth e.g. housing demand
and supply. It is also to be noted that these projections further make allowance for the anticipated impacts of rail
blockades associated with the A2I rail improvement programme through the assumption that any passenger growth
will be deferred until after the blockades and there is a period of settling i.e. growth has been assumed from 2020/21
onward.
1.3.3.3 The Uniqueness of Insch Station
As discussed, in Section 1.3.3.1, only Platform 2 at Insch Station has step free access. To understand how the
access situation at Insch Station compares relative to other stations nationwide, an exercise has been undertaken
to categorise each of Scotland’s station according to the following grades of accessibility :
1.

Fully accessible: Street-to-platform and platform-to-platform step free access (e.g. ramped footbridge or
lift);

2.

Partially accessible: Street-to-platform access, no step-free access between platforms but drop-off
opportunity (i.e. by car or taxi) available at both platforms;

3.

Partially accessible: Street-to-platform access, no step-free access between platforms and drop-off
opportunity (i.e. by car or taxi) unavailable or available at one platform only;

4.

Inaccessible: Street-to-platform access to one platform only and no step-free access between platforms
(i.e. alternative provision such as a taxi to the next nearest station would be required); and

5.

Fully inaccessible: No step-free access to either platform.

Further information on the methodology adopted is described in Appendix A.
The findings of the review are presented in Table 1.3.3 below and in Figure 1.3.5.
Table 1.3.3: Categorisation of Rail Stations across Scotland by accessibility
Station Accessibility Category

Number of
Stations

Percentage
of Stations

1.

Fully accessible

151

42%

2.

Partially accessible (drop-off by car)

22

6%

3.

Partially accessible (via footpath)

73

20%

4.

Inaccessible

43

12%

5.

Fully inaccessible

68

19%

357

100%

Total
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Figure 1.3.5: Categorisation of Rail Stations across Scotland by Accessibility
Based on the assessment, Insch Station has been identified as a Category 4 (Inaccessible) station. There are eight
stations in North East Scotland (plus one station under construction at Kintore), all of which are considered to be
at least partially accessible, with the exception of Insch. Therefore, from a regional perspective, Insch is considered
to be the most pressing issue and a priority for improvements.
There are a total of 359 stations in Scotland, including Robroyston (which opened December 2019) and Kintore
(due to open in May 2020). Of the remaining 357 stations, 111 were considered to fall within Categories 4 or 5.
Prepared for: Nestrans
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Of the 110 other stations considered to fall within Categories 4 and 5, 56 stations serve fewer passengers than
Insch (88,000 according to the ORR’s Estimates of Station Usage 2017/18), with many serving significantly fewer.
For example, 18 stations serve fewer than ten passengers per day. This left 54 stations in Category 4 or 5 with
higher patronage than Insch.
Of the remaining 54 stations – classified as Category 4 or 5 accessibility status, and with patronage above Insch –
52 stations were assessed as being located within 5km of a Category 1-3 station. In these circumstances, there
may be argument that passengers with access or mobility issues could reasonably access their nearest accessible
neighbour station and therefore their accessibility to the rail network would not be too severely restricted.
This results in two remaining stations with Category 4 or 5 accessibility status, higher patronage than Insch and
that have no alternative station with step-free access within 5km – Girvan in South Ayrshire and Cowdenbeath in
Fife. Girvan Station has level access to the ticket office on Platform 1, with a connecting subway and stairs to
Platform 2. It had 151,000 entries and exits in 2017/18 and the nearest accessible station is 15.9km away at
Maybole. It is understood from discussion with local stakeholders that Girvan is often served by trains that will stop
at the accessible Platform 1 if advance noticed is provided. Although Cowdenbeath Station does provide ramps up
to both platforms and the ticket office, with a connecting footbridge between platforms, these ramps are very steep
with barriers along their length, and accordingly the ScotRail website states that the station is ‘not suitable for
wheelchair access’26. It had 167,000 entries and exits in 2017/18 and the nearest accessible station is 6km away
at Dunfermline Queen Margaret. This is summarised in Table 1.3.4.
Table 1.3.4: Distance to Nearest Accessible Station
Entries/Exits
2017/18

Nearest Category
1-3 Station

Distance (km)

Cowdenbeath

167,428

Dunfermline Queen
Margaret (Category 1)

6.0

Girvan

151,448

Maybole (Category 1)

15.9

Huntly (Category 2)
Inverurie (Category 3)

15.3
15.7

Dyce (Category 1)

29.5

Station

Insch

88,362

As shown in Table 1.3.4, only Girvan is further from a Category 1-3 station than Insch (by less than 1km). However,
it should be noted that both Dunfermline Queen Margaret Station and Maybole Station are fully accessible stations
falling within Category 1. This means that both stations provide step-free platform to platform access and therefore,
passengers with increased mobility needs could complete a round trip using either of these stations. This is contrary
to the nearest stations to Insch – Huntly and Inverurie – which fall within Categories 2 and 3 respectively.
The majority of passenger demand from Insch is eastbound
and Inverurie is the nearest alternative station for those
travelling in this direction, located 15.7km south-east of
Insch. At Inverurie Station, level access is provided to the
ticket office and Platform 1, with a stepped overbridge to
Platform 2. A ramp is provided from the B9170 Oldmeldrum
Road down to Platform 2, but there is an approximate 300m
travel distance between platforms with an incline that is
problematic for those with increased mobility needs. It is
therefore unlikely that many people with increased mobility
needs would be able to complete a round trip using Inverurie
Station, reducing the viability of this alternative option. The
nearest fully accessible station for passengers travelling
eastbound from Insch is in Dyce, located 29.5km to the Figure 1.3.6: Step-Free Route between
south-east of Insch.
Platforms at Inverurie Station

26

https://www.scotrail.co.uk/plan-your-journey/stations-and-facilities/cow
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Figure 1.3.7 summarises the approach adopted and along with the evidence presented above, illustrates that Insch
is one of the least accessible stations in Scotland.

Figure 1.3.7: Uniqueness of Accessibility Arrangement at Insch Station
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1.3.3.4 Station Access and Parking
As outlined in Section 1.3.2, the proportion of Insch residents travelling to work by train sits at over 6%, which is
higher than the Aberdeenshire (1%) and Scotland (under 4%) averages. The attractiveness of the station is
reflected in car park occupancy figures, as recorded in annual surveys undertaken by Nestrans.

Number of Car Parking Spaces in Use (Capacity 46)
60
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Figure 1.3.8: Car park occupancy at Insch Station 2015-201827
As shown, car park occupancy levels were especially high during 2016 (90%) and were over capacity during the
2017 survey (111%). The survey undertaken in 2018 found 76% of spaces in the car park were occupied. This
again may be reflective of disruption on the line throughout 2018 associated with the A2I improvement works.
1.3.3.5 Accessibility Audit
An accessibility audit was carried out of Insch Station in March 2019 to review first-hand the problems associated
with accessing the station for those with mobility impairments, and to identify and discuss issues associated with
potential improvement options. The site visit was attended by members of the Working Group, the Central
Aberdeenshire Access Panel and a local Councillor. Key observations from the audit are set out below with the full
audit record included in Appendix B:
·

The slope of the station’s main entrance from the
B9002 is steep. Combined with its cobbled surface, it
is particularly difficult for wheelchair users to
negotiate without assistance. However, given the
landscape character, there would be concerns for any
options that alter the physical appearance here.

·

The stepped overbridge that connects the platforms
is unsuitable for wheelchair users and those with
increased mobility needs such as parents with prams
and young children and those with walking sticks. It is
also likely to be difficult to navigate for elderly people.

·

There is a Category C-listed disused masonry
water tower on the south side of the railway line.

Figure 1.3.9: Insch Station - stepped overbridge

·

The Level Crossing is difficult to navigate for those with reduced mobility.

·

The footpath at the south side of the Level Crossing is narrow. Wheelchair users or passing pedestrians are
required to use the road.

·

The wall on the south side on approach to the Level Crossing may require to be moved to provide an adequate
footpath. There are challenges to consider in terms of the location cabinet at the top of the wall and the
existing handrails, which are required to provide a safe working area for those working on the cabinet.

27
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·

The Level Crossing traverses the railway line at an angle,
north of the railway station. The Station Hotel is situated on
the north side of the crossing. There is no footpath on the
north side of the Level Crossing.

·

There is a residential property in very close proximity to the
Level Crossing.

·

The station is of historical value, and picturesque, at the heart
of the village. This may mean than certain accessibility
solutions may not be seen as suitable if they are not
considered to be in keeping with the character of the area.
Figure 1.3.10: Insch Station Level Crossing

1.3.3.6 Video Surveys

Video surveys were undertaken between 06:00-20:00 on Wednesday 27th March 2019 to provide an understanding
of the current use of the Level Crossing by vehicles and pedestrians at Insch Station and an understanding of the
extent to which the station is used by those with mobility issues.
Surveys undertaken included:
·

Classified boarding and alighting counts of both platforms;

·

Classified pedestrian counts of the footbridge; and

·

Classified pedestrian and vehicle counts of the Level Crossing on B9002 North Road.

The table below summarises key findings from the survey.
Table 1.3.5: Insch Station Video Surveys - Key Figures
Boarding and Alighting

Boarding

Alighting

Total

Platform 1

10

71

81

Platform 2

88

9

97

Total

98

80

178

Eastbound

Westbound

Total

24

20

44

1,206

1,119

2,325

Level Crossing Counts
Pedestrians
Vehicles
Footbridge Counts
Total

Northbound Southbound
(Platform 1-2) (Platform 2-1)
71

10

Total
81

The key findings from the surveys are set out below, with a full survey note included as Appendix C:
·

The majority of passengers travel eastbound towards Aberdeen, with a higher number of passengers boarding
at Platform 2 (88) and alighting at Platform 1 (71) during the survey period.

·

Relatively few pedestrian movements were recorded on the Level Crossing with a total of 24 eastbound and
20 westbound. The findings suggest there may be a slight preference for pedestrians to use the north kerbside
when navigating the Level Crossing, with 25 pedestrians recorded on this side compared to 19 on the south
kerbside.

·

In line with the boarding and alighting counts, the majority of pedestrians cross the footbridge northbound
from Platform 1 towards the station exit and car park.

·

The vehicle counts of the Level Crossing suggest trends associated with commuting. Higher numbers were
recorded travelling eastbound (in the direction of Aberdeen) during the morning peak and westbound during
the afternoon peak.
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In total across all counts, the vast majority of pedestrians recorded were adults. Eight elderly persons were
recorded, seven pedestrians with mobility impairments and three passengers were recorded with a
pram/buggy. It is likely that of these numbers, the same pedestrians will have been picked up more than once
as part of the separate counts (i.e. the same person could have been counted alighting at Platform 1, counted
crossing the footbridge and then counted passing through the Level Crossing).

1.3.4

Environment and Planning Context

1.3.4.1 Historic Environment
Insch Station, including the waiting room and footbridge, was designated by Historic Environment Scotland as
Category C listed in May 1999. This listing means that the station is considered to be of special architectural or
historic interest and any alterations to the station would require permission from Aberdeenshire Council as the
planning authority.
Built by the Great North of Scotland Railway, this two-platform station was restored in 1966 by Gordon District
Council with European Grant. The footbridge was replaced by London North Eastern Railway (LNER) before World
War 2. The station operation began in 1854.
The listing description for the station details the station comprising of a single storey, 4-bay, U-plan railway station
office; rectangular plan waiting room on opposite platform; and ironwork footbridge. There is an existing water tank
which is considered part of the curtilage listing on the opposite side of the platform. Other key station features taken
from the records of Historic Environment Scotland28 are set out below:
Station Building
·

Circa 1860; restored 1996.

·

Single storey, 4-bay, U-plan railway station office with gabled entrance; rectangular-plan waiting room on
opposite platform, and ironwork footbridge.

·

Large squared rubble blocks with Aberdeen bonding, whitewashed harl/render, and ashlar margins and
quoin strips.

·

Stone transoms and mullions.

·

NE ELEVATION: recessed centre bay with advanced flanking gables, that to left with 2 windows on return
to left, and 2 small windows to recessed bay at outer left.

·

NW ELEVATION: slight advanced gable with 2 windows to right of centre, and 2 further windows to left.

·

SE ELEVATION: single gabled bay with small window in finialled gablehead.

·

3-pane glazing pattern in timber(?) windows.

·

Grey slates.

·

Coped ashlar stacks with full complement of polygonal cans; ashlar-coped skews with flat-topped moulded
skewputts; cast-iron downpipes with decorative rainwater hoppers.

·

INTERIOR: plain cornicing; boarded timber dadoes; plain cast-iron register grate with timber surround.

Waiting Room:

28

·

Rectangular-plan, sloping-roofed, weatherboarded waiting room.

·

NE ELEVATION: 2-leaf panelled timber to centre with deep fanlight (blocked) and flanking, decorativelyastragalled bipartite windows.

http://portal.historicenvironment.scot/designation/LB46162
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Footbridge:
·

Ironwork construction (possibly old rails), dog-leg footbridge with horizontal rails.

The historical significance of Insch Station is a constraint; options should minimise any impact on the character of
the station.
1.3.4.2 Flood Risk Study
Aberdeenshire Council are currently undertaking a Flood Study for Insch. The study aims to better assess current
flood risks at Insch by undertaking a review of past flood events; generating updated and detailed flood maps,
determining the likely risk to different properties; and to propose a set of mitigation measures to reduce the flood
risk to an acceptable level. The findings of the study suggest there is a flood risk across the railway line, adjacent
to Insch Station, also impacting the road at the level crossing.
1.3.4.3 Planning Context
Table 1.3.6 outlines the allocations for Insch included within the 2017 Aberdeenshire LDP and provides an update
on the status of these allocations.
Table 1.3.6: Existing LDP allocations
Reference Location

Proposal

OP1

North Road

48 homes

OP2

South Road

12 homes

OP3

Hillview,
South Road

10 homes

OP4

North of Insch 5ha
Business
employment
Park
land

Status

Full planning permission approved in March 2016. Construction
was programmed to start in 2018 with 12 homes remaining in
2022.
Planning permission in principle for residential development was
refused in December 2015. This site is proposed to be removed
from the 2021 LDP.
Full planning permission for 8 homes approved in May 2017.
Construction is programmed to start in 2019 and is likely to be
completed in 2020.
Identified as marketable in the Employment Land Audit 2016/17.

In response LDP 2021 call for bids, an area to the south of Insch Station has been proposed for mixed use
development29. The bid includes a mix of housing, including 25% affordable housing, business use close to the
railway and additional car parking for the station. The car park would provide disabled access to the southern
platform (Platform 1). Aberdeenshire Council has designated this site as a Future Opportunity (FOP) Site and has
not allocated the land at this time. An excerpt from the developer’s proposal, showing the proposed car park to the
south of Platform 1, as well as a potential footpath linking from Platform 1 to the B9002 is shown in Figure 1.3.11.

Figure 1.3.11: Excerpt from the south of Insch Station Planning Statement to the LDP 2021 Call for Sites

29

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/ldpmedia/bids18/GR015-Site-South-of-Insch-Railway-Station-Insch-%202-86MB.pdf
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A review of land ownership plans around Insch Station provided by Aberdeenshire Council has also been
undertaken. Plans suggest that the majority of land within the station environs is under the ownership of
Aberdeenshire Council and/or Network Rail. However, there is the potential that improvements proposed as part
of this study could require the purchase of land not currently under the ownership of Aberdeenshire Council or rail
industry partners. Aspects of land ownership will be commented on further in determining the feasibility of options
as this study develops.
1.3.5

Stakeholder Engagement

Engagement has been undertaken with various stakeholder groups to understand the transport-related problems
and opportunities associated with Insch Station. Key findings from consultation to date are presented in the sections
that follow.
1.3.5.1 Accessibility Audit
As discussed in Section 1.3.3.5, a site visit to Insch Station was undertaken in March 2019 allowing representatives
from Nestrans, Aberdeenshire Council and the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel to discuss issues associated
with access at the Station. Key points noted during the site visit, primarily through discussion with the Central
Aberdeenshire Access Panel, were as follows:
·

The station is an important part of the village and serves nearby communities (e.g. Premnay, Old Rayne),
however there is a perception that many people do not use the station due to the accessibility issues.

·

The station is of high historical value and any options developed should look to minimise impact on the visual
character of the station.

·

It was suggested that Insch is a village which is attractive to older residents, including those of retirement age,
as well as young families; both groups which may have a higher propensity for inclusive physical infrastructure
at the station. It was noted that build out from previous LDPs is still ongoing and there is a reluctance for
further development in the village.

·

Relatively high volumes of large vehicles use the Level Crossing.

·

The ramped access from the car park to Platform 2 is suitable (i.e. in terms of gradient for wheelchair users)
but requires resurfacing. The cobbled path to Platform 2 at the station’s main entrance can be hazardous,
especially in winter, although it was recognised that there are challenges to improve the path while preserving
its historical value – it was noted that slope gradients should be 1:12 as a maximum but would preferably be
1:15 or 1:20.

·

The ability to easily access both platforms was the key concern for the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel
(not necessarily platform-to-platform access) – members noted that the provision of lifts would be the least
favourable option due to the expense and impact on station character.

·

A lit path with CCTV on the south side of the station would be a preferred option, although it was acknowledged
that residents may have concerns over lighting and pedestrian impacts.

·

Potential new locations for disabled parking spaces would be welcomed, particularly if seeking to provide a
footpath via Platform 1.

·

Accessible toilets would be welcome, though this is a minor issue compared to platform access issues.

A subsequent site visit undertaken by Nestrans alongside Transport Scotland also identified a number of issues
including that the waiting room on Platform 2 is not fully accessible as it does not provide accessible doors.
1.3.5.2 Key Stakeholder Engagement
Accessibility improvements at Insch Station have been a longstanding issue of concern amongst local residents
and Elected Members in North East Scotland. Contact was made with a number of stakeholders to introduce the
study, invite comments and arrange 1-2-1 discussions where appropriate. The key outcomes from discussions
undertaken are presented in Table 1.3.7.
.
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Table 1.3.7: Key Outcomes from Stakeholder Engagement
Bennachie Community Council
AECOM attended the Bennachie Community Council meeting on 25 March 2019, which was attended by 12
community council members and one local Councillor. An overview of the study was provided, and it was noted
that the purpose of the engagement was to gather views on the main problems at Insch Station and on what
options members would like considered as the study progresses. The key points noted during the discussion are
as follows:
·

Many local residents do not use the station due to the accessibility issues, particularly those with disabilities
and those with young children.

·

Additional car parking is required at the station as the car park is often full and people are forced to park on
surrounding streets.

·

Community Council members were aware of instances where people ‘jump the fence’ to Platform 1 via the
field to the south of the station if they are held up on the south side of the Level Crossing barriers.

·

Platform-to-platform access is considered to be crucial and it was noted that a footpath via the Level Crossing
would be too far to walk for those with mobility issues.

·

The Community Council would like to see lifts implemented connected by an overbridge.

·

Concerns were raised about a possible ramped footbridge. It was emphasised that appropriate gradients,
lengths and surfacing would have to be considered.

·

Removal of some car parking was not considered to be acceptable; it was stressed that many people have
to drive to the station, particularly since the local dial-a-bus service has been discontinued.

·

Concerns were raised about service provision at the station (i.e. a need for more trains).

·

Suitable surfacing at the station should be considered with concerns expressed about slip hazards during
periods of icy weather.

AECOM attended a further meeting of Bennachie Community Council on 28 October 2019, which was again
attended by 12 community council members and one local Councillor. Members of the project team provided the
Community Council with an update on the study. The key points noted during the discussion are as follows:
·

Concerns were raised regarding the state of the existing footbridge.

·

In response to information provided by the project team regarding the relatively low number of help point
requests for those requiring mobility assistance, the Community Council emphasised that the reason was
undoubtedly due to the lack of accessibility at the station which discourages its use by mobility impaired
users.

·

The majority of those in attendance at the meeting were not aware of the alternative travel arrangements
offered by ScotRail for those requiring mobility assistance.

·

In light of the current climate emergency, it was noted that all efforts should be made to ensure public
transport is accessible to all to reduce the number of people travelling by car.

·

With Insch being part of the Strategic Growth Area defined in the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan, it is important to continue encouraging people to the village and the existing access
arrangement at the station may hamper this.

·

Concerns were raised about the reliability of taxis in the area, with one community council member explaining
that a family member with mobility problems was often reliant on taxis for their travel needs but taxis regularly
failed to turn up.

·

Members emphasised the desire to see lifts implemented at the station and it was considered that access
improvements such as this would increase patronage at the station.
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Members did not believe that a footpath would be well used and would offer less value for money. A footpath
would also necessitate that people requiring to navigate the Level Crossing via the footpath would have to
cross earlier than the arrival time of the train due to the length of time that the Level Crossing barriers are
often closed. Concerns were additionally raised about promoting use of the Level Crossing, particularly as
people are educated to only use the Level Crossing when it is necessary.

ScotRail Access and Inclusion Manager
A telephone discussion with the Access and Inclusion Manager at ScotRail was held on 27 March 2019. Key
points noted during the discussion are as follows:
·

ScotRail has a system that details the number of passengers who have requested assistance, which allows
for the identification of stations where particular problems are being experienced. Bookings for assistance
can include anything from help to get to the train, help to get on and off the train to booking an accessible
taxi to an accessible station. It was noted that there does not appear to be significant issues at Insch Station
and footfall is relatively low in comparison to other stations across the country.

·

ScotRail oversees 361 stations within its remit and approximately half of those stations are currently
inaccessible. Of the 361 stations, Insch ranks at 194 on the list in terms of those requesting assistance.

·

During 2018, there were 50 bookings for assistance at Insch Station. This is significantly lower than requests
made at other stations on the Aberdeen to Inverness line:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Dyce – 2,146;
Inverurie – 1,494;
Insch – 50;
Huntly – 859;
Keith – 768;
Elgin – 3,903;
Forres – 1,301; and
Nairn – 817.

·

It was emphasised that accessibility is not just about those in a wheelchair or people who are blind, it is an
issue affecting the ageing population, those with injuries affecting their mobility, and those with young
children amongst several other groups of people.

·

To deliver a fully accessible station, both platform-to-platform access and street-to-platform access must be
achieved.

Mobility and Access Committee for Scotland
The Mobility and Access Committee for Scotland (MACS) outlined the following key points via email
correspondence:
·

ScotRail’s requirement for a minimum notice period of two hours needed to book assistance prior to travel
precludes spontaneous journeys and the ability for passengers to alight at will, especially once they are
already on the train. This is especially the case for unmanned stations and where there may not be available
staff on the train to make suitable arrangements for passengers.

·

Given the sparsity of accessible vehicles in some rural areas, MACS is aware of long waiting times for pickups from stations and of passengers being asked to catch services significantly earlier or later than the
desired travel time, often waiting in cold or dark conditions because of this.

·

The issue of public awareness of the PassengerAssist assisted travel scheme is one that has been brought
to MACS’ attention by a number of stakeholders over the years. MACS feels that the service should be
more widely advertised, particularly online through social media and within the local community, as well as
directly to passengers by staff including via audio announcements on trains.
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Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel
Engagement has been ongoing with the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel since the inception of the study. In
advance of the public consultation event on 28 October 2019, a meeting was held with a representative of the
panel and the following key points were noted from the discussion:
·

There are many single storey houses that have been built in the area, which tend to be more attractive to
older people and those with limited mobility. Of these groups, it is likely that a notable proportion will be
unable to drive and therefore the rail station has an important role to play in keeping these people connected
to opportunities afforded by the transport network.

·

The availability of taxis is not always assured, particularly the availability of accessible taxis.

·

The Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel would like to see a footpath implemented that could be used to
access Platform 1, particularly due to the potential cost and scale of structure that would be required for a
footbridge with lifts or a footbridge with ramps. However, it was recognised that those with limited mobility
have a range of abilities and therefore, there are people who would not benefit from a footpath.

A further meeting was held with seven members of the access panel on 12 November 2019 and the following
key points were noted from the discussion:
·

Potential solutions were discussed and members generally favoured solutions involving a footpath or
footbridge with lifts. It was generally agreed that a lift would provide the most people with an opportunity to
travel without requiring assistance however, concerns were raised regarding the potential height of a lift
structure and the likely costs associated with this option. Height concerns related to the potential visual
amenity impact of a lift structure and to concerns for people not comfortable with heights.

·

A footpath providing access to Platform 1, whilst not providing a solution for all, was considered to be an
improvement on the existing situation, and it was agreed that platform to platform access would be easier to
navigate than the current arrangement at, for example, Inverurie Station.

British Transport Police
British Transport Police (BTP) outlined the following key points via email correspondence:
·

Whilst Insch does have a problem profile in terms of Level Crossing offences by vehicles, it is by far not the
worst in the country.

·

BTP have recorded between 35 and 40 traffic offences at Insch every year for the past five years. This is
similar to that recorded at the Level Crossing in Elgin but is fewer than offences recorded in the Central
Belt. As a ratio to the volume of traffic on the B9002 North Road, the number of offences is relatively high
and therefore BTP conduct permanent CCTV monitoring at the Level Crossing.

·

Analysis of violation data suggests that approximately 75% of offenders are residents from the local region.
It is common for the crossing to be activated and the road closed for 4-5 minutes, which is a long time
compared to other crossings. As a result, BTP consider that the problems at Insch are principally caused
by local residents who know the crossing well i.e. that they may be held for some time after the barriers
have been activated. It appears that most offences are upwards of 6-8 seconds of red-light activation
suggesting that most offenders are consciously seeing the lights and choosing to not stop.

·

There has only been one serious incident at the crossing since BTP began monitoring the site where a
driver jumped the red light and clipped the barrier, causing significant damage to the barrier.

·

BTP run regular education campaigns in Insch in an attempt to lower the number of offences. The number
of offences were approximately four times higher than they are now when BTP began monitoring the site –
the number of offenders quickly fell to the lower level observed consistently over several years.

·

The signalman controls the barrier manually and therefore pedestrian misuse is not understood to be an
issue at Insch. Footfall is very low and there has been no recorded incidents.

Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM
34

Accessibility at Insch

Project number: 60599819

Aberdeenshire Council Local Development Plan Team
The Local Development Plan team at Aberdeenshire Council outlined the following key points via email
correspondence:
·

The bid for the development of 60 homes, 0.35 ha of business space and a car park to the south of the station
is considered by officers to deliver several community aspirations and has therefore been assigned a Future
Opportunity (FOP) site.

·

Both support and opposition has been expressed in relation to the proposed site.
o Support for the proposal centres on the inclusion of additional car parking at the station.
o Concerns relate to the potential strain that additional housing will place on infrastructure in the village
(e.g. the primary school, medical centre, roads and the drainage capacity, particularly on North Road
which is prone to flooding), poor visibility at the site’s access point due to the bend on the B922, and key
facilities being located to the east of the railway line.

Aberdeenshire Council Development Management Team
In order to obtain comments and feedback on planning issues associated with the potential access improvement
options at Insch, a pre-application enquiry was submitted to planning officers at Aberdeenshire Council. The
following feedback was obtained with the full response included in Appendix D:
·

As the proposal affects a listed building, any development should be of the highest quality design and of a
scale appropriate so as not to detract from the special architectural and historical merit of the listed building
and its setting.

·

It is evident from site observations that the main ‘hub’ of the listed station buildings is towards the west of the
existing footbridge, comprising the station and waiting room buildings. Therefore, proposals to situate any
new bridge and access to the east of this is considered more appropriate as it lessens any encroachment
onto the fabric of listed buildings themselves.

·

Opportunities to retain the existing footbridge should be explored, especially as its scale and style is of a
good quality. Any proposals for removal of the bridge should be strongly justified as its removal would require
separate listed building consent.

·

The proposed scale and massing of a ramp/lift and new bridge, and associated paths and parking raises
potential concerns in terms of impact upon the character and setting of the listed building, and visual impacts
on the wider landscape and proposals therefore need to ensure to mitigate against this.

·

Overall, the proposals need to consider the benefits to the community infrastructure, potential amenity
impacts, and the visual impacts on the character and setting of the listed building and wider landscape.

·

Going forward, it is recommended that a meeting takes place with planning officers and the AECOM project
team to discuss proposals as the study develops.

MSP Lewis Macdonald
MSP Lewis Macdonald raised the following point via written correspondence:
·

Two potential solutions that the appraisal may wish to consider could be to install a lift at either side of the
footbridge, or to utilise the Level Crossing at the northern side. The Level Crossing is almost immediately at
the end of Platform 2, so creating some form of safe pedestrian access across the crossing could then align
with the proposed platform extension.

Network Rail Scotland Route Level Crossing Representatives
AECOM met with Network Rail’s Scotland Route Level Crossing Representatives on Wednesday 22 May 2019,
with the following points highlighted in subsequent correspondence:
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·

Through the BTP CCTV cameras, there is evidence of misuse at the Level Crossing, but this is not
necessarily due to people looking to get the Aberdeen-bound train as had been suggested previously.

·

Network Rail do not typically endorse the use of a Level Crossing to provide platform to platform access.

Aberdeenshire Citizens’ Panel Survey
The Aberdeenshire Citizens’ Panel undertook a survey in 2016 on “Barriers to Employment in Aberdeenshire,
Mental Health and Wellbeing, Personal Safety, Adult Protection, Trading Standards and Equality Outcomes”30.
This survey has been reviewed in relation to accessibility at Insch, and the following points of relevance were
identified:
·

Within the survey, respondents were asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with a number of
statements that relate to issues that have previously been identified as being relevant for people with the
protected characteristics in Aberdeenshire. One of these statements was “Disabled people experience
particular difficulties travelling by public transport”. In relation to this statement, 85% of respondents agreed
or strongly agreed that this was the case, the highest of all statements provided.

·

One of the illustrative comments provided in relation to “Issues for disabled people” stated that: “Disabled
access to railway platforms between Aberdeen and Inverness is not consistent. For example, a mobilityimpaired person alighting northbound at Insch station is currently trapped on the platform with no way to exit
the station as there is only a footbridge. This is wrong.”

L&B Taxis, Insch
A telephone consultation was undertaken on 13 December 2019 with L&B Taxis, one of the main taxi companies
in Insch. The following key points were noted from the discussion:
·

L&B Taxis frequently serve Insch Station and the company is aware of issues with accessibility, particularly
as calls are frequently received from elderly people requiring help to come back over the footbridge when
arriving onto Platform 1. Drivers will therefore meet customers from the train to help people across.

·

L&B Taxis generally do not take people to other rail stations as an alternative to Insch because local people
cannot afford the expense involved, highlighting a lack of knowledge about the alternative travel scheme
provided by ScotRail.

·

Passengers can book with L&B Taxis via phone, text or Facebook. It was noted that it can be very busy when
trains are not running (e.g. when works are ongoing), which can be a problem because many of the drivers
transport school pupils during term-time.

·

L&B Taxis have nine vehicles in total, including two wheelchair-accessible vehicles.

1.3.5.3 Rail Industry Workshop
A workshop with rail industry stakeholders was held to discuss outcomes from the problem identification and option
generation processes. A record of discussion from the Workshop is provided in Appendix E. The discussions
recorded helped inform the Option Generation and Appraisal process described in Section 1.5.
As part of the workshop, an exercise was also undertaken to identify hazards associated with potential options in
order to plan for, avoid or mitigate their potential impact. As a result of the review, a Hazard Identification Register
has been prepared, as shown in Appendix F.
1.3.6

Public Engagement

Engagement with the public has been undertaken by two principal methods; a public consultation event and an
online survey. The purpose of the public engagement exercise was to understand the transport-related problems
and opportunities associated with Insch Station and assess the extent to which the current accessibility
arrangement at the station affects the local community. The key findings from the engagement exercises are
presented in the sections that follow.

30

https://www.ouraberdeenshire.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Viewpoint-45-Report-Final.pdf
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1.3.6.1 Public Consultation Event
A public consultation event was held in Insch on Monday 28th October 2019 to obtain feedback on accessibility
issues at the station. This provided the opportunity for the general public to attend a drop-in session in the Platform
2 waiting room from 2-7pm, which covered a total of seven trains arriving at the station. The following key points
provide a summary of the session:
·

Approximately 40 people attended the drop-in session. While a number of those attending were current station
users and attended the session after getting off their train, it was also the case that a number of people from
Insch and the surrounding catchment area specifically made the journey to the station to discuss the study
and provide their views – this included a number of wheelchair users.

·

A number of people highlighted issues with the existing footbridge. It was noted that the bridge can be slippery,
particularly when wet and this reduces people’s confidence in using the bridge, particularly those with sight
issues. Numerous people mentioned that one of the steps on the footbridge recently collapsed and a Network
Rail representative had to accompany passengers across the gap. Furthermore, attendees explained that the
footbridge can be difficult to navigate with a pram/buggy or luggage, and people regularly help one another
carry baggage over the footbridge between the two platforms.

·

A mother and daughter were in attendance during the session and shared their experiences of the current
access arrangement at the station. The daughter is a wheelchair user and unable to drive, thus relying on
public transport or a lift to get around. They noted that they were attending an event in Aberdeen that evening
and the train would have been their preferred mode of travel however, due to the access arrangements, they
were required to travel to Aberdeen by car. It was noted that the mother is ageing and driving into the city and
finding parking is becoming more stressful. Another example given was the daughter’s recent attendance at
a social event in Dyce. It was noted that she was able to take the train for the outbound journey but relied on
a lift from her mother to get home. When asked about the alternative travel arrangements offered by ScotRail,
it was noted that the mother and daughter reside in Premnay and due to the requirement for advance booking
and interchange, it is more convenient just to use private transport.

·

An example was also given of an incident whereby a man (recently recovering from surgery) arrived into
Platform 1 at Insch Station only to realise he was unable to access Platform 2, leaving him stranded due to
the lack of step-free access. Ultimately, he was met by family members who assisted him across the track
towards the level crossing adjacent to the water tower, but admittedly this was a very dangerous action.

·

A number of local people highlighted that Insch Station was the reason that the village is attractive to many,
from young families to older people. The station should be the ‘jewel in the crown’ of the village, but the current
access arrangements prevents this from being the case. The decline in bus services in recent years also
compounds the need for improved accessibility from the station.

·

The majority of attendees were unaware of the alternative travel arrangements offered by ScotRail for those
to whom the station is inaccessible. One attendee, who was unaware of the assistance scheme, explained
that she had a friend whose ‘bucket list’ included taking a trip on a train. Current arrangements prevented this,
however she would now be investigating the assistance scheme.

·

Other stakeholders highlighted that the alternative travel arrangement scheme would not be attractive to them.
Given the need of people requesting this assistance having to make their way to the station to be picked up
by the taxi, for convenience and journey time reasons it would continue to be more attractive for such users
to drive, particularly those located outside Insch.

·

A small number of attendees raised concerns regarding security with a footpath providing access to Platform
1, particularly as this would have the potential to open up the wider field to people to the south of the station.
It was noted that there is currently a degree of loitering around the station platforms and this option may
compound the problem.

·

Many people in attendance at the public consultation session indicated a desire to see the implementation of
a footbridge with lifts, emphasising that a footpath providing access to Platform 1 could pose difficulties for
some people.

1.3.6.2 Online Survey
An online survey was carried out in response to a request to provide more detailed information around the number
of people impacted by the current accessibility arrangement at Insch Station, the reasons for the infrequent use of
the alternative travel arrangements provided by ScotRail and the number of people that would use Insch Station
Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM
37

Accessibility at Insch

Project number: 60599819

more frequently if accessibility improvements were made. This section presents an overview of the results, with
detailed results presented in Appendix H.
The survey was carried out online between Friday 1st November 2019 and Friday 6th December 2019 using the
SNAP survey platform, with hard copies sent to members of the public upon request. The survey was promoted
through a variety of means including press releases, social media, direct email correspondence, posters in the
local area and through a mail drop to all addresses within the station catchment. A total of 438 responses were
received.
The survey identified very high levels of dissatisfaction with the current physical accessibility arrangement at Insch
Station, with 66% of respondents either dissatisfied (N=109 respondents; 25%) or very dissatisfied (N=175
respondents; 41%) with the existing situation.
Responses to the survey indicate that the current accessibility arrangement is a barrier to station use. As shown in
Figure 1.3.12 below, over half (N=176; 58%) of respondents stated that they were affected by the existing access
arrangements at Insch Station in some way.
4

102
176

154

Not at all

To some extent

To a large extent

Don't know

Figure 1.3.12: Impact of Current Access Arrangement at Insch Station
Reasons for being impacted by the access arrangements were varied and not confined to physical mobility
impairments as illustrated in Figure 1.3.13. ‘Other’ reasons included having a friend or family member with a mobility
impairment; difficulty carrying luggage or other items across the footbridge; medical conditions not classed as
mobility issues; concerns about slippery and uneven treads on the footbridge stairs, and difficulty accessing the
platform when the level crossing barrier is closed.

54
85
32

80
I have physical mobility issues
I am a parent/ carer with pram/buggy

I am elderly
Other (please give more detail)

Figure 1.3.13: Reasons for Impact of Current Access Arrangement
Figure 1.3.14 shows the extent of respondents’ agreement with four statements. The response to the statements
generally reflect negative perceptions regarding travel at Insch Station. For example, nearly half of respondents
agreed that they do not consider rail to be a viable option due to their access requirements (N=118; 49%) and
disagree that journeys are easy to undertake by train (N=112; 49%). Furthermore, over half of respondents (N=129;
56%) disagreed that they can use the train station closest to their home without any issues.
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Figure 1.3.14: Level of Agreement with Statements
In terms of the alternative transport arrangements provided by ScotRail, the vast majority of respondents were not
aware of the alternative service for those who the station is inaccessible to, as highlighted in Figure 1.3.15.

38

217

Yes

No

Figure 1.3.15: Awareness of ScotRail Alternative Transport
As part of the survey, the opportunity was taken to ask respondents about options they would like to see progressed
to improve accessibility at the station. A review of the potential impact of options on user behaviour indicated that
high numbers of respondents said that they would use Insch Station more frequently in the future if improvement
options were delivered (Figure 1.3.16). For example, 188 respondents said that they would use the station more
frequently if lifts were implemented; 148 respondents said that they would use the station more frequently if an
improved footway to Platform 1 was implemented; and 138 respondents said that they would use the station more
frequently if a ramped footbridge was implemented. The results suggest that there is the potential for greater usage
of Insch Station. Further quantification of this will be undertaken as part of the Detailed Appraisal Stage.
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Figure 1.3.16: Use of Insch Station is Improvements Implemented
At the end of the survey, respondents were provided the opportunity to provide any other feedback in relation to
travel at Insch Station. Overall, the strength of feeling regarding accessibility issues at the station was emphasised,
with many highlighting the unacceptability of the existing situation in terms of equality, the isolating impacts for
those unable to drive and the clear desire to use the station if accessibility improvements were made. It was also
clear from the survey responses that it is not only people with physical mobility impairments that are currently being
impacted by the access arrangements at Insch Station, with a wide range of other examples given. Figure 1.3.17
summarises the comments received in the open response question at the end of the survey.

Figure 1.3.17: Summary of Additional Comments made by Respondents in the Online Survey
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Summary

This section has presented a review of socio-economic conditions in Insch, an analysis of transport and travel
trends at Insch Station, a review of accessibility at Insch relative to other stations across Scotland, site accessibility
issues, environmental and planning considerations, and the findings from stakeholder and public consultation thus
far, including a summary of results from the online survey. The key points arising from the review are summarised
in Table 1.3.8.
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Table 1.3.8: Summary of Problems, Issues, Opportunities and Constraints
Problems

Source

1.

1.

Currently there is no step-free platform-to-platform access at Insch, while step-free street-to-platform
access is only provided at Platform 2. Accordingly, those with mobility issues are forced to arrange travel

(Access Audit, Site

via taxi to the next nearest station on the line or use an alternative form of travel other than rail. It was
clear from public consultation that the alternative travel arrangements offered by ScotRail (for those who

Review)
2.

National Accessibility

3.

Stakeholder

4.

Stakeholder

the station is inaccessible to) is not widely known about. The impacts are not only felt by people with
mobility issues but also a wide range of other users including parents with pushchairs, people with sight

Review

issues, the elderly and people with luggage.
2.

Insch Station is the least accessible station in the North East of Scotland, and amongst the least

Transport Context

Engagement

accessible stations in Scotland based on a nationwide assessment of station accessibility (based on

Engagement

accessibility status, patronage and proximity to the nearest accessible station).
3.

Consultation suggests that people with mobility requirements are discouraged from using Insch Station
due to the lack of accessible physical infrastructure at the station. Whilst the level of Help Requests made
at Insch is significantly below the level of requests made at other stations in the region, it is considered
that this is because people with mobility requirements actively avoid the station. Difficulties booking taxis
at short notice during certain times of the day, and the limited number of wheelchair accessible taxis, may
also impact the ability to use alternative transport provision.

4.

There is a relatively high number of Level Crossing offences as a ratio to the volume of traffic on B9002
North Road, with reports of local residents violating the Level Crossing to avoid being delayed during
periods when the Level Crossing barriers are down.

Issues

Source

1.

1.

Socio-Economic

2.

Transport Context

3.

Transport Context

Socio-economic data suggests Insch is a village which is attractive to older residents, including those of
retirement age, as well as young families; both groups which may have a higher propensity for inclusive
physical infrastructure at the station.

2.

There has been a steady increase in station usage over the last decade, although numbers have declined
recently in line with the local economic downturn and likely associated with rail blockades in recent years.

3.

Context
(Data Analysis)

Video surveys showed the vast majority of pedestrians recorded were ‘adults’, though 8 elderly persons,

(Video-Surveys)

7 pedestrians with mobility impairments and 3 passengers with a pram/buggy were also recorded.

Opportunities

Source

1.

An increased policy focus on equitable access issues, supported by Equality Act duties, supports the

1.

Policy Context

case for delivering interventions that improve physical accessibility for all users at Insch Station.

2.

Socio-Economic

3.

Stakeholder/Public

2.

Socio-economic data suggests that there is a high propensity within Insch to travel to work by train (over
6% compared to 1% for Aberdeenshire and 4% for Scotland), suggesting that there may be an opportunity

Context

to build on this further if station improvements were delivered.

Engagement

3.

Consultation suggested that Insch would likely experience increased usage by people with mobility

4.

Transport Context

impairments if the station offered inclusive infrastructure, including step-free platform-to-platform access.

5.

Planning Context

4.

The existing footbridge at the station is due for refurbishment during CP6 involving repair, re-painting,

6.

Stakeholder

7.

Policy Context

and tread and deck replacement which could present an opportunity to maximise the value of renewals if
taken forward alongside improvements identified through this study.
5.

Engagement

There is a development opportunity south of the station, currently assigned as a Future Opportunity Site,
which could provide an access solution for Insch Station associated with the provision of a footpath to the
south of the station and car park.

6.

There has been longstanding political support for access improvements at Insch Station. Public

7.

There are several available funding streams to support the delivery of access improvements, including

consultation results also showed overwhelming support for improvements at Insch Station.
the Access for All programme.

Constraints

Source

1.

Insch Station has listed status meaning that options developed need to ensure the impact on the character

1.

Planning Review

of the station is minimised.

2.

Transport Context,

2.

The location of the Level Crossing could impact the delivery of potential options – any changes to the

Rail Industry

Level Crossing would require a change order agreed with the ORR and Network Rail, which could take

Workshop

some time and incur considerable costs.

3.

Risk/Planning Review

3.

Some options may only be deliverable by securing third party land.

4.

Environment and

4.

The findings of the Flood Study of Insch suggest that the area surrounding Insch station, particularly at

Planning Context,

the Level Crossing, may be susceptible to flooding.

Risk Review
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1.4 Transport Planning Objectives
1.4.1

Introduction

The development of TPOs is of central importance in appraisal studies as they inform the assessment of potential
options/interventions. They are required from initial option identification and sifting through to full scheme appraisal
and subsequent monitoring/evaluation. TPOs should align with the outcomes sought by the study, be based on a
comprehensive understanding of problems and opportunities and lend themselves to clear and transparent
appraisal of transport options.
1.4.2

TPO Development

In line with STAG, objective setting for this study has been driven by an understanding of the evidence-based
problems and opportunities at Insch Station drawn from the policy review, data analysis and findings from
stakeholder consultation. This evidence, which has been focussed on the particular problem or barrier associated
with accessing the rail network for those with mobility impairments at Insch Station, has driven the development of
a single TPO for the study, as follows.
·

TPO1: To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring
assistance, including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

In developing the TPO, consideration was given to discussion at the Rail Industry Workshop (see Section 3) as
well as an exercise to refine the TPO with respect to the SMART criteria; that is the extent to which objectives are
Specific (does the objective say in precise terms what is being sought), Measurable (does the objective say how
achievement will be measured?), Attainable (can the objective be reached?), Relevant (is the objective a sensible
indicator for the change which is sought?) and Timed (has the objective been associated with an agreed future
point by which it will have been met?). Although there is no requirement for TPOs to be fully SMART at Initial
Appraisal stage, they should be developed with SMART principles in mind such that, as a study progresses, TPOs
can be “SMARTened” accordingly. The SMART credentials of the TPO and rationale behind its development is set
out below, alongside a matrix demonstrating how the TPO aligns with relevant local, regional and national policy.
Table 1.4.1: SMART TPO Setting
To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring
assistance, including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young
children.
Specific
Objective relates
to improving
physical
accessibility at
Insch Station.

Measurable

Attainable

Success will result in physical
accessibility to travel for all
users, without assistance. TPO
can be measured by increase
in users with mobility
impairments using the station.

Delivery of TPO
should not require
implementation of
any new or untried
techniques.

Relevant

Timed

TPO delivery would
be relevant in line
with current equality
legislation and
accessibility policy.

Timeline not yet
determined and will be
dependent on
identification of funding
sources to support
delivery of
recommended option(s).

1.4.3

Aberdeenshir
e LTS

Aberdeenshir
e LDP

LRDF

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

Accessible
Travel
Framework

City & Shire
SDP

a

Access for
All
Programme

Nestrans Rail
Action Plan

a

Inclusive
Transport
Strategy

Nestrans RTS

TPO1

NTS

Table 1.4.2: TPO Alignment with Wider Policy

a

Summary

The TPO has been developed for this study to reflect the change required to guide the development and appraisal
of options. This TPO will act as a reference point throughout the study, central to assessing whether options can
facilitate the case for change in terms of access for all at Insch Station.
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1.5 Option Development and Appraisal
1.5.1

Introduction

This section details the process used to generate, sift and develop options identified for this study, and presents
the recommended options for taking forward to Preliminary Appraisal.
1.5.2

Option Generation, Sifting and Development

The purpose of Option Generation, Sifting and Development is to derive a range of options which should provide
the solution(s) to address the problems or opportunities identified.
1.5.3

Do-Minimum

In STAG, all generated options must be appraised against a Do-Minimum option. This considers the impacts on
the transport network if no action is taken i.e. if no ‘Do-Something’ options are implemented. In line with STAG, the
Do-Minimum ‘comprises all schemes and proposals under construction or for which statutory powers exist and
funding is available’31. For this project, the following transport improvement commitment has policy and funding
approval and therefore constitutes part of the Do-Minimum scenario:
·

Refurbishment works of the existing footbridge which are planned to take place in 2023/24 (part of Control
Period 6) involving repair, re-painting, and tread and deck replacement.

Recent improvements also taken into account include the extension of the station’s two platforms to support the
introduction of longer High-Speed Trains, completed during 2019, and the A2I Phase 1 Improvements, including
increased reliability of service (although it is to be noted that Insch Station does not benefit from additional services).
1.5.4

Option Generation

Table 1.5.1 outlines the options that have been generated based on
interventions that have a long-history in the study area and have been
considered through previous work, as well as interventions identified
through discussions with stakeholders and on-site review.
Options have been presented across the categories shown in Figure
1.5.1, with each offering a different level of accessibility:
·

Footpath options, comprising a new footpath from the station to the
rear of Platform 1 via the B9002 and private land south of the
station, would enable step-free access to Platform 1.

·

Underpass option would provide step free platform-to-platform
access under the railway line.

·

Ramped footbridge and footbridge with lift options would both
facilitate step-free access between Platforms 1 and 2.

·

The Car Park option would enable people with mobility impairments
to drive, or be picked-up/dropped-off, via Platform 1.

Figure 1.5.1: Option Categories

Variations of options have also been considered e.g. based on alternative layout or alignments, with those options
presented in Table 1.5.1 considered to be the most feasible. In addition, a range of smaller-scale enhancements
e.g. tactile paving, dropped kerbs, wayfinding signage and resurfacing (especially associated with potential footpath
options) were also identified through the accessibility audit and should be taken forward alongside the development
of the preferred option.
Within Table 1.5.1, consideration has been given to the pros and cons of each option, while a reference provides
a link to Outline Designs (included in Appendix G), which have been prepared to help identify potential deliverability
issues and constraints.

31

Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance, The Scottish Government (June, 2008), p.30
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Table 1.5.1: Insch Station Accessibility Improvements: Option Generation
Options

Pros

Cons

Option 0 –
Do-Minimum
Option 1 –
Footpath:

·

Do-Minimum scenario used as the basis for comparing other options.

·

Option 1a Footpath
through field &
along the
south side of
the B9002

·

Option would provide step-free
access for people with mobility
impairments to Platform 1.
Land owner has expressed
willingness to grant servitude to
land to provide footpath access to
the south of Platform 1, although
discussions involving Network
Rail are at an early stage.
Option would not require listed
planning consent.
Option would provide a compliant
and non-interrupted pedestrian
footpath across the Level
Crossing.
Potentially relatively low-cost for
construction and maintenance,
although any required changes to
Level Crossing may result in
escalating cost and require
agreement from ORR.
Option resolves the issue of not
being able to access the station
from the south side when the
Level Crossing barrier is lowered
for a prolonged period to allow
2no. trains to pass through.

·
Option 1b Footpath
through field &
along the
north side of
the B9002
Option 1c Footpath
through the
residential unit
& along the
south side of
the B9002

·

·

·

Option 1a/1c
· Preferred option of Access Panel.
Option 1b
· Potentially avoids the need to
alter the Level Crossing.

Prepared for: Nestrans

·
·

·

·

·

Option does not provide platform-toplatform access.
Some concerns expressed by
stakeholders that footpath may not
be used due to walking distance
required to access Platform 1.
Requires land south of Platform 1
for footpath to facilitate connection
of B9002 to proposed rear of
Platform 1 access point.
Flood Study has identified the
potential flood risk around the area
of the Level Crossing, which would
be used by any new footpath option.
Option not supported by residents in
house directly south of the station.

Option 1a
· Requires changes to Level
Crossing, potential removal of wall,
and/or road realignment.
· Requires physical alterations to the
existing Level Crossing equipment
to accommodate the footpath.
· Repositioning of the 1.2m boundary
wall would likely impact on existing
rail signalling assets located at the
top of the wall between the signal
box and the retaining wall. Possible
re-positioning of equipment may be
required which is likely to be
expensive.
· Use of Level Crossing as platform to
platform access not usually
endorsed by Network Rail.

Comments

·

·

·
·
·

·
·
·

Requirement in planning legislation for
planning authorities to consult the
Secretary of State and the operator of
the network where a proposed
development materially affects traffic
over a Level Crossing.
Potential to allocate current drop-off bay
on the B9002 for disabled parking
(TRO) to improve access to footpath for
those with mobility impairments.
Signal wires and cable trough would
have to be buried under proposed
footpath to the rear of Platform 1.
Existing Platform 1 bench would have to
be repositioned to allow connection to
footpath.
Existing obstacles (Level Crossing traffic
warning signals, Level Crossing panels,
picket fence) on footpath require to be
repositioned/removed to allow proposed
clearance for 1.2m footpath.
Existing Level Crossing barriers may
require extension.
Option preserves existing footbridge that
is non-compliant if the rail line was to be
electrified in the future.
At the Rail Industry Workshop, it was
suggested that closing the Level
Crossing would increase the opportunity
to provide an accessible footpath option.
Whilst such a proposal would have
safety benefits, given the potential
engineering works and costs involved in
providing a new road overbridge, this
has not been considered further as part
of this study.
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Drawing Reference

Option 1a Drawing No:
60599819-ACM-DRG-INS-000001 –
Footpath Option 1 (see Appendix G).
Option 1b Drawing No:
60599819-ACM-DRG-INS-000002 –
Footpath Option 2 (see Appendix G).
Option 1c – No drawing provided.
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Pros

Cons
Option 1b
· Land purchase may be required on
the north west corner of the Level
Crossing to accommodate a 1.5m
wide footpath.
· To travel between Platform 1 and
the car park or Platform 2,
pedestrians would be required to
cross North Road twice to use the
footpath on the far side) of the Level
Crossing, which stakeholder
consultation suggested would be
counter-intuitive to promoting
increased accessibility.

Option 2:
Underpass

Prepared for: Nestrans

· Option would provide step-free
platform-to-platform access for
people with mobility impairments.

Option 1c
As for 1a plus:
· Requires residential land that is not
currently for sale for footpath.
· Option would be expected to pose
significant buildability risks e.g.
tunnelling under a live railway.
· Option would incur significant costs.
· Option would require listed planning
consent and could have a significant
visual impact.
· Significant footprint likely to be
required to provide depth for
underpass while maintaining access
(e.g. ramps) for all users;
anticipated loss of car parking and
requirement for land purchase south
of Platform 1.
· Option associated with potential
flood risks.
· Option unlikely to be favoured by
public/users due to personal
security concerns and anti-social
behaviour/graffiti issues.
· Installation would require the track
to be closed for a minimum of 1
week.

Comments
·

Drawing Reference

Change to the Level Crossing requires
an updated Level Crossing order and
agreement from the ORR.

Option 1a/1c
· Existing obstacle (1.2m high boundary
wall) on footpath requires to be
repositioned/removed to allow clearance
for a proposed 1.2m footpath.
Option 1b
· Retaining wall founded in The Station
Hotel car park would be required to
support a proposed widened footpath on
the north side of the B9002.
· Land required to accommodate widened
footpath and retaining wall.
·

Development of underpasses generally
regarded as an option of last resort with
current practice moving away from the
this.

No drawing provided.
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Options

Pros

Cons

Comments

Drawing Reference

· Approximately 10m of the platforms
Option 3 –
Footbridge
with Ramps

·

·

Option would provide DDAcompliant platform-to-platform
access for people with mobility
impairments.
The existing bridge is currently
planned for refurbishment in
2023/24 at a cost of
approximately £120,000. The
value of renewals can be
maximised if the existing bridge is
to be removed.

·

·

·
·

·
·
·

·

·
Prepared for: Nestrans

would require to be rebuilt following
installation of the underpass.
Footprint required to provide
foundations for ramped footbridge
from Platform 2 would reduce car
parking provision (estimated loss of
23 spaces out of the 44 space car
park i.e. all spaces in the southern
row of the car park), while land
south of Platform 1 would also be
required to provide a ramped
footbridge via Platform 1.
Relatively high-cost for construction
and maintenance. Maintenance
during winter was also raised as an
issue for consideration during
consultation, particularly as the
station is unmanned.
Option was not favoured by the
Community Council or Access Panel
during consultation.
Re-cabling would be required to
take station retail cabling (lighting,
CCTV and LLAP) across to Platform
1 from the existing footbridge to the
new footbridge.
Approximately 250m travel distance
between platforms.
Options could have significant visual
impact.
Listed planning consent would be
required for the ramps and bridge,
and separate listed planning
consent would be required if the
existing bridge was to be removed.
Retaining of the existing bridge
would increase the railway assets
for Network Rail to maintain and
operate.
The existing bridge is non-compliant
with modern standards and if the rail

·
·
·

·

·

Variations within this option include
retaining of the existing overbridge and
removal of the existing overbridge.
Existing footbridge and stairs would
dictate the position of the new
footbridge.
Option would not resolve the issue of
not being able to access the station if
the Level Crossing barrier is lowered for
a prolonged period to allow trains to
pass through.
New footbridge would be designed to
modern standards and e.g. be compliant
for future electrification of rail line
(similar to other footbridges on the A2I
railway line).
Normal practice for ‘Access for All’
schemes at stations is the requirement
for the existing footbridge to be
demolished once the new DDA structure
is commissioned. Examples include
Dyce, Westerton and Blairhill.
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Option 3 Drawing No:
60599819-ACM-DRG-INS-000003 –
Footbridge, Stairs & Ramp (see
Appendix G).
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Options

Pros

Cons

·

Option 4 –
Footbridge
with Lifts

·

·
·
·

Option would provide DDAcompliant platform-to-platform
access for people with mobility
impairments.
Option could be delivered with a
reduced footprint compared to
ramped footbridge options.
Preferred option of the
Community Council.
The existing bridge is currently
planned for refurbishment in
2023/24 at a cost of
approximately £120,000. The
value of renewals can be
maximised if the existing bridge is
to be removed.

·

·
·

·

·

·

·

Prepared for: Nestrans

line is to be electrified in the future,
it would require to be demolished or
undergo significant upgrades.
Visual impact of having two bridges
located side by side which
principally perform the same
function if the existing bridge was to
be retained.
Footprint associated with lifts would
require removal of limited station
parking (estimated bicycle parking
and two parking spaces), while land
south of Platform 1 would be
required to facilitate lift shaft/lift
motor room/steps on Platform 1.
Option may impact the visual
character of the station.
Relatively high-cost for construction
and maintenance, although less for
ongoing maintenance in comparison
to the footbridge with ramps option.
Listed planning consent would be
required for the lifts and bridge, and
separate listed planning consent
would be required if the existing
bridge was to be removed.
Retaining of the existing bridge
would increase the railway assets
for Network Rail to maintain and
operate.
The existing bridge is non-compliant
with modern standards and if the rail
line is to be electrified in the future,
it would require to be demolished or
undergo significant upgrades.
Visual impact of having two bridges
located side by side which
principally perform the same
function if the existing bridge was to
be retained.

Comments

·
·

·
·

·

·

Variations within this option include
retaining of the existing overbridge and
removal of the existing overbridge.
Other stations on the line have
benefitted from the installation of lifts in
recent years e.g. Dyce, Forres, Kintore
(May 2020).
Existing footbridge and stairs would
dictate the position of the new
footbridge.
Option does not resolve the issue of not
being able to access the station if the
Level Crossing barrier is lowered for a
prolonged period to allow trains to pass
through.
New footbridge would be designed to
modern standards and e.g. be compliant
for future electrification of rail line
(similar to other footbridges on the A2I
railway line).
Normal practice for ‘Access for All’
schemes at stations is the requirement
for the existing footbridge to be
demolished once the new DDA structure
is commissioned. Examples include
Dyce, Westerton and Blairhill.
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Drawing Reference

Option 4 Drawing No:
60599819-ACM-DRG-INS-000004 –
Footbridge, Stairs & Lift (see Appendix
G).
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Options
Option 5 - Car
Park:
Option 5a –
New Car Park
south of
Platform 1
Option 5b –
New car park
south of
Platform 1 with
footpath
through field &
along the
south side of
the B9002
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Pros
·

·
·

·

Option would enable people with
mobility impairments to drive, or
be picked-up/dropped-off, via
Platform 1.
Option would not require listed
planning consent.
Land owner expressed
willingness to grant servitude to
agricultural land to provide
footpath access to the south of
Platform 1 (but negotiations at an
early discussion stage with
Network Rail). Land owner has
also put forward proposal for car
parking as part of development
site south of the station.
Option resolves the issue of not
being able to access the station if
the Level Crossing barrier is
lowered for a prolonged period to
allow 2no. trains to pass through.

Cons
·
·
·

Option does not provide platform-toplatform access.
Relatively high-cost for construction
and maintenance.
Requires land south of Platform 1
for car park (and footpath for Option
5b).

Option 5b
· As per Option 1a.

Comments
·

·

Drawing Reference

Requirement in planning legislation for
planning authorities to consult the
Secretary of State and the operator of
the network where a proposed
development materially affects traffic
over a Level Crossing.
Option preserves existing footbridge that
is non-compliant if the rail line was to be
electrified in the future.

Option 5a
· Such an approach – while not offering
platform-to-platform accessibility – is
understood to work without complaint at
other North East Stations e.g.
Stonehaven.
Option 5b
· As per Option 1a.
· Signal wires and cable trough would
have to be buried under proposed
footpath to the rear of Platform 1.
· Existing Platform 1 bench would have to
be repositioned to allow connection to
footpath.
· Existing Level Crossing barriers may
require extension.
· Existing obstacles (Level Crossing traffic
warning signals Level Crossing panels,
picket fence) on footpath require to be
repositioned/removed to allow proposed
clearance for 1.2m footpath.
· Potential to allocate current drop-off bay
on the B9002 for disabled parking
(TRO) to improve access to footpath for
those with mobility impairments.
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Option 5 Drawing No:
60599819-ACM-DRG-INS-000005 (see
Appendix G).
Car park access road would be taken
from the rear of the existing Colquoich
B&B on North Road as per GR015-SiteSouth-of-Insch-Railway-Station-Insch-2
document.
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A number of other options for improving access between the platforms at Insch Station were proposed as part of the
consultation process. This included:
·

A pedestrian crossing across the railway itself, where the platform ends to the east of the existing footbridge;

·

A pedestrian crossing bridge fixed to the platform below the signal box, operated by the signalman, that could be
lowered to the westbound platform in advance of arriving trains; and

·

A separate pedestrian crossing with its own barriers adjacent to the road.

The above options have all been sifted from further consideration because these options go against both Network Rail and
ORR fundamental core safety objectives of removing the physical interaction between the general public and trains, and
their strategic goal to continue to make the railway a safer place for all.
1.5.5

Option Sifting

Option sifting should be undertaken where several options have been generated and there is consensus that some options
will clearly not address the identified transport problems and/or opportunities and achieve the intended objectives. Table
1.5.2 presents the sifting exercise undertaken for this study, which is based on a high-level assessment of each option’s
performance against the identified study TPO and deliverability criteria. The outcomes from the sifting have been used to
identify those options to be taken forward to Preliminary Appraisal.
Key:

Option would be expected to have a positive impact against the TPO / Implementability criteria
Option would be expected to have negligible impact against the TPO / Implementability criteria
Option would be expected to have negative impact against the TPO / Implementability criteria
1.5.6

Summary

Based on the sifting exercise, it is recommended that the following options are taken forward for further assessment at the
Preliminary Appraisal stage:
·

Do-Minimum;

·

Option 1a: Footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002;

·

Option 3: Footbridge with ramps;

·

Option 4: Footbridge with lifts;

·

Option 5a: New car park south of Platform 1; and

·

Option 5b: New car park south of Platform 1 with footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002.
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0

Progress?

Acceptability

Affordability

Option

Feasibility

TPO1

Table 1.5.2: Option Sifting

Do-Minimum

Yes

1a

Footpath to s outh of Platform 1
with footpath on south side of
B9002

Yes

1b

Footpath to s outh of Platform 1
with footpath on north s ide of
B9002

No

1c

Footpath via res idential unit with
footpath on s outh s ide of B9002

No

2

Underpas s

No

3

Footbridge with ramps

Yes

4

Footbridge with lifts

Yes

5a

New car park s outh of Platform 1

Yes

5b

New car park s outh of Platform 1
with footpath through field &
along the south s ide of the
B9002

Yes
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Rationale

Do-Minimum used as the bas is to compare other options .
This option would s upport delivery of the TPO by facilitating pedestrian access to Platform 1 and is likely to be the
mos t publicly acceptable of the alternative footpath options due to the directnes s of the route. Feasibility and cost
iss ues ass ociated with potential impacts of a footpath on the south side of the B9002 will require further
consideration.
While this option has potentially less deliverability cons traints compared to 1a, it would involve people with
mobility impairments having to cros s the B9002 twice, and therefore does not fully support the TPO for
acces sibility improvements and is unlikely to be well-us ed/publicly s upported.
While this option could s upport delivery of the TPO by facilitating pedestrian access to Platform 1, there are
s ignificant concerns regarding deliverability and this option could also encounter public acceptability iss ues .
While this option could s upport delivery of the TPO by facilitating pedestrian access to Platform 1, there are
s ignificant concerns regarding constructability, feasibility and affordability. This option could also encounter public
acceptability issues, although it is pos sible that concerns regarding personal safety and security may be partially
mitigated by CCTV installation.
There are variations with this option, including removal of the existing overbridge and retaining of the exis ting
overbridge. This option would contribute pos itively to delivering the TPO by facilitating access to Platform 1 and is
considered feas ible, although construction costs are likely to be high. The option could encounter acceptability
iss ues ass ociated with a s ubs tantial los s of station car parking and vis ual impact. The existing footbridge is noncompliant with modern standards and would require cons iderable upgrade works if the line is to be electrified in
the future. Costs are als o likely to be higher if the existing overbridge is to be retained due to maintenance costs.
However, from an environmental and planning perspective, retaining of the existing bridge is more likely to be
feasible.
There are variations with this option, including removal of the existing overbridge and retaining of the exis ting
overbridge. This option would contribute pos itively to delivering the TPO by facilitating access to Platform 1 and is
considered feas ible, although construction costs are likely to be high. The option would likely be publicly
s upported - there could be concerns around vis ual impact although it is expected that the vis ual impact of ramps
would be greater. The exis ting footbridge is non-compliant with modern s tandards and would require
considerable upgrade works if the line is to be electrified in the future. Costs are also likely to be higher if the
existing overbridge is to be retained due to maintenance cos ts. However, from an environmental and planning
pers pective, retaining of the existing bridge is more likely to be feasible.
This option could pos itively contribute to delivering the TPO by facilitating a drop-off opportunity to Platform 1,
s imilar to the s ituation at other stations in the North Eas t. Due to the requirement of third party land to deliver this
option, feasibility is unknown, while there may also be public acceptability iss ues due to wider village impacts of
developing a car park to the s outh of station.
This option could pos itively contribute to delivering the TPO by providing a pedestrian access to the s tation in
addition to a drop-off opportunity to Platform 1. Due to the requirement of third party land to deliver this option, as
well as potential impacts on the Level Cross ing, feasibility is unknown, while there may also be public
acceptability issues due to wider village impacts of developing a car park to the south of station.
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1.6 Summary: The Case for Change
1.6.1

Overview

This document forms the Initial Appraisal: Case for Change report, setting out the case for investment in
accessibility improvements at Insch Station. The Case for Change has:
·

Established evidence for problems and issues associated with accessibility at Insch Station, as well as
opportunities and constraints that could exacerbate issues in the future and influence the development of
solutions:

·

Developed an initial TPO to clarify the aims of any interventions and to guide the development of solutions:

·

Developed a long list of potential options to address the TPO; and

·

Undertaken an initial sift of options, setting out those options recommended for further assessment at the next
stage of the STAG process - the Preliminary Appraisal.

1.6.2

Summary

Accessibility issues at Insch have been a longstanding issue of public and political concern, as there is currently
no step-free platform-to-platform access at Insch, while step-free street-to-platform access is only provided at
Platform 2. Accordingly, those with mobility issues are unable to access the station at present. Consultation has
identified that in addition to people with physical mobility issues, current access provision impacts parents/carers
with prams and buggies, older people, people with medical conditions not classed as mobility issues, and those
carrying luggage and other items across the footbridge.
Improving accessibility at Insch Station aligns strongly with national, regional and local policy, including the
increased focus on equality through legislation and policy in recent years, as most recently set out in the draft NTS2
which promotes equality as a key priority area.
A review of station accessibility across Scotland has identified that Insch Station is the least accessible station in
the North East of Scotland and has been assessed to be one of the least accessible stations in Scotland based on
a nationwide analysis of station accessibility (based on access status, patronage and proximity to the nearest
accessible station).
Engagement undertaken as part of the study has highlighted that the current access arrangement at the station
impacts on a wide range of people and has identified the limited awareness and benefit of the alternative travel
arrangements offered by ScotRail. There is a strong desire within the community for future improvements to be
made and consultation has suggested that the station would be used more frequently if accessibility was improved.
A number of options have been generated to improve accessibility at Insch and address the study TPO, which is
to “improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring assistance,
including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children”.
Following a sifting exercise based on a high level appraisal of the performance of a long list of options against the
study TPO and wider implementability criteria, a number of options have been assessed as meriting further, more
detailed appraisal through the STAG process. These options are as follows:
·

Option 1a: Footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002;

·

Option 3: Footbridge with ramps

·

Option 4: Footbridge with lifts

·

Option 5a: New car park south of Platform 1; and

·

Option 5b: New car park south of Platform 1 with footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002.
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1.6.3

Next Steps

In line with the STAG process, the next stage of the work will involve a Preliminary Appraisal. This will involve
further development of options and more detailed qualitative appraisals, considering the feasibility and performance
of options to address the identified transport-related problems and opportunities. This appraises the likely impact
of options against a number of criteria including the TPO, STAG criteria, established policy directives and the
feasibility, affordability and likely public acceptability of the options.
1.6.4

Gateway Review

Gateway Review:
In line with guidance from Transport Scotland, a gateway review process is being followed to guide the
development and approval of reports at each stage in the STAG process.
In submitting the Case for Change, it was recommended that the shortlisted options identified are taken forward
for more detailed consideration through the Preliminary Option Appraisal stage.
The Case for Change was accepted as being ‘made’ by Transport Scotland on 12 February 2020.
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2. Preliminary Appraisal

Preliminary
Appraisal
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2.1 Introduction
2.1.1

Initial Appraisal Recap

This report presents the findings from the second stage of the Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG)
appraisal of options to improve accessibility at Insch Station – the Preliminary Appraisal Stage.
At the Initial Appraisal stage, an option generation and sifting process was undertaken based on a high-level
appraisal of the options identified to address the problems and opportunities established at Insch Station. This
initial exercise comprised eight options which were identified to address the TPO developed for the study. Following
the option sifting process, a short-list of the five best performing options was recommended for further review and
assessment at the Preliminary Appraisal stage. This list is presented in the table below.
Table 2.1.1: Options Emerging from Initial Appraisal Study
Ref

Option

1a

Footpath through field and along the south side of the B9002

3

Footbridge with ramps

4

Footbridge with lifts

5a

New car park south of Platform 1

5b

New car park south of Platform 1 with footpath through field and along the south side of the B9002

The sifting exercise determined that a number of options should not be taken forward for further appraisal.
Alternative footpath options (Options 1b and 1c) were sifted due to concerns around the feasibility and acceptability
of the options. Whilst Option 1b would allow step-free access provision to Platform 1, the provision of a footpath
on the north side of the road would require people with mobility impairments to cross the B9002 twice on a journey
from the station car park to this Platform. It was considered that this set-up would not be publicly acceptable, and
that a footpath on the north side may not be used. Concerns regarding Option 1c related to the deliverability of the
option due to the requirement for residential land that is not currently for sale. An underpass option (Option 2) was
also sifted due to concerns around constructability, feasibility and affordability. Significant footprint would likely be
required to provide depth for the underpass, installation would require the track to be closed for a period, and
approximately 10m of the platforms would require to be rebuilt following installation of the underpass.
Whereas the Preliminary Appraisal Stage often involves a further option development exercise, given the level of
detail prepared at the Initial Appraisal Stage, including concept drawings, the short-listed options set out above
were considered appropriate to take forward for the qualitative appraisal required at Preliminary Appraisal Stage.
2.1.2

Approach

The Preliminary Appraisal stage involves a qualitative appraisal of the options recommended on the back of the
Initial Appraisal. It is intended to focus appropriate effort and resource towards options which merit detailed
quantitative appraisal and eliminate options which are unlikely to meet the TPOs, alleviate problems or realise
opportunities identified during the Initial Appraisal phase. It builds on the case for investment in accessibility
improvements at Insch Station set out in the Initial Appraisal: Case for Change (see Chapter 1) and involves
appraisal of the likely impact of options against a number of criteria including TPOs, STAG criteria, established
policy directives and the feasibility, affordability and likely public acceptability of the options.
2.1.3

Report Structure

The remainder of this report sets out the findings from the Preliminary Appraisal.
An accompanying Appendix summarises the findings from the appraisal of the respective options using Appraisal
Summary Tables (ASTs).
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2.2 Preliminary Appraisal
2.2.1

Introduction

This chapter sets out an appraisal of the short-list of options for the Preliminary Appraisal. In line with STAG, the
options have been appraised against the study’s TPO, the five STAG Criteria, Implementability Criteria and
established policy directives. Plans showing the footprint of each of the above options are set out in Appendix G
of the Initial Appraisal Report.
2.2.2

Approach to Appraisal

This section confirms the approach taken to appraise the study options. The key assessment criteria for the options
are set out below.
2.2.2.1 Do-Minimum
In STAG, all generated options must be appraised against a Do-Minimum option. This considers the impacts on
the transport network if no action is taken i.e. if no ‘Do-Something’ options are implemented. In line with STAG, the
Do-Minimum ‘comprises all schemes and proposals under construction or for which statutory powers exist and
funding is available’. On this basis, the Do-Minimum for this study is defined as follows:
·

The extension of the station’s two platforms to support the introduction of longer High-Speed Trains which
was completed during 2019;

·

A2I Phase 1 Improvements, including increased reliability of service (although it is understood that Insch
Station will not benefit from additional services); and

·

Refurbishment works of the existing footbridge which is planned to take place in 2023/24 (part of Control
Period 6).

Each option will be appraised against the Do-Minimum scenario.
2.2.2.2 Transport Planning Objective
Each option will be subject to a qualitative appraisal against the TPO that has been established for the study:
·

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring assistance,
including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

2.2.2.3 STAG Criteria
Each option will be subject to a qualitative appraisal against each of the STAG criteria.
Table 2.2.1: STAG Criteria
STAG Criteria

Description

Environment

Indicates the environmental impact of an option against a number of environment subcriteria.

Safety

Comprises two sub-criteria of Accidents and Security.

Economy

Comprises two sub-criteria of Transport Economic Efficiency and Wider Economic Impacts.

Integration

Comprises three sub-criteria of Transport Integration, Transport and Land-Use Integration
and Policy Integration.

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion

Comprises two sub-criteria of Community Accessibility and Comparative Accessibility.
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2.2.2.4 Implementability Criteria
Options will also be assessed in terms of their implementability, as set out in the STAG Guidance.
Table 2.2.2: Implementability Criteria
Implementability
Description
Criteria
Technical

Initial assessment of the feasibility of construction or implementation of an option as well as
any associated cost, timescale or deliverability risks.

Operational

An assessment of who would operate the option and any other issues which may impact on
its operation.

Affordability

An assessment of the scale of financial burden on the promoting authority and other possible
funding organisations, as well as associated risks.

Public
Acceptability

An assessment of the likely public response to an option, including consideration of the
outcomes of consultation thus far.

Technical and operational feasibility and public acceptability are assessed on the extent of risk (low, medium and
high risk). Affordability takes account of the anticipated cost of the option; cost estimates will be prepared for each
of the options taken forward to detailed appraisal and therefore this criteria has not been assessed at the
preliminary appraisal stage, albeit commentary has been provided of relevant issues based on professional
judgement.
2.2.2.5 Established Policy Directives
Options will also be assessed against established policy directives using Transport Scotland’s Policy Assessment
Framework.
2.2.2.6 Scale of Impacts
For each assessment criterion, impacts of options will be assessed using the seven-point scale set out in STAG.
Table 2.2.3: STAG Guidance Seven-Point Scale
Impact

Description

Major beneficial impact
(üüü)

These are benefits or positive impacts which, depending on the scale of benefit
or severity of impact, should be a principal consideration when assessing an
option.

Moderate beneficial impact
(üü)

The option is anticipated to have a moderate benefit or positive impact which,
when taken in isolation may not determine the appraisal of an option but would
form a key consideration when considered alongside other factors.

Minor beneficial impact (ü)

The option is anticipated to have a small benefit or positive impact. Small
benefits or impacts are those which are worth noting but are not likely to
contribute materially to determining whether an option is taken forward.

No benefit or impact (-)

The option is anticipated to have no or negligible benefit or negative impact.

Minor negative impact (û)

The option is anticipated to have a small negative impact. Small impacts are
those which are worth noting but are not likely to contribute materially to
determining whether an option is taken forward.

Moderate negative impact
(ûû)

The option is anticipated to have a moderate negative impact which, when
taken in isolation may not determine the appraisal of an option but would form
a key consideration when considered alongside other factors.

Major negative impact (ûûû)

There are negative impacts which, depending on the severity of impact, should
be a principal consideration when assessing an option.

2.2.2.7 Rationale for Selection or Rejection
The appraisal of the options against the suite of assessment criteria above will determine whether any option should
be rejected from further consideration or retained for further assessment through the STAG process.
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2.2.2.8 Appraisal Summary Tables
Appraisal Summary Tables (ASTs) for each of the options considered in the study are presented in Appendix I.
2.2.3

TPO Appraisal

This section presents a qualitative appraisal of each option against the following TPO: To improve physical
accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can travel without requiring assistance, including those
with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.
Table 2.2.4: TPO Appraisal Summary
Transport Planning Objective
Option

TPO1 - Improving accessibility such that all
users can travel without requiring assistance

Do-Minimum

-

Option 1a - Footpath through field and along the south
side of the B9002

ü

Option 3 - Footbridge with Ramps
Option 4 - Footbridge with Lifts
Option 5a - New car park south of Platform 1
Option 5b - New car park south of Platform 1 with
footpath through field and along the south side of the
B9002

üü
üüü
ü
üü

Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum would have a negligible impact on the TPO as no physical accessibility improvements are
included as part of this scenario and thus those with increased mobility needs will still be unable to travel to/from
Insch Station without requiring assistance.
Option 1a – Footpath through field and along the south side of the B9002
This option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the TPO as a footpath would provide physical
accessibility improvements through the enabling of street level access to Platform 1. This would mean that some
rail users with increased mobility needs would be able to travel without requiring assistance. However, the provision
of a footpath may not improve access for those users unable to travel the distance between the car park and
Platform 1 via the level crossing (e.g. during the early engagement work carried out for this study, concerns were
expressed by some stakeholders that the distance involved in travelling from the station car park to Platform 1 via
a new footpath would be too long for those with mobility impairments).
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
This option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the TPO as ramps would provide physical
accessibility improvements through the enabling of access to Platform 1. Ramps would enable step-free platform
to platform access and would enable some rail users with increased mobility needs to travel without requiring
assistance. However, to ensure the appropriate gradients are achieved, ramps would be required to be relatively
long, with concept design work suggesting that required ramps would result in an approximate 250m travel distance
between platforms. Again, some concern was expressed during stakeholder engagement that this distance may
be problematic for those with mobility impairments.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
This option would be expected to have a major beneficial impact on the TPO as lifts would provide physical
accessibility improvements through the enabling of access to Platform 1 such that all users could travel without
requiring assistance.
Option 5a – New Car Park
This option would be expected to have a minor beneficial impact on the TPO as a car park would provide physical
accessibility improvements through the enabling of access to Platform 1. This option enables access to both
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platforms but would not provide DDA-compliant access between platforms. This would mean that rail users being
dropped off and/or picked up at Insch Station could travel without requiring assistance (albeit only once at the
station). This option would not provide a benefit to those of increased mobility needs who drive to the station
themselves as the lack of platform to platform access would still present a barrier to access on the return journey.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
This option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the TPO as a car park and footpath would
provide physical accessibility improvements through the enabling of access to Platform 1 both for those with and
without access to a vehicle. It would mean that rail users being dropped off and picked up at the station could travel
without requiring assistance while the footpath would provide an additional opportunity to cross between platforms
for those without access to a vehicle.
2.2.4

STAG Criteria Appraisal

Table 2.2.5: STAG Criteria Appraisal Summary
STAG Criteria
Option
Environment

Safety

Economy

Integration

Accessibility
& Social
Inclusion

Do-Minimum

-

-

-

-

-

Option 1a - Footpath through
field and along the south side of
the B9002

û

û

-

ü

ü

ûû

-

-

ü

üü

Option 4 - Footbridge with Lifts

û

-

-

üü

üüü

Option 5a - New car park south of
Platform 1
Option 5b - New car park south of
Platform 1 with footpath through
field and along the south side of
the B9002

û

û

ü

üü

ü

û

ûû

ü

üü

üü

Option 3 - Footbridge with Ramps

2.2.4.1 Environment
Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact against the environment criteria. There would
be no anticipated impacts on noise, air quality, water quality, drainage, biodiversity, landscape or cultural heritage
as a result of the Do-Minimum scenario.
Option 1a – Footpath
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. A Flood
Study of Insch has highlighted that the area surrounding the level crossing may be prone to flooding, albeit the risk
rating is low. This option would likely involve the provision of street lighting to light the new path to the south of
Platform 1, which could have a minor adverse impact on nearby residential properties, albeit the impact is likely to
be low. Whilst there may be some noise and vibration impact during construction, it is considered that path user
numbers would mean that there would be no notable noise impacts post-construction. The construction of the
footpath may require removal of a number of trees, but it is expected that this could be mitigated with compensatory
planting if required. The footpath could have post and wire fencing or planting as a boundary treatment to minimise
any impact on the visual amenity. There would be no anticipated impacts on air quality, water quality, landscape or
cultural heritage as a result of the footpath option.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
The ramped footbridge option would be anticipated to have a moderate negative impact against the environment
criteria. The most significant environmental impact of this option is in relation to visual amenity and cultural heritage
impacts. The provision of ramps on each platform would significantly impact on the view of the natural landscape.
The station is Category C-listed, and it is considered that ramps could significantly detract from its cultural heritage,
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particularly due to the size of its footprint which would mean that any mitigation measures would likely have limited
benefit. It is likely that there would be noise and vibration impacts, albeit only during the construction phase. The
provision of ramps may also require removal of a number of trees to the south of Platform 1, but it is expected that
this could be mitigated with compensatory planting if required. There would be no anticipated impacts on air quality,
water quality or drainage as a result of the ramp option.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The lift option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. The main
environmental impact of the lift option is in relation to the cultural heritage impacts. The station is Category C-listed
and therefore high-quality materials would be required to minimise the impact or it would require to be designed in
such a way that replicates historic detailing. The footprint of lifts would be much less significant than the ramp
option and thus the visual impacts would be reduced. It is likely that there would be significant noise and vibration
impacts, but this would be confined to the construction phase of the project. The provision of lifts may require
removal of a number of trees to the south of Platform 1, but it is expected that this could be mitigated with
compensatory planting if required. There would be no anticipated impacts on air quality, water quality or drainage
as a result of the lift option.
Option 5a – New Car Park
The car park option would be expected to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. It is likely
that there would be noise and vibration impacts, both during and post-construction. Although the provision of
additional car parking may encourage more people to drive, it is considered that this is on a small enough scale
that adverse impacts on local air quality would be unlikely. It is noted that the site of the car park is located in close
proximity to areas of Insch which have been identified as having some flood risk, albeit the area proposed for the
car park itself does not form part of this area. There could be a slight impact on visual amenity as a result of building
a new car park, however there are no frontages onto the site. There would be no anticipated impacts on water
quality, landscape or cultural heritage as a result of the car park option.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact against the environment
criteria. This relates to a combination of the possible noise and vibration impacts, flood risk, particularly around the
area of the Level Crossing, biodiversity and visual amenity impacts discussed above. There would be no anticipated
impacts on water quality, landscape or cultural heritage as a result of the car park plus footpath option.
2.2.4.2 Safety
Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum scenario would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the safety criteria. There would be
no impact on the number of accidents at the station, or on the security of station users. In the absence of any
changes in terms of access to the station, no changes are anticipated to the operation (i.e. level of traffic, including
pedestrians on the existing Level Crossing).
Option 1a – Footpath
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact on the safety criteria associated with the
potential for increased interaction between pedestrians and the Level Crossing, which has been raised as a
significant concern by Network Rail. Introduction of a new lit footpath to the rear of Platform 1 (i.e. in a secluded
location away from the built up area of Insch) could introduce concerns regarding anti-social behaviour, which could
have implications for user security. Security concerns could however be mitigated by CCTV provision.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
The ramped footbridge option would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the safety criteria. There would
be no impact on the number of accidents at the station, or on the security of station users.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The lift option would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the safety criteria. There would be no impact on
the number of accidents at the station. There may be some perceived safety concerns associated with this option
related to possible breakdown of the lift and in relation to anti-social behaviour. However, discussions with
stakeholders have confirmed that, assuming lifts would be of a similar standard to those introduced at stations
Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM
60

Accessibility at Insch

elsewhere on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway, it would be fitted with a descend button that allows the lift to return
to ground level in the event of breakdown. It was also noted that lift breakdowns happen infrequently at other
stations on the route. The presence of station CCTV also means that misuse of the lifts would not be expected to
be an issue.
Option 5a – New Car Park
The car park option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact on the safety criteria. Introduction of a
car park on the south side of the station could increase the potential for road accidents, particularly at the junction
to the access road for the site where there are considered to be visibility issues due to the bend in the B992. This
option would also increase vehicular traffic through the Level Crossing, which is a significant concern for Network
Rail Scotland’s Route Level Crossing team. It is not anticipated that there would be any security concerns with this
option as the car park would be designed with appropriate lighting and CCTV to deter potential anti-social
behaviour.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a moderate negative impact on the safety criteria.
This relates to the influence of increased vehicle and pedestrian movement through the Level Crossing. It is
considered that the increased interaction between pedestrians and vehicles increases the potential for a higher
number of incidents as a result. Similar to Option 1a, there may also be concerns regarding personal security and
anti-social behaviour given the secluded location of the proposed path to the rear of Platform 1, although impacts
could be mitigated with appropriate lighting and CCTV.
2.2.4.3 Economy
Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the economy criteria.
Option 1a – Footpath
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the economy criteria. In general terms, the
nature of improvements proposed through this study would have limited impact on journey times or traffic volumes
(i.e. typical metrics that can be used to monetise the benefits of transport interventions, nor would they be of a
scale likely to attract new jobs or provide a benefit to existing businesses). While improving accessibility of the
station, as facilitated by Option 1a, could open up the station to some users who previously could not use the
station due to accessibility issues in turn increasing the attractiveness of Insch as a place to live and work, it is not
considered that numbers would be significant and there would remain a number of accessibility challenges with
this option. Accordingly, this option has been assessed to have a negligible impact against this criteria.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
For similar reasons set out above, the ramped footbridge option would be anticipated to have a negligible impact
on the economy criteria. Although this option would open up the station to some users who previously could not
use the station due to accessibility issues, it is not considered that numbers would be significant as there remains
some accessibility challenges with this option. It should also be noted that this option could be associated with a
loss of around half of the existing car parking spaces at the station, which could have an adverse impact on the
attractiveness of Insch if a reduction in spaces reduces the attractiveness of the rail station and contributes to
increased road traffic. Overall however, this option has been assessed to have a negligible impact against this
criteria.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The lift option would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the economy criteria. This option would enable
all rail users to travel without requiring assistance and enable improved access to the rail network and the
subsequent opportunities provided. Given the scale of benefits likely to be provided in terms of numbers of new
users that could be attracted to use rail owing to an accessibility improvement such as lifts, this option is unlikely
to have any impact on journey times or traffic volumes (i.e. typical metrics that can be used to monetise the benefits
of transport interventions, nor would they be of a scale likely to attract new jobs or provide a benefit to existing
businesses). Accordingly, this option has been assessed to have a negligible impact against this criteria.
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Option 5a – New Car Park
The car park option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the economy criteria. Although this
option may result in increased traffic in and around the station environs, there may be a reduction in traffic on the
wider network as a result of a shift from road to rail enabled through accessibility improvements at the station. This
option additionally has the potential to open up land for development to the south of the station which may help to
attract new jobs to the area. This land is currently designated as a Future Opportunity Site by Aberdeenshire
Council.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the economy criteria.
Similar to Option 5a, although this option may result in increased traffic in and around the station environs, there
may be a reduction in traffic on the wider network as a result of a shift from road to rail enabled through accessibility
improvements at the station. This option additionally has the potential open up land for development to the south
of the station which may help to attract new jobs to the area. This land is currently designated as a Future
Opportunity Site by Aberdeenshire Council.
2.2.4.4 Integration
Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the integration criteria. It would not promote
transport integration, nor would it support transport and land-use integration. The Do-Minimum scenario would not
support wider strategies of Nestrans, including its aim to enhance choice, accessibility and safety of transport for
all in the North East of Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society.
Option 1a – Footpath
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would
promote transport integration between walking and rail through the footpath connection between the two platforms.
It would also be anticipated to support the wider strategies of Nestrans, albeit to a lesser extent than some of the
other options. The footpath option would enhance the choice and accessibility of transport for some members of
the community. This option would however result in required changes to the existing Level Crossing, with initial
consultation with Network Rail Scotland’s Level Crossing representatives highlighting that they would not typically
endorse the use of Level Crossings to provide platform to platform access solutions.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
The ramped footbridge option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It
would promote transport integration by facilitating improved access between the two platforms for those with
mobility impairments. It would also be anticipated that this option would support the wider strategies of Nestrans,
albeit to a lesser extent than some of the other options, particularly if the loss of car parking spaces associated
with this option leads to a reduction in rail patronage.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The lift option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would promote
transport integration between rail and walking by promoting improved connectivity between the two platforms for
those with mobility impairments. It would also be anticipated that the lift option would support the wider strategies
of Nestrans, principally in its aim to enhance choice, accessibility and safety of transport for all in the North East of
Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society. It is not anticipated that the lift option
would promote transport and land-use integration.
Option 5a – New Car Park
The car park option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would
promote transport integration by facilitating access to Platform 1 for vehicles. It would also support wider strategies
of Nestrans, principally in its aim to enhance choice, accessibility and safety of transport for all in the North East of
Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society. The car park option would also
promote transport and land-use integration as it is possible that the car park could be delivered as part of a wider
mixed-use development. However, benefits could be offset with initial consultation with Network Rail Scotland’s
Level Crossing representatives raising concerns about the impact of additional vehicular traffic on the Level
Crossing at Insch (as would be anticipated with a new car park south of Platform 1).
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Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the integration
criteria. It would promote transport integration between driving, walking and rail travel through the enabling of
access to Platform 1 and the footpath connection between the platforms. It would also support wider strategies of
Nestrans and would promote transport and land-use integration should the car park be delivered as part of a wider
mixed-use development. However, benefits could be offset with initial consultation with Network Rail Scotland’s
Level Crossing representatives raising concerns about the impact of additional vehicular traffic on the Level
Crossing at Insch and highlighting that they would not typically endorse the use of Level Crossings to provide a
platform to platform access solution.
2.2.4.5 Accessibility and Social Inclusion
Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criteria.
The Do-Minimum scenario would not affect accessibility for transport users or for others and it would not be
anticipated to support the tackling of social exclusion.
Option 1a – Footpath
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion
criteria as it aims to provide more people with the means to travel to opportunities. However, the footpath option
does not provide everyone with the means to travel to opportunities as there would be people for whom the footpath
option would offer no improvement (e.g. those unable to travel the distance between the two platforms via the level
crossing). The footpath option therefore does not fully improve accessibility.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
The ramp option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion
criteria by providing more people with the means to travel to opportunities. The ramp would provide DDA-compliant
access between the two platforms in addition to the street to Platform 2 access that is currently provided. There is
an approximate 250m travel distance required to cross between the platforms, which may not be possible for some
users; accordingly, this option would not fully improve accessibility for all users.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The lift option would be anticipated to have a major beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion
criteria. The lift option would improve accessibility for all rail users, thus improving accessibility and providing all
users the opportunity to travel by rail to employment opportunities, shops, services and other facilities.
Option 5a – New Car Park
The car park option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion
criteria. Provision of a car park could increase access to the rail network by enhancing capacity at the station for
people who wish to drive to the station but may currently be discouraged due to concerns regarding availability of
a guaranteed space. While the car park option would enable access to both platforms, it would not provide DDAcompliant access between platforms meaning that those with reduced mobility who drive to the station themselves
would not benefit from this improvement as a lack of platform to platform access would still present a barrier to
access on their return journey. Accordingly, this option would not fully improve accessibility of all users.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the accessibility
and social inclusion criteria. Similar to Option 5a, the provision of additional parking capacity at the station would
increase access to the rail network for a greater number of users. For those with mobility impairments, the provision
of a car park on the south side of Platform 1 would mean that rail users being dropped off and picked up at the
station could travel without requiring assistance while the footpath option would provide greater opportunity to cross
between platforms than the provision of a car park on its own. This would provide a benefit to those users able to
travel the distance between each platform via the footpath. The car park plus footpath option has therefore been
assessed to have a moderate beneficial impact against this criteria.

Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM
63

Accessibility at Insch

2.2.5

Implementability Appraisal

Table 2.2.6: Implementability Appraisal Summary
Implementability Risk Rating32
Option
Feasibility
Do-Minimum

Affordability

Public
Acceptability

-

-

High

Medium

Option 3 - Footbridge with Ramps

Medium

Low

Option 4 - Footbridge with Lifts

Medium

Low

Option 5a - New car park south of Platform 1

Medium

Low

Option 5b - New car park south of Platform 1
with footpath through field and along the
south side of the B9002

High

Low

Option 1a - Footpath through field and along
the south side of the B9002

2.2.5.1 Feasibility
Do-Minimum
There would be no anticipated technical or operational feasibility issues associated with the Do-Minimum scenario.
Option 1a – Footpath
From a technical feasibility perspective, construction of a new footpath would be feasible although there are a
number of challenges which would constitute cost, timescale and deliverability risks. A previous optioneering
exercise into this option33 identified a number of constraints including the following:
·

Changes to the Level Crossing and its equipment would be required (e.g. the Level Crossing barriers may
require extension), as well as potential removal of a wall and/or road realignment;

·

Repositioning of the 1.2m boundary wall would be required, likely impacting on the existing rail signalling
aspects located at the top of the wall between the signal box and the retaining wall;

·

Relocation of the existing bench on Platform 1 to allow a connection to the footpath would be required; and

·

Private land south of Platform 1 would be required to facilitate connection of B9002 to proposed rear of
Platform 1 access point. Discussions would also be required to determine who would take ownership of the
footpath and therefore be responsible for its construction and maintenance.

There are also a number of deliverability risks associated with development of the footpath through the Level
Crossing (as expanded upon in section 2.2.5.3) which could constitute a major or high risk to the deliverability of
this option.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
A ramped footbridge is considered feasible as this is a common means of providing platform-to-platform access
across Scotland’s rail network, but again there would be a number of deliverability risks. The ramp option would be
anticipated to require a significant proportion of land from the existing car park (estimated loss of 23 spaces out of
the 44 space car park) and would also require the purchase of private land to the south of Platform 1 to provide the
ramped footbridge. Re-cabling would be required to take station retail cabling (lighting, CCTV and LLAP) across to
Platform 1 from the existing footbridge to the new footbridge. The ramp option would also require listed planning
consent. Overall, these factors are considered to present a moderate or medium risk to the deliverability of this
option.

32

Risks will be explored further during the Detailed Options Appraisal Stage

33

Insch Station Platform 1 Footpath Optioneering, AECOM for Aberdeenshire Council, 2018
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Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
Other stations on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway have benefitted from the installation of lifts in recent years e.g.
Dyce, Forres, Kintore (2020), and therefore this option would not constitute a new or untried approach to improving
platform-to-platform access. The lift option is still associated with a number of deliverability risks, including the
anticipated requirement for a small number of spaces from the existing car park, the purchase of land to the south
of Platform 1 to provide the lifts, and the requirement for listed planning consent. Overall, these factors are
considered to present a moderate or medium risk to the deliverability of this option.
Option 5a – New Car Park
Provision of a new car park option would require allocation of the land for the proposed site (currently designated
as a Future Opportunity Site) or the land to the south of Platform 1 would require to be purchased to enable the
construction of the car park. Discussions with Aberdeenshire Council highlighted concerns relating to the potential
development site in relation to the ability to access the site, the provision of suitable permeability to the surrounding
area and to the ability to provide suitable footway connections in and around the Level Crossing. Discussions would
also be required to determine who would take ownership of the car park and therefore be responsible for
construction and maintenance. Given the land is not in ownership of the Council, there are a number of risks to this
option in terms of timescale, cost and deliverability. Given these unknowns, it is considered that these factors
present a moderate or medium risk to the deliverability of this option.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be associated with the same risks identified for Option 1 (new footpath)
and Option 5a (new car park). There are technical challenges associated with providing a new footpath, principally
owing to interaction with the Level Crossing, and there are uncertainties and timescale risks linked to the need for
land ownership to enable development of the new footpath and car park. It is considered that these factors present
a major or high risk to the deliverability of this option.
2.2.5.2 Affordability
Do-Minimum
The platform extensions included within the Do-Minimum scenario are part of the A2I Improvement Works and
therefore it is not anticipated that the Do-Minimum scenario would encounter any issues around affordability.
The remainder of this appraisal provides a high level commentary on aspects of affordability associated with the
respective options under consideration. As discussed in Section 2.2.2.4, cost estimates will be prepared as part of
the Detailed Appraisal stage.
Option 1a – Footpath
The footpath option would be anticipated to be a relatively low cost option for construction. This option would also
require ongoing maintenance, including winter maintenance of the footpath. At this stage of the study, there are a
number of uncertainties regarding associated changes to the Level Crossing that would be required and the
respective costs of these changes, which could increase costs significantly based on both technical delivery and
potential programme cost issues. There is the potential that part of the footpath (i.e. along the field to the route
south of Platform 1) could benefit from developer/third party funding associated with a proposed development site
south of the station.
A potential cost risk associated with this option is the prospect that Network Rail seek to close the Level Crossing
in future years as part of their Level Crossing Risk Reduction Programme which involves the closure and upgrade
of Level Crossings to improve safety; although there are no plans to close the Level Crossing, should this occur in
the future, there is a risk that this option and the costs involved would be abortive.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
The ramp option would be estimated to constitute a medium-high cost option in term of capital construction costs.
This option would also require ongoing maintenance, including winter maintenance. From an efficiency point of
view, delivery of this option could remove the need for investment in the existing footbridge, therefore maximising
the value of renewals, should the existing footbridge be removed.
It should be noted that this option would be designed to enable route clearance for potential route electrification in
the future, therefore ensuring the future sustainability of this option.
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Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The lift option would be estimated to be a high cost option for construction. This option would be associated with
potentially higher maintenance costs associated with regular and ad-hoc maintenance should any technical issues
arise. From an efficiency point of view, delivery of this option could remove the need for investment in the existing
footbridge, therefore maximising the value of renewals, should the existing footbridge be removed.
It should be noted that this option would be designed to enable route clearance for potential route electrification in
the future, therefore ensuring the future sustainability of this option.
Option 5a – New Car Park
The car park option would be estimated to constitute a medium cost option for construction. This option would also
require ongoing maintenance, including winter maintenance of the car park. It is possible that this option could
benefit from developer contributions i.e. through proposals for a new development, including station car parking,
south of the station. Should this option be taken forward, further discussion and agreement would be required over
future operation.
Similar to Option 1, should this option require changes to the existing Level Crossing, there is a risk that such
investment associated with this option could be abortive should the Level Crossing be closed/upgraded in the
future.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The car park plus footpath option would be expected to constitute a medium-high cost option based on the potential
technical issues identified. As set out in relation to Option 1 and Option 5a, it is possible that such an option could
benefit from developer contributions owing to the proposals for a new development south of the station, although
further discussion and agreement would be required.
Similar to Option 1 and Option 5a, should this option require changes to the existing Level Crossing, there is a risk
that such investment associated with this option could be abortive should the Level Crossing be closed/upgraded
in the future.
2.2.5.3 Public Acceptability
Do-Minimum
In the absence of any improvements to improve platform-to-platform access at Insch, the longstanding stakeholder
concerns regarding accessibility of the station will continue.
The remainder of this appraisal outlines a high level acceptability appraisal of the respective options based on the
public and stakeholder feedback received during the preparation of the study.
Option 1a – Footpath
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken to date has demonstrated strong stakeholder, including
political support, for measures to improve accessibility at Insch Station. Therefore, the footpath option would be
anticipated to receive support from those able to navigate the Level Crossing to cross between platforms. The
provision of a footpath would not improve the situation for users unable to navigate the distance between the car
park and Platform 1 and thus this option would be anticipated to generate less overall support than those options
providing DDA-compliant platform-to-platform access. It is also to be noted that while this option was the preferred
option of the Access Panel, other stakeholders expressed concern about the likely use of this option owing to the
travel distance involved and local residents in the property adjacent to the Level Crossing are strongly opposed to
this option due to concerns about the safety of accessing and exiting the driveway across a footpath and concerns
regarding privacy. Network Rail’s Level Crossing Representatives also expressed concerns owing to this options’
potential impact on the Level Crossing; it is to be noted that where a proposed development materially affects traffic
over a Level Crossing, there is a requirement in planning legislation to consult the Secretary of State and network
operator. Given the concerns highlighted, it is considered that there is a moderate or medium risk to the
acceptability of this option.
Option 3 – Footbridge with Ramps
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures
to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station. Therefore, the ramped footbridge option would be anticipated to
generate support from those able to navigate the approximate 250m travel distance between platforms via the
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ramped overbridge. This approximate travel distance may not be possible for all rail users and thus this option
would be anticipated to generate less support than some of the other options. Specifically, consultation with the
local Community Council highlighted concerns regarding this option, indicating a view that the removal of some car
parking would not be acceptable. Relative to the Do-Minimum, however, it is considered that there is a low risk to
the acceptability of this option.
Option 4 – Footbridge with Lifts
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures
to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station. Engagement with the Community Council indicated that this would
be the preferred option of the community. It would be anticipated that this option would generate the most support
and as such, it is considered that there is a low risk to the acceptability of this option.
Option 5a – New Car Park
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures
to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station. Therefore, the car park option would be anticipated to generate a
level of support as it would enable a drop-off/pick-up opportunity from both platforms. The car park option would
not provide DDA-compliant access between platforms and therefore it would not be possible for all users to travel
without requiring assistance. However, this option may also be supported given that it would open up access to the
rail network for a greater number of users via increased car parking availability. Discussion with other stakeholders
including Network Rail has highlighted concerns with options that would likely place additional traffic through the
Level Crossing, while Aberdeenshire Council has also highlighted concerns related to the opening up of land to the
south of the station for development. Relative to the Do-Minimum, however, it is considered that there is a low risk
to the acceptability of this option.
Option 5b – New Car Park + Footpath
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures
to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station. Therefore, the car park plus footpath option would be anticipated
to generate support as it would enable a drop-off/pick-up opportunity from both platforms and access to both
platforms on foot. The car park plus footpath option would not allow all users to travel without requiring assistance.
However, this option may also be supported given that it would open up access to the rail network for a greater
number of users via increased car parking availability. However, for the same reasons highlighted under Option 1
and Option 5a, stakeholders have expressed concern with options that increase the potential for pedestrian and
vehicular traffic through the existing Level Crossing. Given the benefits that this option would provide in terms of
improving access to Platform 1, overall it is considered that there is a low risk to the acceptability of this option.
2.2.6

Established Policy Assessment Framework

A Policy Assessment Framework (PAF) has been completed using the STAG PAF tool. This assessment measures
the performance of each of the appraised options against objectives and outcomes from the NTS, STPR and the
National Performance Framework in addition to those from STAG. Outputs from the PAF are illustrated in Figure
2.2.1 and Figure 2.2.2.

Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM
67

Accessibility at Insch

Project number: 60599819

Promote Economic Growth

3
2
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0
Promote social inclusion

-1

Improve Integration
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Improve safety of journeys

Option 1 - Footpath_South

Option 2 - Footbridge_Ramp

Protect the environment and
improve Health
Option 3 - Footbridge_Lift

Figure 2.2.1: PAF Output 1
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Project number: 60599819

Promote 'competitive' inter-urban journey times.
Improve overall perceptions of public transport

3

Reduce inter-urban journey time on public transport.
Reduce the proportion of driver journeys delayed due
to traffic congestion and disruption.

2

Reduce Inequality

1
Improve the competitiveness of public transport relative
to the car

Maximise the labour catchment area in city regions

0
-1

Support the development and implementation of
relevant proposed national developments identified in
the National Planning Framework

To reduce the accident and severity rate to the national
average

-2
-3

Promote continuing reduction in accident rates and
severity rates across the strategic transport network
recognising the need to continue the work of the
Strategic Road Safety Plan through the STPR period.

Promote seamless travel

Reduce Scotland's carbon footprint

Policy Integration

Well designed, sustainable places

Access to amenities and services

Improve health
Improve air quality

Option 1 - Footpath_South

Option 2 - Footbridge_Ramp

Reduce CO2 emissions per person per km
Meet the targets set out in the Climate Change
(Scotland) Act 2010

Option 3 - Footbridge_Lift

Figure 2.2.2: PAF Output 2
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As shown from the outputs, each of the options perform similarly in terms of their performance against the
established policy directives, with a slight positive impact against the high level NTS objectives of Promoting
Economic Growth, Promoting Social Inclusion, Promoting Safety of Journeys and Protecting the Environment and
Improving Health. Where the options score highest in respect of the NTS objectives is in Improving Integration.
Performance against the lower level policy
objectives illustrates areas of neutral impact
through to strongly positive impact in the
Integration and Public Perception sub-criterion.
None of the options are considered to perform
negatively against any of the objectives.
It is to be noted that whilst the PAF tool remains the
current methodology for appraising options against
national policy objectives, the policy documents
against which the appraisal has been undertaken
are in the process of being updated. The new
National Transport Strategy (NTS2) was published
in February 2020 and the process for developing
the new STPR (STPR2) is underway, with the
review anticipated to be concluded in 2020. As
shown in Figure 2.2.3, the NTS2 specifically
highlights the need for an inclusive transport
system that contributes to a fairer Scotland and
includes a specific priority area around reducing
inequality. Under this priority includes outcomes
around developing a transport system that “will
provide fair access to services we need” and “will
be easy to use for all”. With the focus of the NTS2
as such, the options appraised as part of this study
stand to be in even greater alignment with policy Figure 2.2.3: NTS Vision and Priorities
directives in the coming years.
Nestrans is currently in the process of developing a new Regional Transport Strategy. This includes four pillars,
which closely align with the four priorities of the NTS2:
·

Helping the North East economy prosper;

·

Improving health and wellbeing across the North East;

·

Taking action to reduce impact on climate change and protect the natural and built environment of the North
East; and

·

Promoting equality across the North East.

These pillars are supported by six proposed headline principles that will set the tone and direction for the strategy
overall. It is proposed that the principles are then supported by a range of more detailed indicators and targets
reflecting the broad scope of the strategy. The six headline principles are proposed to be:
1.

A 50:50 mode split between car driver and sustainable modes;

2.

Improved journey efficiencies;

3.

Zero fatalities on the road network;

4.

No exceedances of World Health Organisation (WHO) safe levels of emissions from transport;

5.

Significantly reduced carbon emissions from transport to support net-zero nationally by 2045; and

6.

Accessibility for all.

Within the sixth ‘Accessibility for all’ principle, one of the supporting targets is for all railway stations in the North
East to meet the desired accessibility standards, again supporting the need for accessibility improvements at Insch
Station.
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2.2.7

Rationale for Selection/Rejection of Options

Table 2.2.7 provides an overview of the performance of the options assessed through the Preliminary Appraisal
including a recommendation on whether each option should be selected or rejected from further consideration at
this stage of the study.
Table 2.2.7: Rationale for Selection/Rejection of Options
Option
Do-Minimum

Recommendation
Select

Rationale: Option used as a basis for comparing other ‘Do-Something’ options.
Option 1a - Footpath through field and along the south side of the B9002

Select

Rationale: On the grounds that this option has the potential to support the TPO for this study and complements
a number of elements of the STAG and Implementability criteria, it is recommended that this option is selected for
further assessment. This option also presents a potentially lower cost solution to providing an all access solution
to Platform 1 at Insch Station, although risk and acceptability issues associated with this option due to potential
impacts on the Level Crossing will require further consideration in liaison with the rail industry at detailed appraisal
stage.
Option 3 - Footbridge with Ramps

Select

Rationale: On the grounds that this option has the potential to support the TPO for this study and complements
a number of elements of the STAG and Implementability criteria, it is recommended that this option is selected for
further assessment. While the option would likely lead to a considerable reduction in car parking spaces at the
station, this option would provide DDA-compliant access between platforms.
Option 4 - Footbridge with Lifts

Select

Rationale: On the grounds that this option has the potential to support the study TPO and complements a number
of the STAG and Implementability criteria, it is recommended that this option is selected for further assessment.
Although this option is a relatively high cost option, it would provide DDA-compliant access between platforms
consistent with the approach used at other stations on the Aberdeen to Inverness line.
Option 5a - New car park south of Platform 1

Reject

Rationale: It is recommended that this option is rejected from further consideration. This option would not provide
a step-free access solution between platforms at the station and therefore, it does not fully support the TPO.
Additionally, Network Rail has raised concerns about this option given its potential impacts (e.g. additional
vehicular traffic) on the existing Level Crossing, and because Network Rail does not typically endorse the use of
Level Crossings to provide platform to platform access. Furthermore, engagement with Aberdeenshire Council
regarding potential development to the south of the station has indicated concerns regarding the ability to access
the site, provide suitable permeability to the surrounding area and provide suitable footway connections in and
around the level crossing.
Option 5b - New car park south of Platform 1 with footpath through field and along
the south side of the B9002

Reject

Rationale: It is recommended that this option is rejected from further consideration. Although this option would
support the TPO by providing a step-free access solution between platforms at the station, Network Rail has raised
concerns about the option’s potential impact (e.g. additional vehicular and pedestrian traffic) on the existing Level
Crossing. Network Rail does not typically endorse the use of Level Crossings to provide platform to platform
access. Furthermore, engagement with Aberdeenshire Council regarding potential development to the south of
the station has indicated concerns regarding the ability to access the site, provide suitable permeability to the
surrounding area and provide suitable footway connections in and around the level crossing.
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Table 2.2.8: Option Performance Summary
Transport Planning Objective
Option

STAG Criteria

Implementability Risk Rating

TPO1 - Improving accessibility
such that all users can travel
without requiring assistance

Environment

Safety

Economy

Integration

Accessibility
& Social
Inclusion

Feasibility

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

ü

û

û

-

ü

ü

High

Medium

üü

ûû

-

-

ü

üü

Medium

Low

üüü

û

-

-

üü

üüü

Medium

Low

ü

û

û

ü

üü

ü

Medium

Low

üü

û

ûû

ü

üü

üü

High

Low

Do-Minimum
Option 1a - Footpath through
field and along the south side
of the B9002
Option 3 - Footbridge with
Ramps
Option 4 - Footbridge with
Lifts
Option 5a - New car park south
of Platform 1
Option 5b - New car park south
of Platform 1 with footpath
through field and along the
south side of the B9002
Key (impact vs criteria):

ûûû

ûû

û

-

ü

üü

üüü

Major negative

Moderate

Minor negative

No benefit or

Minor beneficial

Moderate

Major beneficial

impact

negative impact

impact

impact

impact

beneficial impact

impact
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2.3 Summary
2.3.1

Overview

This document outlines the findings from the Preliminary Appraisal of options to improve accessibility at Insch
Station. The report sets out the relative merits of each of the shortlisted options against the TPO developed for the
study, the STAG and Implementability criteria, and established policy directives.
2.3.2

Summary

Accessibility issues at Insch have been a longstanding issue of public and political concern, as there is currently
no step-free platform-to-platform access at Insch, while step-free street-to-platform access is only provided at
Platform 2. Accordingly, those with mobility issues are unable to access the station at present.
The Initial Appraisal stage identified the following options for further consideration at Preliminary Appraisal:
·

Option 1a: Footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002;

·

Option 3: Footbridge with ramps;

·

Option 4: Footbridge with lifts;

·

Option 5a: New car park south of Platform 1; and

·

Option 5b: New car park south of Platform 1 with footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002.

These options were subject to qualitative appraisal against the study TPO, STAG Criteria, and Implementability
Criteria. As a result of the Preliminary Appraisal, it is recommended that the following options are taken forward for
more detailed assessment through completion of a Detailed Appraisal:
·

Option 1a: Footpath through field & along the south side of the B9002;

·

Option 3: Footbridge with ramps; and

·

Option 4: Footbridge with lifts.

It is recommended that Option 5a and Option 5b are rejected from further consideration at this stage. This is
principally due to deliverability and stakeholder acceptability concerns around these options. Engagement with
Aberdeenshire Council regarding potential development to the south of the station has indicated concerns around
the ability to access the site, provide suitable permeability to the surrounding area and to provide suitable footway
connections in and around the Level Crossing. In addition, importantly Option 5a alone would not deliver an access
for all solution at the station as Platform 1 would only be accessible for those with access to a car under this option,
while the need for additional parking has not been identified through recent car park occupancy counts or in
discussions with stakeholders. Furthermore, Network Rail have raised concerns around options which have the
potential to generate additional vehicular and pedestrian traffic through the Level Crossing, with Network Rail not
typically endorsing the use of Level Crossings to provide platform to platform access.
While the Level Crossing concerns would equally apply to Option 1a, it is considered that there is merit in taking
this option forward for detailed appraisal as a lower cost alternative to Option 3 and Option 4 to inform future
discussions with the rail industry.
2.3.3

Next Steps

In line with STAG, the next stage of work will involve a Detailed Appraisal of the shortlisted options, including further
development of options including cost estimates, visual designs to aid public and stakeholder consultation, and
further risk assessment work.
2.3.4

Gateway Review Outcome

Gateway Review:
In line with guidance from Transport Scotland, a gateway review process is being followed to guide the
development and approval of reports at each stage in the STAG process. In submitting this Preliminary
Appraisal, it is recommended that Option 1a, Option 3 and Option 4 are taken forward for more detailed
consideration through the Detailed Option Appraisal stage.
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Introduction
To provide context for the Accessibility
at Insch Station Study, an exercise to
define and assess the accessibility
level of stations across Scotland’s rail
network has been carried out. This
exercise involved a review of the
National Rail Accessibility Map1 for
stations within Scotland alongside
information regarding station features
and accessibility available from the
ScotRail2 website3. This note outlines
the approach undertaken and the
findings from the review, including an
assessment of Insch Station relative
to other stations across Scotland.
The rail stations across Scotland are
shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Rail Stations Across Scotland
1

https://www.nationalrail.co.uk/stations_destinations/maps.aspx
https://www.scotrail.co.uk/plan-your-journey/stations-and-facilities
3 Reviews undertaken and based on available information as of June 2019.
2
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Assessing the Accessibility of Scotland’s Rail Network
The National Rail Accessibility Map was launched in April 2019. It is an interactive map illustrating all stations across the
UK and their accessibility status and features. Stations on the map are split into the following categories:
·

Green: Station has step free access (i.e. to both platforms);

·

Amber: Station has partial step free access (i.e. to one platform);

·

Red: Station has no step free access (i.e. no step free access to any platform); and

·

Blue: Step free access at station unknown.

An exercise was undertaken to review the National Rail Accessibility Map and identify how many stations within Scotland
fall within each of the categories listed above. The findings of the review are presented in the table below.
Table 1: Categorisation of Stations in Scotland by Accessibility (National Rail)
Category

Number

Percentage

Green

223

62%

Amber

67

19%

Red

68

19%

Total

3584

100%

As shown, more than half of stations in Scotland (62%) have step free access available to both platforms. 67 stations
(19%) have partial step free access (i.e. step free access to one platform) and 68 stations (19%) have no step free access
(i.e. there is no step free access to either platform). Insch Station is included within the amber category.

Detailed Accessibility Analysis
Information obtained from the National Rail Accessibility Map is a useful tool for developing an overall picture of accessibility
across the rail network in Scotland. However, it became apparent when undertaking the exercise that the categorisations
defined by the National Rail Accessibility Map do not allow for disaggregation between stations that are fully accessible
in that they provide street-to-platform and platform-to-platform step free access and stations that only provide street-toplatform step free access. Accordingly, a more detailed process of station accessibility categorisation has been undertaken
based on the following definitions:
1.

Fully accessible: Street-to-platform and platform-to-platform step free access (e.g. ramped footbridge or lift);

2.

Partially accessible: Street-to-platform access, no step-free access between platforms but drop-off opportunity
(i.e. by car or taxi) available at both platforms;

3.

Partially accessible: Street-to-platform access, no step-free access between platforms and drop-off opportunity
(i.e. by car or taxi) unavailable or available at one platform only;

4.

Inaccessible: Street-to-platform access to one platform only and no step-free access between platforms (i.e.
alternative provision such as a taxi to the next nearest station would be required); and

5.

Fully inaccessible: No step-free access to either platform.

Following this approach, for the Nestrans region, stations are grouped as follows:
1.

Fully accessible: Dyce, Aberdeen, Laurencekirk;

2.

Partially accessible (drop-off by car): Huntly, Portlethen, Stonehaven;

3.

Partially accessible (via footpath): Inverurie;

4

It should be noted that this figure is not inclusive of Kintore Station which is due to open in May 2020. Kintore will also fall within the
‘Green’ category.
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4.

Inaccessible: Insch; and

5.

Fully inaccessible: None.

To breakdown the findings (for all Scottish stations) from the initial exercise into the revised accessibility categories,
information from the ScotRail website was reviewed and validated using Google Maps (as far as possible) where required.

Findings
The findings of the review are presented in Table 2 and Figure 2 below.
Table 2: Categorisation of Stations in Scotland by Accessibility (ScotRail)
Category

Number

Percentage

151

42%

1.

Fully accessible

2.

Partially accessible (drop-off by car)

22

6%

3.

Partially accessible (via footpath)

73

20%

4.

Inaccessible

43

13%

5.

Fully inaccessible

68

19%

3575

100%

Total

5

Total does not include Robroyston, which opened on 15 December 2019. Robroyston Station would fall within the Fully accessible
category.
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Figure 2: Categories of Rail Stations Across Scotland
As shown, 246 stations (68%) were identified to have step-free access to each platform and were therefore considered to
be at least ‘partially accessible’ to all (Categories 1-3). There are eight stations in North East Scotland (plus one station
under construction at Kintore), all of which are considered to be at least partially accessible, with the exception of Insch.
Insch Station falls within Category 4 above, whereby it offers step-free access to just one platform. Therefore, from a
regional perspective, Insch Station is considered to be the priority for improvement, though it is recognised that it is one of
111 stations across Scotland that has accessibility issues. There are 42 other stations in Scotland (i.e. not including Insch)
with step-free access to only one platform, and a further 68 stations where step-free access is not possible to either platform
(i.e. Categories 4 and 5). The stations falling within Categories 4 and 5 are illustrated in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Category 4-5 Rail Stations
To better understand the extent of accessibility issues at Insch Station – relative to other stations with poor accessibility
across Scotland – a comparison of station usage was undertaken using the Office of Rail and Road (ORR) Regulation’s
Estimates of Station Usage 2017/18.
In 2017/18, Insch Station had 88,362 entries and exits. Of the 110 other stations with poor accessibility, 56 stations (around
50%) serve fewer passengers than Insch, with many serving significantly fewer. For example, 18 stations serve fewer than
ten passengers per day. It is unlikely that stations serving such few passengers would expect investment in bringing access
up to modern standards.
The stations falling within Category 4-5, with equivalent or higher patronage figures to Insch are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Category 4-5 Rail Stations with Patronage of 88,000 or Higher, 2017/18
Of the 54 stations with higher patronage, using GIS analysis to calculate distance to the next nearest stations, it was
established that 52 stations have an alternative station with step-free access within 5km. Therefore, it is considered that
many passengers with access or mobility issues may be able to access a neighbouring station, and therefore their
accessibility to the rail network is not restricted to the same extent as those with increased mobility needs in Insch.
The stations falling within Category 4-5, with equivalent or higher patronage figures to Insch, and without a Category 1-3
station within 5km are shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Category 4-5 Stations with Patronage of 88,000 or Higher (17/18) and no Accessible Stations within 5km
As shown above, there are only two other stations in Scotland which have the equivalent or higher patronage than Insch
(according to 2017/18 figures) and have no alternative station with step-free access within 5km – Girvan in South Ayrshire
and Cowdenbeath in Fife.
Girvan Station has level access to the ticket office and Platform 1, with a connecting subway and stairs to Platform 2. It
had 151,448 entries and exits in 2017/18 and the nearest accessible station is 15.9km away at Maybole. It is understood
from discussion with local stakeholders that Girvan is often served by trains that will stop at the accessible Platform 1 if
advance notice is provided (a practice which it is understood previously occurred in Insch, but in reality, is rarely possible
due to the close arrival times of opposing trains).
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Although Cowdenbeath Station does provide ramps up to both platforms and the ticket office, with a connecting footbridge
between platforms, these ramps are very steep with barriers along their length, and accordingly the ScotRail website states
that the station is “not suitable for wheelchair access”6. It had 167,428 entries and exits in 2017/18 and the nearest
accessible station is 6km away at Dunfermline Queen Margaret.
Table 3: Comparison of Inaccessible Stations
Entries/Exits
2017/18

Nearest Category
1-3 Station

Distance (km)

Cowdenbeath

167,428

Dunfermline Queen
Margaret (Category 1)

6.0

Girvan

151,448

Maybole (Category 1)

15.9

Huntly (Category 2)
Inverurie (Category 3)

15.3
15.7

Dyce (Category 1)

29.5

Station

Insch

88,362

As shown in Table 3, only Girvan is further from a Category 1-3 station than Insch (by less than 1km). However, it should
be noted that both Dunfermline Queen Margaret Station and Maybole Station are fully accessible stations falling within
Category 1. This means that both stations provide step-free platform to platform access and therefore, passengers with
increased mobility needs could complete a round trip using either of these stations. This is contrary to the nearest stations
to Insch – Huntly and Inverurie – which fall within Categories 2 and 3 respectively.
The majority of passenger demand from Insch is eastbound and Inverurie is the nearest alternative station for those
travelling in this direction, located 15.7km south-east of Insch. At Inverurie Station, level access is provided to the ticket
office and Platform 1, with a stepped overbridge to Platform 2. A ramp is provided from the B9170 Oldmeldrum Road down
to Platform 2, but there is a 300m approximate travel distance between platforms with an incline that is problematic for
those with increased mobility needs. It is therefore unlikely that many people with increased mobility needs would be able
to complete a round trip using Inverurie Station, reducing the viability of this alternative option. The nearest fully accessible
station for passengers travelling eastbound from Insch is in Dyce, located 29.5km to the south-east of Insch.
The evidence above illustrates that Insch is one of the least accessible stations in Scotland. It is also worth noting a brief
desktop review was undertaken to identify other stations in Scotland that have recently benefited or are due to benefit from
accessibility upgrades. As an example, as noted on the Transport Scotland website7, work is currently underway to deliver
a £3 million accessibility upgrade at Cleland Station in North Lanarkshire, which had 87,614 passengers in 2017/18 and is
around 4km from a fully accessible station at Carfin.

Summary
This note has presented an assessment of accessibility at rail stations across Scotland. An initial assessment, focussed
on review of the National Rail Accessibility Map, identified that 134 other stations across the country experienced similar
or worse accessibility issues as Insch Station. A further exercise to disaggregate the accessibility groupings identified that
42 other stations have step-free access to just one platform and 68 do not have step-free access to either platform.
When further assessed against ORR’s Estimates of Station Usage and distance to the nearest accessible station, Insch is
one of only two stations in Scotland that had 88,000 passengers or more in 2017/18 and is more than 6km away from an
accessible station. Furthermore, the nearest stations to Insch (Huntly and Inverurie) are not fully accessible meaning that
passengers with increased mobility needs may not be able to complete a round trip using either of these stations and
therefore, may not consider these stations to provide a viable alternative. The nearest fully accessible station for
passengers travelling eastbound from Insch is in Dyce, located 29.5km to the south-east of Insch.
Figure 6 summarises the approach adopted and highlights the uniqueness of Insch as one of the least accessible stations
in Scotland.

6
7

https://www.scotrail.co.uk/plan-your-journey/stations-and-facilities/cow
https://www.transport.gov.scot/public-transport/rail/access-for-disabled-people/#56732
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Figure 6: Uniqueness of Accessibility Arrangement at Insch Station
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Introduction
AECOM has been commissioned by Nestrans to investigate options for improving physical access for all rail users at Insch
Rail Station by means of a focussed, proportionate and pragmatic STAG appraisal, building on an existing body of work
undertaken by Nestrans and partners.
The significant patronage growth experienced at Insch and other stations in the North East of Scotland has supported the
national decision to improve the Aberdeen to Inverness line. At Insch, this included the extension of the station’s two
platforms (due for completion in 2019) to support the introduction of longer high-speed trains, albeit without any accessibility
improvements. At present:
·

Platform 1 – located on the south side of the line – is only accessible from Platform 2 via a stepped overbridge.

·

Platform 2 – situated on the north side of the line – is accessible from the main road (B9002 South Road) and the
station car park (via a ramp).

A view of the station is presented in Figure 1, where Platform 1 is shown to the right, Platform 2 to the left and the overbridge
in between. The current arrangement for accessing Platform 1 is unsuitable for wheelchair users, the elderly, parents with
prams/young children and other mobility impaired users. Insch is the only remaining station in the North East where both
platforms are not accessible to all users, leaving the station non-compliant in terms of equality legislation.

Figure 1: View of Insch Railway Station towards the south-east (Aberdeen)
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Site Visit Record
Overview
A site visit to Insch Station was undertaken following the Inception Meeting for the project on Tuesday 12 March 2019. The
purpose of the site visit was to undertake an accessibility audit/review of Insch Station with key stakeholders to understand
from on-site observation the range of accessibility issues at the station, and to identify, record and assess the key
constraints. Those invited to participate in the site visit included the Project Steering Group (Nestrans, Aberdeenshire
Council, ScotRail, Network Rail, and Transport Scotland), Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel, and local Councillors for
the Insch area.
During the site visit, the weather was generally sunny and dry.
This note provides a review of the site visit.

Location
Insch railway station sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line, approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen, at the
southern outskirts of the village of Insch. It is situated just south of the three-armed intersection of the following roads:
·

B9002, which extends eastbound towards the A96 and westbound towards the A97; and

·

B992, which extends northbound to the A96.

The Aberdeen to Inverness Railway Line intersects B9002 via a level crossing.
A map of the station’s location is provided in Figure 2.
To Inverness

Insch Station
To Aberdeen

Figure 2: Location of Insch Railway Station

Attendees
The attendees to the site visit are detailed in the table below.
Table 1: Site visit attendees
Name

Organisation

Kelly Wiltshire

Nestrans

Councillor Victoria Harper
Robert McGregor
Bill Dow

Aberdeenshire Council
Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel;
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Name

Organisation

Patrick Stewart
Richie Fraser
Michael Hanley
Jo Duck

AECOM

Greg Mitchell
Yannis Kontolaimakis

Format of site visit
Site visit attendees were provided a Health & Safety briefing by AECOM prior to commencement of the site walk-around.
The visit commenced on Platform 2, looking initially towards the level crossing (Figure 3) and then continued along
Platform 2, towards the overbridge (Figure 4).

Figure 3

Figure 4

The ramp from the car park to Platform 2 was also viewed. Afterwards, the group moved towards the level crossing and
continued west to investigate potential path improvement options to the south of Platform 1.
During the site visit, discussions took place between the group and observations were made regarding problems, issues,
opportunities and constraints identified on site. Access Panel comments provided valuable insight into specific issues for
those with reduced mobility.
.
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Key Observations
The following table outlines a selection of key observations recorded during the site visit.
Table 2: Key observations

The station is of historical value, and picturesque, at the heart of the town. The view was expressed during the site visit
that options developed should minimise any impact on the visual character of the station.

The slope of the station’s main entrance from the B992 is steep. Combined with its cobbled surface, it is particularly
difficult for wheelchair users to negotiate without assistance. However, given the landscape character, there would be
concerns for any options that alter the physical appearance here.

The stepped overbridge that connects the platforms is unsuitable for wheelchair users and those with increased mobility
needs such as parents with prams and young children, those with walking sticks and is likely to be difficult to navigate
for elderly people generally.

4
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The ramp that provides access to the station from the station
car park is in poor condition and requires resurfacing.

There is a listed Category C-listed disused masonry water tower on the south side of the railway line.

The footpath at the south side of the level crossing is narrow. Wheelchair users or passing pedestrians are required to
use the road.

5
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The wall on the south side on approach to the level crossing may require to be moved in order to provide an adequate
footpath. There are challenges to consider in terms of the location cabinet at the top of the wall and the existing handrails
– these are required to provide a safe working area for those working on the cabinet.

The level crossing is difficult to navigate for those with
reduced mobility.

The level crossing traverses the railway line at an angle, north of the railway station. The Station Hotel is situated on
the north side of the crossing. There is no footpath on the north side of the level crossing.
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There is a residential property in very close proximity to the level crossing.

Previous discussions have highligthed a potential opportunity to provide a path to the rear of Platform 1 at the south
side of the station. This would require access to be taken from west of the level crossing via the two residential properties
on the B9002, along a short path and gate.

Discussions highlighted that there are a high number of incidents of misuse of the level crossing. For 4 of the 11
current daily services which stop at Insch, the Inverness bound train arrives within 2 minutes of the Aberdeen bound
train. For example, the Aberdeen bound train arrives at Insch at 08:57 and the Inverness bound train arrives at 08:58.
The barriers of the level crossing remain down to allow both train movements through the level crossing. It is known
that this level crossing is one of the most misused level crossings in the country. It may be that this is due to the fact
that, given that the level crossing barriers are lowered for longer periods of time to allow 2No. train movements,
people are prone to ‘race’ the barriers if they are attempting to reach the Aberdeen bound train via the level crossing.
Video footage may confirm this.
It has also been raised, via discussion with local residents, that pedestrian users who are prevented from reaching the
station due to the level crossing barriers being lowered have been known to access Platform 1 via the field to the
south of the station by climbing the rear of platform fencing. Again, video footage would be required to confirm this.
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Additional land would likely be required to accommodate a
potential footpath on the north side of the level crossing. This
would likely require land take adjacent to North Road. Given
the level difference between the road and the existing car
park level, a retaining wall would be required to support a
footpath in this location. The existing level crossing warning
signal would also require to be repositioned further to the far
side of any such footpath in order to allow the maximum
available walking area.

Site Visit Discussion
Key points noted during the discussion were as follows:
·

The station is an important part of the village and serves surrounding communities as well as the village of Insch (e.g.
Premnay, Old Rayne), however there is a perception that many people do not use the station due to the accessibility
issues;

·

The station is of high historical value and any options developed should look to minimise impact on the visual
character of the station;

·

It was suggested that Insch is a location which is attractive to older residents, including those of retirement age, as
well as young families; both groups which may have a higher propensity for accessibility improvements to the station.
It was noted that build out from previous local development plans is still ongoing and there is a reluctance for further
development in the town;

·

There is a relatively high volume of large vehicles using the level crossing, and an estimated 40-50 pedestrians per
day with pedestrian travel mainly focussed on the station side;

·

The ramped access from the car park to Platform 2 is suitable (i.e. in terms of gradient for wheelchair users), although
requires resurfacing. The cobbled path up to Platform 2 at the station’s main entrance can be hazardous, especially
when it is slippery in winter, although it was recognised that there are challenges to preserve the historical value of
this path – it was noted that slope gradients should be 1:12 as a maximum, but would preferably be 1:15 or 1:20;

·

The ability to easily access both platforms was the key concern for the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel (not
necessarily platform to platform access) – it is considered that the provision of lifts would be the least favourable
option due to the expense and impact on the character of the station;

·

A lit path with CCTV on the south side of the station would be a preferred option of stakeholders, although it was
acknowledged that residents may have concerns over lighting and pedestrian impacts;

·

Potential new locations for disabled spaces would be welcomed, particularly if seeking to provide a footpath via
Platform 1; and

·

Accessible toilets would also be welcomed, but it was acknowledged that this is a minor consideration compared to
the platform access issues.

Summary
A site visit to Insch Rail Station was organised by AECOM following an Inception Meeting for the project. Together with key
project team members, representatives from Nestrans, the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel, and Aberdeenshire
Council attended the site visit, including a local Councillor for the Insch ward. The visit comprised a walk-around the station
and its surrounding area, on-site observations and discussions regarding the accessibility issues at the station. Key
constraints were identified, recorded and assessed. The findings from the site visit will be used to inform the identification
of problems and opportunities and to inform option development.
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1.

Introduction

As part of the Accessibility at Insch Station study, video surveys were undertaken to provide an understanding of the current
use of the level crossing by pedestrians and vehicles at Insch Station and an understanding of the extent to which the station
is used by those with mobility issues. The surveys provide a better understanding of pedestrian behaviour and the findings can
be used to inform the design of initial options (e.g. potential footpath widths).
Surveys were commissioned by AECOM in March 2019 to include provision for:
·

Classified boarding and alighting counts of both platforms;

·

Classified pedestrian counts of the footbridge;

·

Classified pedestrian counts of the level crossing on B9002 North Road; and

·

Classified vehicle counts of the level crossing on B9002 North Road.

Nationwide Data Collection (NDC) was appointed by AECOM to deliver the survey requirements. All data was collected
between the hours of 06:00 and 20:00 on Wednesday 27th March 2019. This day was chosen as a neutral weekday outwith
the school holidays to best reflect usual travel patterns at Insch Station.
This technical note summarises the results from the surveys.

2.

Boarding and Alighting Counts

Classified boarding and alighting counts were undertaken at Insch Station on both platforms for passengers using rail services
between 06:00 and 20:00 on Wednesday 27th March 2019. During the survey period, all westbound trains stopped at Platform
1 and all eastbound trains stopped at Platform 2. Rail users boarding and alighting were categorised into the following user
types:
·

Adult;

·

Mobility Impaired;

·

Wheelchair;

·

Pram/Buggy;

·

Adult & Child;

·

Child <16 years;

·

Elderly; and

·

Cycles.

For the purposes of the survey, any instances of either a ‘Pram/Buggy’ or ‘Adult & Child’ have been recorded as a single user
type count but it should be noted that this represents two people using the rail service. The total number of people boarding
and alighting at Insch is included in the summary to this section.
1

Table 1 shows the total number of passengers boarding and alighting at Platform 1 (westbound line i.e. to Huntly and beyond).
It should be noted that a number of the categories above are not included in the table as there were no recorded counts in
these categories during the survey period. Rows highlighted in grey indicate periods where no trains stopped at Insch Station.
Table 1: Classified Boarding and Alighting Counts on Platform 1 (06:00-20:00)
Platform 1
Boarding
Time

Platform 1 Alighting

Train Arrival Time

Adult

Adult

Pram/Buggy

Child <16 years

Cycle

Elderly

06:00-07:00

06:50:48

1

1

0

0

0

0

07:01-08:00

07:52:57

0

1

0

0

0

0

08:01-09:00

08:56:34

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

09:01-10:00
10:01-11:00

No train
10:46:46

11:01-12:00
12:01-13:00

12:35:17

14:12:06

0

16:02:46

0

4

0

18:01:22 / 18:55:42

1

6

1

0
No train

4

6

0

0
No train

2

47

0

No train

Total

0
No train

No train

19:01-20:00

0
No train

No train

17:01-18:00
18:01-19:00

0

No train

15:01-16:00
16:01-17:00

2
No train

13:01-14:00
14:01-15:00

No train

1
No train

10

66

1

1

As shown in the table, 10 people boarded trains throughout the survey period, all of whom were adults. A total of 66 adults
were recorded alighting trains on Platform 1 with the majority alighting between 18:01 and 19:00 (71%). This is likely due to
commuters returning home after work. The categories of ‘Pram/Buggy’, ‘Child <16 years’, ‘Cycle’, and ‘Elderly’ each had one
count during the survey period.
Table 2 shows the total number of passengers recorded boarding and alighting at Platform 2 (eastbound line i.e. to Inverurie
and beyond). As above, categories have only been shown if counts were recorded during the survey period and rows
highlighted in grey indicate periods where no trains stopped at the station.
Table 2: Classified Boarding and Alighting Counts on Platform 2 (06:00-20:00)
Platform 2 Boarding
Time

Platform 2 Alighting

Train Arrival Time

Adult

Pram/Buggy

Child <16 years

Adult

06:00-07:00

06:22:50

19

0

0

0

07:01-08:00

07:25:39 / 08:00:55

20

0

4

2

08:01-09:00

08:54:50

17

1

0

1

09:01-10:00
10:01-11:00

No train
10:44:58

7

11:01-12:00
12:01-13:00

0

No train
12:34:18

5

13:01-14:00
14:01-15:00

0

No train

0

No train
0

No train
14:19:11

0

0

1

1
No train

0

2

2

Platform 2 Boarding
Time
15:01-16:00

Train Arrival Time

Adult

Pram/Buggy

Child <16 years

Adult

16:00:30

2

0

0

1

16:01-17:00
17:01-18:00

No train
17:07:47

10

18:01-19:00
19:01-20:00
Total

Platform 2 Alighting

0

No train
0

No train
19:03:13 / 19:55:33

1
No train

2

0

0

0

82

1

4

9

In total, 82 adults boarded trains throughout the course of the survey period, with the majority (68%) boarding a train between
06:00 and 09:00, suggesting that the majority of passengers are commuters. One ‘Pram/Buggy’ was recorded during the
boarding counts between 08:01 and 09:00. Four unaccompanied children boarded between 07:01 and 08:00. A total of nine
adults alighted onto Platform 2 during the survey period.
Overall, the boarding and alighting counts have highlighted that the majority of station users travel east towards Aberdeen, as
shown by the greater number of passengers boarding at Platform 2 (87 passengers – 91% of those using Platform 2) and
alighting at Platform 1 (70 passengers – 88% of those using Platform 1) during the survey period.
Taking account of those boarding and alighting with a child or pram/buggy, the total number of passengers boarding at Insch
during the survey period was 98 and the total number of passengers alighting was 80.

3.

Level Crossing Pedestrian Counts

Classified pedestrian counts were undertaken at the level crossing on B9002 North Road, the location of which is shown in
Figure 1. The same classifications were used as the boarding and alighting counts: ‘Adult’, ‘Mobility Impaired’, ‘Wheelchair’,
‘Pram/Buggy’, ‘Adult & Child’, ‘Child <16 years’, ‘Elderly’, and ‘Cycles1’.

Figure 1: Location and Directions of Pedestrian Counts at Level Crossing
1

It should be noted that cycles were only recorded in this count if on the footpath rather than cycling on the main carriageway; those cycling
on the carriageway have been recorded as part of the vehicle counts on the level crossing discussed in Section 5.
3

The following tables outline the number of pedestrians that travel through the level crossing (red arrows) and cross the road at
the level crossing (yellow arrows) in the directions depicted in Figure 1. It should be noted that the following tables only include
the user groups recorded during the survey period.
Pedestrians Crossing at the Level Crossing
Table 3: Classified Count of Pedestrians Crossing at the Level Crossing
Northbound (Location 1)
Time

Southbound (Location 2)

Adult

Child <16 years

Elderly

Total

Adult

Adult & Child

Elderly

Total

06:00-07:00

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

4

07:01-08:00

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

08:01-09:00

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

09:01-10:00

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

10:01-11:00

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

1

11:01-12:00

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

3

12:01-13:00

0

0

2

2

2

0

1

3

13:01-14:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

14:01-15:00

4

1

1

6

0

0

0

0

15:01-16:00

2

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

16:01-17:00

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

17:01-18:00

1

0

0

1

1

0

0

1

18:01-19:00

4

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

19:01-20:00

1

0

0

1

1

0

0

1

TOTAL

14

1

3

18

15

1

2

18

In terms of northbound movements at the Level Crossing, a total of 18 pedestrian movements (including one child and three
elderly) were recorded during the survey period at Location 1. The period with the highest number of pedestrian movements
was from 14:01-15:00 with four adults, one child and one elderly person recorded. No pedestrian movements were recorded
crossing northbound at Location 1 from 06:00-09:00, 11:01-12:00, 13:01-14:00, and 16:01-17:00.
In terms of southbound movements at the Level Crossing, 18 pedestrian movements were recorded during the survey period
at Location 2. The peak hour for pedestrians crossing in this direction was between 06:00 and 07:00 where four adults crossed.
One accompanied child was recorded during the survey period (from 11:01-12:00) and two elderly persons (from 10:01-11:00
and from 12:01-13:00).
Walking Eastbound along the North Kerbside (Location 3)
Table 4: Classified Count of Pedestrians Walking Eastbound along North Kerbside
Time

Adult

Adult & Child

Child <16years

Elderly

Mobility Impaired

Total

06:00-07:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

07:01-08:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

08:01-09:00

0

1

1

0

0

2

09:01-10:00

2

0

0

0

1

3

10:01-11:00

0

0

0

1

1

2

11:01-12:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

12:01-13:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

Time

Adult

Adult & Child

Child <16years

Elderly

Mobility Impaired

Total

13:01-14:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

14:01-15:00

3

0

0

0

0

3

15:01-16:00

0

0

0

0

1

1

16:01-17:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

17:01-18:00

1

0

0

0

0

1

18:01-19:00

3

0

0

0

0

3

19:01-20:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL

9

1

1

1

3

15

A total of 15 pedestrians were recorded walking eastbound along the northside kerb of the level crossing during the survey
period. Three mobility impaired pedestrians were recorded along the north kerbside throughout the day.
Walking Westbound along the North Kerbside (Location 4)
Table 5: Classified Count of Pedestrians Walking Westbound along North Kerbside
Time

Adult

Adult & Child

Mobility Impaired

Total

06:00-07:00

0

0

0

0

07:01-08:00

0

0

0

0

08:01-09:00

1

0

0

1

09:01-10:00

1

0

0

1

10:01-11:00

1

0

1

2

11:01-12:00

0

0

0

0

12:01-13:00

0

0

0

0

13:01-14:00

0

0

1

1

14:01-15:00

0

0

0

0

15:01-16:00

0

3

0

3

16:01-17:00

0

0

1

1

17:01-18:00

0

0

0

0

18:01-19:00

0

0

0

0

19:01-20:00

1

0

0

1

TOTAL

4

3

3

10

A total of 10 pedestrians were recorded walking westbound along the northside kerb of the level crossing during the survey
period. Three adults with children were recorded walking between 15:01 and 16:00 and a total of three mobility impaired
pedestrians were recorded over the course of the survey period.
Walking Eastbound along the South Kerbside (Location 5)
Table 6: Classified Count of Pedestrians Walking Eastbound along South Kerbside
Time

Adult

Total

06:00-07:00

1

1

07:01-08:00

0

0

08:01-09:00

0

0

5

Time

Adult

Total

09:01-10:00

0

0

10:01-11:00

1

1

11:01-12:00

0

0

12:01-13:00

1

1

13:01-14:00

0

0

14:01-15:00

0

0

15:01-16:00

2

2

16:01-17:00

1

1

17:01-18:00

1

1

18:01-19:00

0

0

19:01-20:00

2

2

TOTAL

9

9

In total, nine adults were recorded walking eastbound along the southside kerb of the level crossing during the survey period.
Walking Westbound along the South Kerbside (Location 6)
Table 7: Classified Count of Pedestrians Walking Westbound along South Kerbside
Time

Adult

Adult & Child

Mobility Impaired

Total

06:00-07:00

0

0

0

0

07:01-08:00

0

0

0

0

08:01-09:00

0

0

0

0

09:01-10:00

0

0

0

0

10:01-11:00

0

0

0

0

11:01-12:00

2

0

0

2

12:01-13:00

1

0

0

1

13:01-14:00

0

0

0

0

14:01-15:00

0

0

1

1

15:01-16:00

1

0

0

1

16:01-17:00

1

0

0

1

17:01-18:00

1

0

0

1

18:01-19:00

1

1

0

2

19:01-20:00

1

0

0

1

TOTAL

8

1

1

10

A total of 10 pedestrians were recorded walking westbound along the southside kerb of the level crossing during the survey
period. One adult with a child was recorded between 06:00 and 07:00 and one pedestrian with mobility issues was recorded
between 14:01 and 15:00.

6

Summary
The diagram below summarises the total pedestrian movements recorded as outlined in the tables above. As shown, relatively
few pedestrian movements were recorded during the survey period with a total of 24 eastbound and 20 westbound. The findings
suggest there may be a slight preference for pedestrians to use the north kerbside when navigating the level crossing, with 25
pedestrians recorded on this side compared to 19 on the south kerbside.

Figure 2: Summary of total pedestrian movements during survey period
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4.

Footbridge Pedestrian Counts

Classified pedestrian counts were undertaken at the footbridge crossing the railway line, the location of which is shown in
Figure 3. The same classifications were used: ‘Adult’, ‘Mobility Impaired’, ‘Wheelchair’, ‘Pram/Buggy’, ‘Adult & Child’, ‘Child
<16 years’, ‘Elderly’, and ‘Cycles’.

Figure 3: Location and Directions of Pedestrian Counts at Footbridge
Table 8: Classified Count of Pedestrians Crossing Northbound over Footbridge
Crossing Northbound
(Platform 1 to 2)
Time

Crossing Southbound
(Platform 2 to 1)

Adult

Pram/Buggy

Child <16 years

Cycle

Elderly

Total

Adult

Total

06:00-07:00

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

07:01-08:00

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

08:01-09:00

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

09:01-10:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10:01-11:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

11:01-12:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12:01-13:00

4

0

0

0

1

5

0

0

13:01-14:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

14:01-15:00

6

1

0

0

0

7

1

1

15:01-16:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

4

16:01-17:00

6

0

0

0

0

6

0

0

17:01-18:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

18:01-19:00

47

0

1

1

0

49

0

0

19:01-20:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL

66

1

1

1

1

70

10

10

8

The findings presented in the table above correlate with the alighting counts from Platform 1 (Table 1) as those alighting on
this platform must use the footbridge in order to exit the station. This means that a total of 70 pedestrians were recorded
crossing the footbridge from Platform 1 to Platform 2 towards the exit and car park, with 94% of pedestrians classified as
‘Adults’. One pram/buggy, one child under 16 years of age, one cycle and one elderly person were recorded. As per the alighting
counts, the majority of pedestrians crossed the footbridge between 18:01 and 19:00.
A total of 10 adults were recorded crossing the footbridge from Platform 2 to Platform 1 during the survey period.

5.

Level Crossing Vehicle Count

Classified vehicle counts were conducted at the level crossing on B9002 North Road in both eastbound and westbound
directions as displayed in Figure 4. The following classifications were used: ‘Car’, ‘LGV’, ‘OGV1’, ‘OGV2’, ‘PSV/Coach’,
‘Motorcycle’, and ‘Cyclist’.

Figure 4: Location and Directions of Vehicle Counts at Level Crossing
Table 9 summarises the total number of vehicles per hour by vehicle classification over a 14-hour period from 06:00-20:00
travelling eastbound (towards Aberdeen).
Table 9: Total Hourly Classified Vehicles Counts (Eastbound)
Time

Car

LGV

OGV1

OGV2

PSV/Coach

Motorcycle

Cyclist

Total

06:00-07:00

48

8

2

0

0

0

1

59

07:01-08:00

81

11

0

0

0

1

1

94

08:01-09:00

107

9

4

2

0

0

0

122

09:01-10:00

78

10

4

3

2

0

2

99

10:01-11:00

59

12

3

1

2

0

0

77

11:01-12:00

61

11

5

4

2

0

1

84

12:01-13:00

57

11

3

0

1

0

1

73

13:01-14:00

60

11

4

0

1

0

0

76

14:01-15:00

53

14

1

1

1

1

1

72

15:01-16:00

78

15

2

3

0

0

0

98

16:01-17:00

80

17

2

3

2

0

1

105

9

Time

Car

LGV

OGV1

OGV2

PSV/Coach

Motorcycle

Cyclist

Total

17:01-18:00

89

17

0

2

1

0

0

109

18:01-19:00

87

6

0

2

1

0

1

97

19:01-20:00

36

3

0

0

1

0

1

41

974

155

30

21

14

2

10

1,206

TOTAL

Figure 5 below illustrates the information in Table 9. As shown in the graph, the number of cars recorded in the survey displays
a trend associated with commuting, with the highest numbers recorded in the morning between 06:00 and 09:00 which accounts
for 24% of the total eastbound car count. There is also an increase in car trips during the afternoon peak hours of 16:01-19:00
which accounts for 26% of overall eastbound car trips. LGV counts average at 11 eastbound trips per hour which peak between
16:01 and 18:00 at 17 trips per hour. The majority of eastbound trips made by OGV1s are made between 08:01 and 17:00
reaching a peak of five trips between 11:01 and 12:00. OGV2s also reach a peak between the hours of 11:01 and 12:00 of four
trips. PSV/Coach and Cyclist counts all average below two eastbound trips per hour. Two eastbound motorcycle trips were
observed during the survey period.
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Figure 5: Total Hourly Classified Vehicles Counts (Eastbound)
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Table 10 summarises the total number of vehicles per hour by vehicle classification over a 14-hour period from 06:00-20:00
travelling westbound (towards Inverness).
Table 10: Total Hourly Classified Vehicles Counts (Westbound)
Time

Car

LGV

OGV1

OGV2

PSV/Coach

Motorcycle

Cyclist

Total

06:00-07:00

8

7

0

1

3

0

2

21

07:01-08:00

57

20

5

0

1

0

0

83

08:01-09:00

47

10

2

2

3

0

0

64

09:01-10:00

49

10

2

1

0

0

0

62

10:01-11:00

54

12

3

3

1

0

2

75

11:01-12:00

49

9

0

3

1

0

2

64

12:01-13:00

63

11

5

1

1

1

1

83

13:01-14:00

50

19

2

3

0

0

0

74

14:01-15:00

57

17

2

0

1

0

1

78

15:01-16:00

81

11

1

3

1

1

0

98

16:01-17:00

106

11

0

1

0

1

0

119

17:01-18:00

94

17

0

1

0

1

0

113

18:01-19:00

91

13

0

1

1

1

1

108

19:01-20:00

71

5

0

0

0

1

0

77

877

172

22

20

13

6

9

1,119

TOTAL

Figure 6 illustrates the data in Table 10 for the westbound counts on the level crossing. As expected, there is a greater variation
in the number of cars recorded across the survey period than other vehicle types. There is a clear trend in the number of cars
recorded which shows that there are more cars travelling westbound over the level crossing between the hours of 16:01 and
19:00 which equates to 33% of the total count for cars over the survey period. This pattern could be attributed to commuter
trips. LGV counts average at around 12 trips per hour which peaks at a count of 20 between 07:01 and 08:00. The majority of
westbound trips made by OGV1s occur between 07:01 and 16:00 with a peak of five from 07:01-08:00 and 12:01-13:00. OGV2
counts remain between 0-3 throughout the survey period. The majority of PSV/Coach trips occur between 06:00 and 09:00
which amounts to 54% of the total count for that classification. A total of six motorcyclists and nine cyclists were recorded
travelling westbound throughout the duration of the survey.
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Figure 6: Total Hourly Classified Vehicles Counts (Westbound)
Figure 7 compares the total hourly counts (total of all vehicle types per hour) recorded for eastbound and westbound flows over
the level crossing. As observed previously, total hourly car counts are highest in the morning for the eastbound counts and are
higher in the afternoon for the westbound counts. This graph shows this trend which is most likely attributed to commuter traffic
heading eastbound towards Aberdeen in the morning and returning westbound in the afternoon.
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Figure 7: Eastbound and Westbound Total Hourly Counts for all Vehicles Comparison
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6.

Summary

This note has presented the findings from video surveys undertaken at Insch Station on Wednesday 27th March 2019.
Table 11 summarises the results of the data for the counts presented throughout this note. It should be noted that the counts
in this table are slightly different from those presented within the note for the boarding and alighting counts and the footbridge
counts as these figures represent the total number of passengers (including two people where ‘Adult & Child’ and ‘Pram/Buggy’
have been recorded).
Table 11: Video surveys - key figures
Boarding and Alighting2

Boarding

Alighting

Total

Platform 1

10

71

81

Platform 2

88

9

97

Total

98

80

178

Eastbound

Westbound

Total

24

20

44

1,206

1,119

2,325

Northbound
(Platform 1-2)

Southbound
(Platform 2-1)

Total

71

10

81

Level Crossing Counts
Pedestrians
Vehicles
Footbridge Counts
Total

The key messages arising from the video surveys are as follows:
·

The majority of passengers travel eastbound towards Aberdeen, with a higher number of passengers boarding at Platform
2 (88) and alighting at Platform 1 (71) during the survey period.

·

Relatively few pedestrian movements were recorded on the level crossing with a total of 24 eastbound and 20 westbound.
The findings suggest there may be a slight preference for pedestrians to use the north kerbside when navigating the level
crossing, with 25 pedestrians recorded on this side compared to 19 on the south kerbside.

·

In line with the boarding and alighting counts, the majority of pedestrians cross the footbridge northbound from Platform
1 towards the station exit and car park.

·

The vehicle counts of the level crossing suggest trends associated with commuting. Higher numbers were recorded
travelling eastbound (in the direction of Aberdeen) during the morning peak and westbound during the afternoon peak.

·

In total across all counts, the vast majority of pedestrians recorded were adults. Eight elderly persons were recorded,
seven pedestrians with mobility impairments and three passengers were recorded with a pram/buggy. It is likely that of
these numbers, the same pedestrians will have been picked up more than once as part of the separate counts (i.e. the
same person could have been counted alighting at Platform 1, counted crossing the footbridge and then counted passing
through the level crossing).

2

Counts updated to include two people where ‘Adult & Child’ and ‘Pram/Buggy’ have been recorded.
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Appendix D – Development
Management, Aberdeenshire Council
Response

Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM

Our Ref:
Your Ref:

ENQ/2019/0642

Ask for:
Direct Dial:
Email:

Jane Weir
01467-537209
jane.weir@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
Joanna Duck
Aecom
1 Marischal Square
Aberdeen
AB10 1BL
23 May 2019
Dear Sir/Madam
Proposal: Erection of Footbridge, Stairs and Ramps
Address: Insch Railway Station, North Road, Insch, Aberdeenshire,
AB52 6XP
I refer to the above enquiry which seeks pre-application advice in relation to
new platform access options, formation of a car park, and footpaths at Insch
Railway Station. Having visited the site and reviewed the options submitted I
have the following comments to make.
Overview
The proposal seeks to form access at Insch Railway Station from the
northern platform to the southern platform via a new bridge, accessed via
either a ramp or lift. In addition, footpaths and vehicular accesses are
proposed towards the south of the railway line to provide access to/from a
proposed car parking area to the south, in an area of existing agricultural
land. The works would affect existing roads/rail infrastructure, and propose
development around the Category C-listed Insch Railway Station. The
options submitted in this enquiry are not yet finalised.
As you are aware, improvements to the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line
forms part of a wider infrastructure investment plan, which is recognised in
National Planning Framework 3 as part of a package of measures
referenced in the ‘Aberdeen and the North East’ section. Notwithstanding
this, this pre-application response relates only to the layout, siting and
design of the proposed access, parking and footpath proposals at
Insch Railway Station only.
An application for full planning permission and listed building consent would

be required for the works. It is understood from your correspondence that
the proposals are high level at this stage, therefore once a more detailed
proposal is progressed the Planning Service will be able to offer further
advice in relation to submission process and application fees, and provide
further feedback on the detailed design. Therefore I would encourage you to
continue pre-application engagement.
Planning Policy
In terms of planning policy, while there is no allocation within the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 for improvements to Insch
Station, the station lies within Insch settlement, and the ALDP 2017
Settlement Statement for Insch states that “the provision of disabled access
to the railway station is an important objective for the future”. Any
application would be assessed against the policies contained within this
LDP, including Policy P6 Community Infrastructure, which supports the
provision of new community infrastructure which is in accessible locations
and available to all residents. Policy P1 also applies, and is the main
consideration in terms of layout, siting and design. This aims to ensure that
all new developments are appropriately designed and scaled, has no
adverse impact on the surrounding amenity, character or landscape, and
meets the six qualities of successful place: distinctive, welcoming, safe and
pleasant, resource efficient, adaptable, and well-connected.
As the railway station including the waiting room and footbridge are Category
C-listed Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments of the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 also applies. This seeks to
protect listed buildings and encourage their maintenance, enhancement,
appropriate active use, and conservation. This policy does not allow
development that would have a negative effect on the character, integrity or
setting of the listed building, and any works must be of the highest quality.
The most relevant Managing Change Guidance Notes from Historic
Environment Scotland are Accessibility and Setting.
As outlined below, further technical policies will also apply.
In line with the above policies you would be required to justify the
development, with a robust design and access statement. This must take
consideration of the historic asset at this site and cognisance of equalities in
terms of disabled access provision. The supporting statement will need to
identify the significance of the building, and also contain an options
appraisal, detailing all options considered, and why certain options have
been discounted. Further justification for the additional parking and a change
of use of land should be included in this as the plans are relatively
substantial. Once detailed plans are progressed I would be happy to advise
further on the requirements of supporting information.
In terms of constraints, the site is located in proximity to flood risk, and
adjacent to prime agricultural land and woodlands further south/south east.

Design and Impact on Listed Building
As the proposal affects a listed building any development should be of the
highest quality design, and of a scale appropriate so as not to detract from
the special architectural and historical merit of the listed building and its
setting, in line with Policy HE1.
The listing description for the station details this as dating from around 1860,
and restored in 1996, comprising of a single storey, 4-bay, U-plan railway
station office; rectangular plant waiting room on opposite platform; and
ironwork footbridge. There is an existing water tank which is considered part
of the curtilage listing on the opposite side of the platform.
It is evident from site observations that the main ‘hub’ of the listed station
buildings is towards the west of the existing footbridge comprising the station
and waiting room buildings. Therefore proposals to situate any new bridge
and access to the east of this is considered more appropriate as it lessens
any encroachment onto the fabric of listed buildings themselves, albeit there
is still potential to significantly affect their setting. In terms of removing the
existing footbridge, while this is a functional bridge, its scale and style is of a
good quality, and is noted in the listing. Therefore opportunities to retain this
feature should be explored, and any proposals for its removal must be
strongly justified as its removal would require separate listed building
consent.
While it is recognised there is a need to provide disabled access at the
station, the proposed scale and massing of a ramp/lift and new bridge, and
associated paths and parking raises potential concerns in terms of impact
upon the character and setting of the listed building, and visual impacts on
the wider landscape. Therefore, both proposals need to carefully mitigate
against this. In order to address concerns, in consultation with Infrastructure
Services (Environment- Built Heritage,) it is recommended that the following
information is provided for further pre-application review:
1) provide justification for the development (including discounted options
such as an underpass);
2) provide 3D visualisations/photomontages of the proposed options so we
can assess the potential visual impact and identify the least invasive
option at an early stage;
3) look at a bespoke design, sited to have the least visual impact on the
setting of the listed station.
The proposed scheme should consider either carefully replicating historic
detailing, or if a contemporary approach is sought this should utilise high
quality materials which sit comfortably in this location. The Built Heritage
Officer suggests contacting the Railway Heritage Trust to ascertain if they

have seen any good examples of schemes implemented at other sites
across the UK.
In terms of other aspects of the proposal, street furniture should not clutter
the setting or landscape. This should be minimal whilst providing adequate
access along the proposed footway. Post and wire fencing or planting is
considered the most appropriate boundary treatment to minimise impact,
although consideration for neighbours must be accounted for. Further
discussion in regards to tree loss and compensatory planting will be
required, and colleagues from the Environment Team will be able to advise
further on this.
Careful consideration is required in order to mitigate against any adverse
amenity impact to neighbouring properties. Several properties lie in
immediate proximity of the railway line and station, and a proposed footpath
and car park could have potential for amenity impacts.
Technical Matters
The works affect the existing level crossing including extensions of barriers
and panels, and relocation of existing warning signals. A lay-by/drop off
area is proposed along with a new car park in addition to existing provision
to the north. Therefore technical advice is paramount. The proposal is likely
to require additional supporting information and provision for bike
access/parking.
As discussed in our telephone conversations, at this stage I have not
undertaken technical consultations as proposals are still being progressed.
Therefore I would encourage you to engage in further pre-application
discussion with services including, but not limited to, Roads Development,
Transportation, and Flood Risk and Coast Protection in regards to the
proposed parking, access, footways and flooding. It would also be beneficial
to engage with the access officers in relation to the proposed footpaths. Due
to the requirement to involve several technical consultees, it is considered
appropriate to hold a meeting to discuss options further. Please therefore be
in contact to arrange further.
Overall, in regards to this, any application would be required to comply with
the policy criteria outlined in Policy RD1: Providing Suitable Services which
only supports development that provides adequate access and drainage
services. Policy C4 aims to avoid development on flood risk sites. Advice
from SEPA on this matter may also need to be sought at pre-application
stage as the area lies within or adjacent to a flood risk zone. Policy PR1
seeks to protect valuable trees and woodlands.
This list is not considered exhaustive, and other issues may be raised
following consultation.

Conclusion
Overall, the works require further pre-application discussion with supporting
information and detailed proposals as plans progress. It is therefore
considered appropriate to arrange a meeting to discuss further, following
discussions with your client. In summary, the proposals need to consider the
benefits to the community infrastructure, potential amenity impacts, and the
visual impacts on the character and setting of the listed building and wider
landscape in line with the relevant policies within the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017. Furthermore, there will be considerable technical
aspects to address.
I trust you find this advice useful, should you wish to discuss further please
be in contact.
Please note the above comments and advice are given strictly without
prejudice to the eventual decision of the Council on any formal
planning application. Whilst every effort has been made to provide you
with appropriate advice, this cannot be taken as being comprehensive
or likely to cover all matters that will be considered in a formal
application. It should be appreciated that in addition to carrying out
technical consultations, neighbours and other members of the public
have a right to make representations on formal applications. Such
representations and consultations will be fully taken into account when
the Council determines an application.
Yours faithfully

Head of Planning and Building Standards
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Appendix E – Rail Industry Workshop
Note

Prepared for: Nestrans

AECOM

Minutes
Meeting name
Stakeholder Workshop

Meeting date
24 May 2019

Time
12:30-15:00

Location
Committee Room 2,
Woodhill House

Project name
Accessibility at Insch
Station

Project number
60599819

Ref

Discussion

01

Introduction

Attendees
Robert McGregor, Aberdeenshire Council
Mark Laurie, British Transport Police
Kevin Lawrence, British Transport Police
Rab Dickson, Nestrans
Kelly Wiltshire, Nestrans
Derek Glasgow, ScotRail
Janine Watson, Transport Scotland
(via teleconference)
Jim Douglas, AECOM
Jo Duck, AECOM
Richie Fraser, AECOM
Michael Hanley, AECOM

Circulation
All present
Paul Finch,
Aberdeenshire Council
Richard Malloy,
Network Rail
Rose Tweedale,
Transport Scotland

Initial

Introductions were made.
Richie Fraser (RF) provided an introduction to the workshop session noting that the purpose of the workshop was to
share the findings from the analysis of problems and opportunities, discuss the development of Transport Planning
Objectives, discuss initial options that have been developed and outline the next steps of the process.
Jim Douglas (JD) provided an overview of the HAZID process, a methodology for HAZard IDentification in order to
plan for, avoid or mitigate their potential impact. He noted that he would take notes throughout the session to identify
potential hazards that will form a Project Hazard Record for the study.
02

Study Background
RF provided an overview of the background to the study, noting that accessibility issues at Insch have been a
longstanding issue of concern in the local community. Platform 2 is accessible from the main road and car park, but
Platform 1 is only accessible from Platform 2 via a stepped overbridge. This means that passengers with mobility
issues have to arrange an accessible taxi in advance of their trip via Huntly or Inverurie. Nestrans were successful in
securing funding from the Local Rail Development Fund to prepare a transport appraisal in line with STAG and
AECOM were commissioned earlier this year to take forward this appraisal.

03

Problems and Opportunities
Jo Duck (JD) provided a summary of the problems and opportunities analysis undertaken by AECOM. The key points
from the summary were as follows:
·

Census data illustrates that Insch has an older demographic than average and suggests that there is a slightly
higher proportion of young families in the area;

·

The key problem is the physical inaccessibility of Platform 1, which can only be accessed by the stepped
overbridge from Platform 2;

·

The station is Category C listed and therefore any alterations to the station would require special permission
from Aberdeenshire Council;

·

Due to train arrival times, the level crossing barriers are closed for a relatively long time and the number of
offences is relatively high as a proportion of the volume of traffic using the road;

·

Passenger numbers increased between 2004/05 and 2014/15 but have since been in decline, potentially as a
result of the local economic downturn and disruption on the line in 2017/18;

·

The site visit undertaken was attended by a wheelchair user from the Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel,
and this highlighted the difficulty with navigating the level crossing for those with increased mobility needs;

·

Video surveys undertaken illustrated few pedestrian movements on the level crossing and a small proportion
of recorded movements by elderly people and those with reduced mobility;
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There is a development opportunity to the south of the station where a proposal has been made to
Aberdeenshire Council for a mix of housing, business use and additional car parking for the station. It has
currently been designated as a Future Opportunity Site;

·

The Community Council considered platform to platform access to be crucial and favoured the provision of lifts
for improving accessibility at the station;

·

The Central Aberdeenshire Access Panel considered that access to both platforms would be acceptable and
thus footpath access to Platform 1 would be favoured;

·

Approximately half of ScotRail stations are currently inaccessible;

·

50 people requested assistance at Insch during 2018, which is 0.02% of all bookings across ScotRail stations,
and considerably lower than help requests at other stations on the Aberdeen-Inverness railway – it was
considered that this may be a result of people with mobility impairments actively avoiding Insch due to its lack
of accessibility;

·

Level crossing offences are consistently around 35-40 annually, with statistics suggesting ~75% of offenders
are from the local area; and

·

Planning officers at Aberdeenshire Council noted that the site is located in proximity to flood risk and adjacent
to prime agricultural land and woodlands.

The group were generally in agreement with the key findings from the problems and opportunities review.
RF noted that feedback from additional consultations will be fed into the report, including comments from Network
Rail’s Level Crossing team, who had indicated concern regarding any option that potentially changes the operation
of the existing level crossing.
Rab Dickson (RD) noted that it would be interesting to find out how many ScotRail stations are currently inaccessible
in the same way as Insch in that one platform is inaccessible without the use of steps. RD further noted that it would
be useful to understand, from ScotRail’s perspective, whether there is benefit in a car parking option that allows for a
drop-off opportunity at both platforms despite this meaning that the station would still not be fully accessible. Action:
AECOM to follow up with Andrew Marshall-Roberts (ScotRail).

AECOM

Janine Watson (JW) queried whether any information was available on those people not using the station due to
accessibility issues. RF noted that this information would be difficult to obtain as surveys undertaken at other stations
along the line may not pick-up such users, though it is hoped that such users would be picked up at the public dropin session scheduled to be held towards the end of summer.
Robert McGregor (RM) suggested land ownership could be highlighted as a constraint based on land ownership plans
RM had circulated to the project team previously.
RF queried what accessibility meant in the context of Equality Legislation, noting consultation feedback that to obtain
full accessibility, both street to platform and platform to platform access should be provided. It was understood that
authorities comply with the legislation by having in place a Disabled Persons Protection Policy (e.g. ScotRail offer an
accessible taxi from either Inverurie or Huntly for those with mobility impairments travelling to Insch at present), but
the aim should be towards providing full accessibility. JW to enquire within the Scottish Government as to the legal
obligation in line with the Equality Act.
04

JW

Transport Planning Objectives
RF outlined the proposed Transport Planning Objectives for the study:
·

TPO1: To increase the attractiveness of Insch Station by improving physical accessibility such that all users
can travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility impairments, the ageing population, and
those with young children.

·

TPO2: To deliver inclusive physical infrastructure enhancements at Insch Station that preserve the historic
character of the station.

JW recommended that the focus for TPO1 should be on improving physical accessibility rather than increasing the
attractiveness of the station. RD added that TPO1 could be made measurable by patronage numbers such that
patronage increases due to the station being open to all.

AECOM
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It was noted that the elements described within TPO2 are covered under the STAG Environment criteria and thus,
there is no need for this TPO. The group were in general agreement with this point.
05

Option Generation, Sifting and Development
RF outlined the options that have been generated through the initial appraisal, drawing on options which have been
considered in the past, as well as new options identified through on-site review and stakeholder discussion. Options
were summarised as follows:
·

·

·

·

Footpath options
o

1a. Footpath through field and along south side of B9002

o

1b. Footpath through field and along north side of B9002

o

1c. Footpath through residential unit and along north/south side of B9002

Ramps
o

2a. Footbridge with ramps (smaller footprint)

o

2b. Footbridge with ramps (larger footprint)

o

3a. Footbridge with lifts

Lifts

Car park
o

4a. Car park only

o

4b. Car park and footpath through field and along south side of B9002

o

4c. Car park and footpath through field and along north side of B9002

Footpath Options
It was noted that Network Rail’s Level Crossing team had expressed concerns about footpath options and will be
providing feedback in writing to the project team. Stakeholders generally considered that Option 1b (i.e. a footpath on
the north side of the B9002) would be counter-intuitive to improving accessibility given this would require pedestrians
with mobility impairments to cross the B9002 twice when travelling from the station car park to Platform 1. It was also
noted that this set-up would be cumbersome, and people may not do it (i.e. they would most likely take the most direct
route). Derek Glasgow (DG) added that improvements that would require wheelchair users to cross the level crossing
do not seem beneficial.
It was acknowledged that whilst there are more level crossing constraints with the option on the south side of the
B9002, stakeholders would prefer this option to the one on the north side of the road. Jim Douglas noted that costs
and timescales can increase substantially where improvements to level crossings are involved.
Michael Hanley (MH) additionally noted that any changes to the level crossing in the future e.g. to automatic barriers,
would likely increase downtime of the barriers, and therefore increase wait time for vehicles and pedestrians, which
potentially increases the risk of driver violations. BTP officers noted this risk, and highlighted that from their
experience, it tended to be motorists who site 6-8 seconds on the red signal that are cautioned rather than those
beating the lights by 1-2 seconds. BTP also noted that they do not currently encounter any pedestrian misuse of the
level crossing.
The group were in general agreement that a footpath option should be kept on the table for further assessment
through the STAG process, with the option focused on Option 1a, which despite constraints associated with the level
crossing, would likely be more attractive and likely to be used than Option 1b, whilst Option 1c was not felt to be
deliverable.
Ramp Options
It was noted that the ramp options would require the removal of a significant proportion of the existing car parking at
the station. Jo Duck noted that the Community Council had said that no loss of car parking would be acceptable at
the station. RD noted that traffic management issues are not an issue at Insch Station and there is plenty of on-street
car parking nearby that could be used to compensate for the loss of parking that would be associated with this option.

AECOM
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DG suggested that Network Rail own part of the land to the east of the car park which could potentially be used to
offset any parking loss in the future, should this option be considered the preferred option.
The group were in general agreement that a footbridge with ramp option should be kept on the table for further
assessment through the STAG process.
Lift Option
It was noted that the principal concern with this option would be cost. Kelly Wiltshire (KW) added that some people
may have concerns about getting stuck in a lift at an unmanned station. DG explained that all lifts are fitted with a
descend button which allows the lift to return to ground level in case of breakdown. He added that there is 24-hour
assistance available should the lift break down (it was noted that at Dyce – a busy station on the line – maintenance
contractors had only been called out once in the previous year to repair the lift in the event of a breakdown). Mark
Laurie (ML) confirmed that BTP would not be concerned about a lift with regards anti-social behaviour.
There was brief discussion about the visual impact of a lift vs. ramp, with some feeling that a footbridge with lifts was
more obtrusive than a ramp option, although it was noted that there are different types of lifts (glass or steel) and they
can be made more aesthetically pleasing through cladding to blend in with the local station environs, as exemplified
elsewhere.
The group were in general agreement that a footbridge with lift option should be kept on the table for further
assessment through the STAG process.
Car Park Options
It was noted that this is the current set-up at the larger stations with a higher footfall within the Nestrans region e.g.
Stonehaven and Inverurie and neither Nestrans or ScotRail were aware of any major issues being raised in terms of
accessibility. BTP confirmed they would be unlikely to have concerns with this option and noted that measures could
be taken to ensure there is no perceived issues around safety, such as CCTV. Indeed, with such an option as well
as footpath options, the expectation would be that these would be covered by adequate lighting and CCTV to avoid
against potential anti-social behaviour.
The group were in general agreement that this option should be kept on the table for further assessment through the
STAG process.
Additional Options
Other options discussed included an underpass and removal of the level crossing replaced by an overbridge
elsewhere. Issues noted with an underpass included flood risk, requirement for lighting, buildability risks (in terms of
impact on the existing railway) and anti-social behaviour. It was generally felt that this option should be sifted from
further consideration. Similarly, the option of closing the level crossing was felt to constitute an extremely high cost
option and a longer-term option outwith the scope of this immediate study.
Summary
RF summed up, stating that the following options were identified as meriting further assessment through the
Preliminary Appraisal: Option 1a, Option 2a, Option 3a and Option 4b.
Jim Douglas also highlighted that based on discussions he had compiled a list of risks associated with each of the
options which should be used to assist in the appraisal of options, particularly at detailed appraisal stage.
06

Next Steps
The next steps of the process will involve the submission of a draft Initial Appraisal report for comment before
progressing with the Preliminary Appraisal.

07

Conclusion
AECOM thanked stakeholders for their time and contribution to the discussion.
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Hazard Identification Register

Risk

Hazard Identified

Severity

Ref.

Likelihood

Uncontrolled
Risk

Footpath users pushed onto
roadway due to narrowness
of footpath

Major injury (assumes non fatality due to sighting
lines and speed but assumes older demographic)

4

3

12

Road driver indiscipline

The consequence is offset by the signaller must
confirm crossing clear and can therefore stop barriers
lowering.

4

2

8

Pedestrian indiscipline

Unlikely to occur in older demographic but risk exists
for other users

2

2

4

2

3

6

5

3

15

4

3

12

1

2

2

3

3

9

1

3

3

Unauthorised access to station may increase

2

3

6

Car park not used by rail travellers

2

3

6

Description
Risk of pedestrian coming into
contact with road vehicle on
the level crossing. This is an
existing risk
Vehicle entering level
crossing with barriers lowering
and becoming trapped
between barriers. This is an
existing risk
Pedestrian attempting to beat
barriers lowering slips trips or
falls on crossing. This is an
existing risk

Cause

Insch_00
1

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Insch_00
2

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Insch_00
3

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Insch_00
4

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Increase road traffic or
pedestrian use of the level
crossing

Insch_00
5

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Risk of pedestrian coming into
contact with road vehicle on
the level crossing

Insch_00
6

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Level Crossing footprint
altered

Insch_00
7

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Passengers trapped in
platform to platform lifts

Lift failure

Insch_00
8

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Underpass not able to be
used

Flooding of underpass

Insch_00
9

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Underpass not used

Anti-social behaviour

Insch_01
0
Insch_01
1

Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19
Stakeholder Workshop,
Aberdeen, 24/05/19

Users of car park do not use
safe access arrangements
Users of car park do not feel
safe or secure

Car park significantly
remote from station
Lack of lighting

Housing development next
to station
If northern side footpath is
used then pedestrians are
required to cross the road
twice
Dimension required for safe
segregation of road and
pedestrian traffic is greater
than existing footprint

Related
to
(Scope
Item)

Consequence

Deterioration in risk profile of the level crossing
requiring upgrade to method of protection
The consequential effect is to increase the frequency
of hazards 001, 002 and 003
Human factors would dictate that pedestrians would
use "best available" route and would not use the route
suggested increasing exposure to road traffic
movements
Change in LC order required and not supported by
ORR or Network Rail leading to maintenance of
existing arrangements see risks 001 to 005
Discomfort and concern
It should be noted that the frequency of lift failures is
extremely low
No platform to platform access
Area identified as a flood risk area
Concerns for mop safety (perceived or actual)
Low risk and low consequence due to rural nature of
the setting

1

Hazard Identification Register
Inherent Severity
Classification Term

Consequence Category
1
2
3
4
5

Negligible
Minor
Major
Critical
Catastrophic

5
4
3
2
1

No effect
Minor effect
Noticeable inconvenience
Significant inconvenience
Infrastructure intent not met

Description
The event is likely to occur frequently (probably
on
daily basis)
Thea event
will occur several times and is likely to
occur
oftenis likely to occur several times
The event

Frequent
Probable
Occasional
Remote
Improbable

Consequence

Description Non Safety

Non-reportable injury
Minor injury
Major injury/multiple minor injuries
Single fatality/multiple major
injuries
Multiple fatalities
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Introduction
As part of the engagement exercise for the Accessibility at Insch Station Study, an online survey was undertaken to gather
feedback from members of the public regarding problems and issues relating to accessibility at Insch Station and potential
improvements.
This Note presents the results from the online survey carried out between 1st November 2019 and 6th December 2019. The
survey was hosted online using the SNAP survey platform, while hard copies of the survey were sent to members of the
public upon request.
The survey was promoted via:
·

Press articles in the local press and social media: Social media promotion was primarily via the Nestrans Twitter
account and the Facebook account of Bennachie Community Council;

·

Direct email correspondence: Emails to organisations within the local community, including those who attended the
public drop-in exhibition at Insch Station in October, and to Insch Primary School, with the survey link subsequently
circulated to all parents/carers with children at the school;

·

Mailshot of a letter promoting the online survey to all addresses considered as being within the station catchment.
The catchment for the mailshot, which was agreed in liaison with Bennachie Community Council and Nestrans,
included 5,769 addresses. A plan of the catchment for the mailshot is shown in Figure A–1; it includes the Bennachie
Community Council area, the Tap O’ Noth Community Council area and Alford within the Donside Community Council
area.

In total, 438 responses to the online survey were received.

Figure A–1: Station Catchment (Mailshot)
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Analysis
In line with the structure of the online survey, analysis of the results is presented as follows:
·

Current Travel Patterns – General: This section covers respondents’ current travel patterns, including main mode
of travel and frequency of travel to key destinations;

·

Current Travel Patterns at Insch Station: This section covers respondents’ current travel patterns at Insch Station,
including frequency of station usage, travel mode used to access the station and satisfaction with aspects of the rail
service at the station;

·

Accessibility at Insch Station: This section covers accessibility at Insch Station, including how the current platform
arrangement at the station affects respondents, alternative modes used by respondents unable to navigate Insch
Station, and awareness and use of alternative transport offered by ScotRail;

·

Potential Improvements at Insch Station: This section covers potential options for improvement at Insch Station,
and includes potential trips that respondents would make should improvements be implemented;

·

Other Comments regarding Travel at Insch Station: This section summarises the comments received in the open
response question at the end of the survey; and

·

Profile of Survey Respondents: This section covers the user profile of respondents, including home postcode, age,
physical/mental health conditions or illnesses, employment status and travel to work destinations.

Current Travel Patterns – General
This section covers respondents’ current travel patterns, including main mode of travel and frequency of travel to key
destinations.

Method of Travel to Work or Study
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Passenger in a car or van
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Figure A–2: Method of Travel to Work or Study
Figure A–2 shows respondents’ usual method of travel to work or study. The majority (60%) of respondents travelled to
work by driving a car or van. This was followed by train (15%), walking (7%), as a passenger in a car or van (3%) and by
bus or coach (2%). Responses indicated that 12% of those in employment mainly worked from home. Air was the ‘Other’
mode used for travelling to work, with two respondents travelling this way.
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Frequency of Travel to Key Destinations
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Figure A–3: Frequency of Travel to Key Destinations1
Figure A–3 shows the frequency of travel to key destinations in the local area and across Scotland, with the option available
for respondents to specify other destinations not mentioned. Overall, it is highlighted that trips are most commonly made
to Aberdeen, with 410 respondents travelling to Aberdeen more frequently than once a year. The next most common
destination is Inverurie, with 324 respondents travelling to this destination more than once a year.
Daily trips are made to Aberdeen (31 respondents), Inverurie (18 respondents), Dyce (11 respondents), Huntly (5
respondents) and a range of ‘Other’ destinations including Kintore, Blackburn, Turriff and Grantown-on-Spey.
Trips to Inverness, Glasgow and Edinburgh appear to be made relatively infrequently, with the majority of respondents
making trips to these locations less than once a month.
Other destinations travelled to at least once a month included Insch, Portlethen, Westhill, Keith, Elgin, Arbroath, Montrose,
Dundee, Fife and London.

Frequency of Travel to Key Destinations by Train
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Figure A–4: Frequency of Travel to Key Destinations by Train
Figure A–4 shows the frequency of travel by train to the same key destinations, with the option again available for
respondents to specify other destinations not mentioned. Overall, it is evident that trips by train are made less frequently
1

Figures A-3 and A-4 present total numbers rather than percentages because respondents were permitted to select as many destinations
as applicable.
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than trips made to key destinations generally (shown in Figure A–3). The most popular destination to visit by train is
Aberdeen, with 366 respondents indicating that they travel to Aberdeen by train more frequently than once a year.
The only destinations that respondents travel to by train on a daily basis are Aberdeen (nine respondents), Dyce (two
respondents), and Inverurie (one respondent). As a proportion of total trips made by any mode, trips by train to Huntly are
the lowest, with only 35% of those travelling to Huntly in the last 12 months ever doing so by train. This could be a reflection
of the difficulty that some people experience in accessing the northbound platform at Insch Station.
Aberdeen has the highest proportion of trips by train, with 89% of respondents using the train for trips to Aberdeen at some
point during the previous 12 months. The longer distance destinations also had relatively high proportions of trips by train,
with 77% of respondents using the train for trips to Glasgow at some point during the previous 12 months and 74% using
the train for trips to Edinburgh at some point during the previous 12 months.

Summary: Current Travel Patterns – General
·

Driving a car or van was the main mode for travelling to work for the highest number of respondents (60%).

·

Overall, trips are most commonly made to Aberdeen, with 31 respondents making daily trips to Aberdeen.

·

Trips by train are made less frequently than trips made to key destinations generally.

·

Aberdeen has the highest proportion of trips by train, with 89% of respondents using the train for a trip to Aberdeen at
some point during the previous 12 months.

Current Travel Patterns – Insch Station
This section covers respondents’ current travel patterns using Insch Station, including frequency of station usage, travel
mode used to access the station and satisfaction with aspects of the rail service at the station.

Frequency of Station Usage
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Figure A–5: Frequency of Insch Station Usage
Figure A–5 shows the frequency of usage at Insch Station by respondents in the previous month. 42% of respondents had
not used the station in the previous month, with 41% using services more frequently than once a month but less than once
a week. 17% of respondents had used rail services at Insch Station at least once a week in the previous month, with 3%
using the rail services on a daily basis.
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Mode of Accessing Insch Station
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Figure A–6: Mode of accessing Insch Station
Figure A–6 shows respondents’ usual mode of accessing Insch Station. This indicates that there are generally three
principal modes of travel for those accessing the station – driving a car (47%), walking (34%), and being dropped off or
driven to the station by someone else (16%). Only 1% of respondents cycled to the station and less than 1% took a bus or
taxi. The five respondents choosing ‘Other’ highlighted that there was no way for them to access the station.
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Satisfaction with the Rail Service at Insch Station
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Figure A–7: Satisfaction with the Rail Service at Insch Station
Figure A–7 shows respondents’ satisfaction with various aspects of the rail service at Insch Station. Respondents were generally satisfied with parking availability at the station and
walking links to the station, with 62% of respondents either satisfied or very satisfied with each of these aspects of the rail service. Respondents were also relatively satisfied with the
time of the first train departure, with 46% either satisfied or very satisfied with this aspect and only 15% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.
It is clear from the results that there are very high levels of dissatisfaction with the current physical accessibility arrangement at Insch Station. Nearly two thirds (66%) of respondents
indicated that they are dissatisfied (105 respondents; 25%) or very dissatisfied (175 respondents; 41%) with the physical accessibility provision. This level of dissatisfaction is notably
higher than the other service aspects that respondents were less satisfied with, particularly those indicating being very dissatisfied. For example, 109 respondents (26%) were very
dissatisfied with the time of the last train arrival; 79 (20%) were very dissatisfied with bus connections to the station and 70 (17%) were very dissatisfied with the frequency of rail services.
Other aspects of the rail service included comments regarding suitability of waiting facilities and lack of toilet access.
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Summary: Current Travel Patterns – Insch Station
·

58% of respondents had used the rail services at Insch in the previous month, although only 17% had used the station
once a week or more frequently.

·

The three main modes used by respondents to access Insch Station are driving a car (47%), walking (34%) and being
dropped off or driven to the station by someone else (16%).

·

Respondents are generally satisfied with parking availability, walking links to the station and the time of the first train
departure.

·

Aspects of the service with which respondents are less satisfied include the frequency of rail services and the time of
the last train arrival.

·

Physical accessibility was the aspect of the rail service at Insch that respondents were least satisfied with, with 66%
of respondents either dissatisfied (25%) or very dissatisfied (41%) with the current accessibility arrangements.

Accessibility at Insch Station
This section covers accessibility at Insch Station, including how the current platform arrangement at the station impacts
the travel behaviour of survey respondents, alternative modes used by respondents unable to navigate Insch Station, and
awareness and use of the alternative transport service offered by ScotRail.

Impact of Current Access Arrangement
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Figure A–8: Impact of Current Access Arrangement at Insch Station
Figure A–8 shows the extent to which respondents are affected by the current access arrangement at Insch Station. As
illustrated, over half (58%) of respondents are affected by the access arrangements in some way (23% to a large
extent and 35% to some extent). 40% of respondents are not affected at all by the access arrangements.
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I am a parent/ carer with pram/buggy Other (please give more detail)
Figure A–9: Reason for Impact of Current Access Arrangement
Figure A–9 shows that respondents are affected by the access arrangements at Insch Station for a variety of reasons. 32%
indicated that the access arrangement affects them as a parent/carer with a pram/buggy; 22% have physical mobility
issues; 13% are elderly and 34% gave another reason.
Other reasons included having a friend or family member with a mobility impairment, difficulty carrying luggage or other
items across the footbridge, medical conditions not classed as mobility issues, concerns about slippery and uneven treads
on the footbridge stairs, and difficulty accessing the platform when the level crossing barrier is closed.
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Figure A–10: Level of Agreement with Statements
Figure A–10 shows the extent of respondents’ agreement with four statements. Respondence to the statements generally
reflect negative perceptions regarding travel at Insch Station. For example, nearly half (49%) of respondents agreed
that they do not consider rail to be a viable option due to their access requirements and disagree that journeys are
easy to undertake by train. Furthermore, over half of respondents (56%) disagreed that they can use the train station
closest to their home without any issues. Opinions regarding journey time were more mixed, with 30% of respondents
agreeing that their journey time was the shortest it could be possibly be, 33% neither agreeing or disagreeing, and 37%
disagreeing with this statement.
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Alternative Transport
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Figure A–11: Alternative Modes Used by Those Unable to Access Insch Station
Figure A–11 shows the alternative modes respondents use if Insch Station is not a viable option. The majority (66%) of
respondents indicated that they drive, 15% are driven, meaning that 81% overall use the car as the alternative mode. Other
options included using the bus to complete journeys (9%) and using rail services from an alternative station (8%).
Alternative stations noted included Huntly, Inverurie, Aberdeen and Stonehaven.
‘Other’ modes mentioned included Park and Ride and by air. One respondent noted that there was no viable alternative to
rail, and another noted that the access arrangements at Inverurie do not provide a viable alternative given that a round-trip
cannot be made at this station for someone with mobility impairments.

Awareness of ScotRail Alternative Transport

38

217
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No

Figure A–12: Awareness of ScotRail Alternative Transport
Figure A–12 shows the number of respondents who were aware of ScotRail’s alternative transport arrangements, whereby
ScotRail offer another form of accessible transport such as a taxi, without extra charge, to take passengers to the nearest
or most convenient accessible station for those who cannot use their nearest station due to accessibility issues. As
highlighted, the vast majority of respondents were unaware of this scheme, with only 15% of respondents indicating that
they were aware of this prior to completing the survey.
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Use of ScotRail Alternative Transport
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Figure A–13: Use of ScotRail Alternative Transport
Figure A–13 shows that a smaller proportion of respondents (less than 2%) had actually ever used the alternative travel
arrangements provided by ScotRail.

Summary: Accessibility at Insch Station
·

58% of respondents are affected by the access arrangements at Insch Station in some way.

·

Reasons for being impacted by the access arrangements at Insch Station were varied: parents/carers with
prams/buggies; physical mobility issues; age; friends or family with mobility impairments; difficulty carrying luggage or
other items across the footbridge; medical conditions not classed as mobility issues, concerns about slippery and
uneven treads on the footbridge stairs, and difficulty accessing the platform when the level crossing barrier is closed.

·

Respondents were generally negative about their access to the rail service, particularly in terms of being able to use
the train station closest to their home without any issues.

·

Where rail travel from Insch was not a viable option, respondents would generally complete their journey using the
car, either as a driver or a passenger.

·

Few respondents were aware of the alternative travel arrangements offered by ScotRail and even fewer had ever
used the service.
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Potential Improvements at Insch Station
This section covers potential options for improvement at Insch Station and includes potential trips that respondents would
make should improvements be implemented.

Potential Improvements
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Figure A–14: Potential Improvement Options at Insch Station
Figure A–14 shows the options that respondents would like to see considered to improve physical accessibility at Insch
Station. Respondents were permitted to select multiple options for this question. The footbridge with lifts option was the
most popular option with 195 respondents indicating that they would like to see this option implemented. A footway to
Platform 1 was the next most popular option, with 147 respondents saying that they would like to see this option
implemented. This ramped footbridge was selected by 143 respondents.
Other options suggested by respondents included toilets at the station, more seating, improvements to the waiting
room/shelter, automatic ramps bridging the gap from train to platform, and improvements to the road crossing outside the
station.
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Prioritised List of Improvement Options
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Figure A–15: Potential Improvement Options – Prioritised
Figure A–15 shows how respondents prioritised each of the options. The footbridge with lifts option was the most popular
top priority with half (50%) of respondents selecting this as their preferred option. The ramped footbridge was the second
most popular choice with 21% of respondents selecting this as their preferred option, and was also the most popular second
priority, with 36% of respondents selecting this as their second choice.
In total, 86% of respondents considered the footbridge with lifts option to be a top-three priority, 71% considered the ramped
footbridge to be a top-three priority, and 60% considered the improved footway to be a top-three priority.
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Figure A–16: Use of Insch Station if Improvements Implemented
Figure A–16 shows how likely respondents said they would be to use Insch Station more frequently if each of the potential
improvement options were delivered. The footbridge with lifts option was identified as being the option that would
encourage the highest number of respondents to use the station more frequently, with 115 indicating that they would be
very likely to use the station in the future and an additional 73 indicating that they would be likely to do so. The ramped
footbridge and footway accessing Platform 1 were similarly likely to encourage respondents to use the station in the future,
with 138 respondents indicating that they would be very likely or likely to use the station if a ramped footbridge was
implemented and 148 respondents indicating that they would be very likely or likely to use the station if a footway was
implemented that provided access to Platform 1.
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Potential Trip Destinations if Improvements were made
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Figure A–17: Travel Destinations if Improvements were made at Insch Station
Figure A–17 shows the destinations that respondents indicated they would travel to if proposed improvements were made.
407 respondents said they would travel to Aberdeen, 256 said they would travel to Inverurie, 219 said they would travel to
Edinburgh, 216 said they would travel to Inverness, 191 said they would travel to Glasgow, 108 said they would travel to
Huntly, 77 said they would travel to Dyce, and 72 said they would travel to another destination.
Other destinations included Montrose, Dundee, Perth, London and various other locations in Scotland and the UK.

Purpose and Frequency of Potential New Trips
Table A–1 summarises the purpose and frequency of potential new trips to various destinations.
Table A–1: Purpose and Frequency of Potential New Trips
Station

Summary of Purpose and Frequency
·

Additional trips to Aberdeen would be encouraged, particularly for shopping and leisure
purposes and for trips to visit friends and relatives.

·

346 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Aberdeen by
train more than once a year for shopping; 327 would travel more than once a year for leisure;
and 253 would travel more than once a year for visiting friends or relatives.

·

While responses indicate that the number of trips that would be made by train very frequently
is relatively low, 58 people indicated that they would use the train for commuting purposes at
least twice a week.

·

Additional trips to Inverurie would be encouraged, particularly for shopping and leisure
purposes and for trips to visit friends and relatives.

·

199 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Inverurie by train
more than once a year for shopping; 175 would travel more than once a year for leisure; 121
would travel more than once a year for visiting friends or relatives; and a further 117 would
travel more than once a year for personal business.

·

Other trip purposes included sport events and visiting the library.

Aberdeen

Inverurie
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Station

Summary of Purpose and Frequency
·

Additional trips to Dyce would be encouraged, though fewer trips would be encouraged
compared with other destinations.

·

35 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Dyce by train
more than once a year for leisure; 30 would travel more than once a year to visit friends or
relatives; and 32 would use the train more than once a year for commuting, including 14 at
least twice a week.

·

Other trip purposes included access to the airport, access to The Event Complex Aberdeen
(TECA) arena, and for sport events.

·

Additional trips to Huntly would be encouraged, particularly for leisure and shopping.

·

64 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Huntly by train
more than once a year for leisure and for shopping; and 53 would use the train more than
once a year for personal business.

·

Additional trips to Inverness would be encouraged, though less frequent trips would be
expected compared with local destinations, reflecting the further distance to Inverness.

·

173 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Inverness by
train more than once a year for leisure; 143 would travel more than once a year for shopping;
and 87 would use the train more than once a year to visit friends or relatives.

·

Additional trips to Glasgow would be encouraged, though less frequent trips would be
expected compared with local destinations, reflecting the further distance to Glasgow.

·

144 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Glasgow by train
more than once a year for leisure purposes; 107 would use the train more than once a year
for shopping; and 93 would travel more than once a year to visit friends or relatives.

Dyce

Huntly

Inverness

Glasgow

Edinburgh

Other

·

Other trip purposes included sports events.

·

Additional trips to Edinburgh would be encouraged, though less frequent trips would be
expected compared with other destinations, reflecting the further distance to Edinburgh.

·

172 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to Edinburgh by
train more than once a year for leisure purposes; 132 would use the train more than once a
year for shopping; and 125 would travel more than once a year to visit friends or relatives.

·

Other trip purposes included sports events.

·

‘Other’ destinations included Montrose, Dundee, Perth, London and various other locations
in Scotland and the UK.

·

56 respondents said that, if improvements were made, they would travel to use the train more
than once a year to visit friends or relatives; 44 would travel more than once a year for leisure
purposes and 22 would use the train more than once a year for shopping.

·

Other trip purposes included hobby-related travel.

Summary: Potential Improvements at Insch Station
·

The three most popular options for improving access at Insch Station are a footbridge with lifts, an improved footway
accessing Platform 1, and a ramped footbridge. The footbridge with lifts option was identified as being the option that
would encourage the highest number of respondents to use the station more frequently in the future.

·

If accessibility at Insch Station was improved, respondents indicated that they would travel to a range of destinations,
including Aberdeen, Inverurie, Edinburgh, Inverness, Glasgow and Huntly amongst others.

·

The most common purposes of trips that would be made if accessibility improvements were implemented at the station
included leisure, shopping and visiting friends or relatives.
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Other Comments regarding Travel at Insch Station
Figure A–18 summarises the comments received in the open response question at the end of the survey.

Figure A–18: Summary of Additional Comments Made by Respondents
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Profile of Survey Respondents
This section covers the user profile of respondents, including home postcode, age, physical/mental health conditions or
illnesses, employment status and travel to work destinations.

Home Postcode
Respondents to the survey were from the local area, with the majority of respondents clustered in and around Insch itself
(73%). Postcodes from Gartly, Rhynie, Alford and Rothienorman were also recorded.
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Figure A–19: Age of Respondents
Figure A–19 shows the age of respondents completing the survey. As shown, there was a good spread of respondents
across the various age categories. 23% are aged 55-64, 22% are aged 45-54, 18% are aged 65-74, 16% are aged 35-44,
6% are over 75 and 4% are aged 16-24.
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Figure A–20: Respondents with Physical/Mental Health Conditions or Illnesses
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Figure A–20 shows whether respondents have physical or mental health conditions or illnesses lasting or expecting to last
12 months or more. 23% of respondents indicated that they do, 69% indicated that they do not, and 8% preferred not to
say.

Impact of Physical/Mental Health Conditions or Illnesses
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Figure A–21: Impact of Physical/Mental Health Conditions or Illnesses
Figure A–21 shows the extent to which the day-to-day activities of respondents who have a physical or mental health
condition or illness are limited. 30% indicated their day-to-day activities are limited a lot, 49% indicated their day-to-day
activities are limited a little, 12% indicated their day-to-day activities are not limited, and 8% preferred not to say.

Employment Status
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Figure A–22: Employment Status of Respondents
Figure A–22 shows the current employment status of respondents. The highest proportion (39%) of respondents are
employed full time, followed by 29% who are retired, 16% are employed part time and 9% are self-employed. Only 3% are
in full time education or training, and 1% are not in employment or seeking work. 3% stated their employment status as
‘Other’.
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Travel to Work Destinations

Figure A–23: Travel to Work Destinations2
Figure A–23 shows the destinations of respondents travelling to work. As shown, the most common destination is Aberdeen
City, with 35% of respondents travelling to a location within the city for work. Other destinations include Insch (23%);
Inverurie (12%); Alford (11%); Westhill (9%) and Huntly (5%).

Summary: Profile of Survey Respondents
·

Postcode data suggests that respondents to the survey generally live in the local area (73% living in Insch) although
respondent were also located in locations such as Rhynie and Alford, showing the potential wider catchment served
by Insch Station.

·

23% of respondents indicated that they have a physical or mental health condition or illness that is expected to last
12 months or more and 80% of those that do indicated that it limits their day-to-day activities to some extent.

·

The majority of respondents were either employed full time or retired.

·

Travel to work destinations included Aberdeen City, Insch, Inverurie, Alford, Westhill and Huntly.

2

All postcode data have been anonymised for the purposes of analysis. Part postcodes have been used in this assessment.
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Key Findings and Conclusions
This Note has presented the results from the online survey carried out as part of the Accessibility at Insch Study between
1st November 2019 and 6th December 2019. The survey was undertaken to gather feedback from members of the public
regarding problems and issues relating to accessibility at Insch Station and potential improvements.
The survey was promoted through a variety of means including press releases, social media, emails direct to organisations,
posters in the local area and through a mail drop to all addresses considered to be within the station catchment. A total of
438 responses were received.
The key findings are summarised below.

Current Travel Patterns – General
With regards to current travel patterns of respondents to the survey:
·

Driving a car or van was the main mode for travelling to work for the highest number of respondents (60%).

·

Overall, trips were most commonly made to Aberdeen, with 31 respondents making daily trips to Aberdeen.

·

Trips by train were made less frequently than trips made to key destinations generally.

·

Aberdeen was the key destination for trips by train from Insch, with 89% of respondents stating that they had used
the train for a trip to Aberdeen at some point during the previous 12 months.

Current Travel Patterns at Insch Station
With regards to current travel patterns at Insch Station:
·

While 58% of survey respondents had used the rail services at Insch in the previous month, only 17% had used
the station once a week or more frequently.

·

The three main modes used by respondents to access Insch Station were driving a car (47%), walking (34%) and
being dropped off or driven to the station by someone else (16%).

·

Respondents were generally satisfied with parking availability at the station and the time of the first train departure.

·

There were very high levels of dissatisfaction with the current physical accessibility arrangement at Insch
Station, with 66% of respondents either dissatisfied (109 respondents; 25%) or very dissatisfied (175
respondents; 41%) with the existing situation.

Accessibility at Insch Station
With regards to accessibility at Insch Station:
·

Over half (58%) of respondents stated they were affected by the existing access arrangements at Insch
Station in some way. Reasons for being impacted by the access arrangements at Insch Station were
varied and not confined to physical mobility impairments.

·

118 respondents (nearly half of those responding to the question) agreed that they did not consider rail to be
a viable option due to their access requirements, with 56 strongly agreeing and 62 agreeing with this
statement.

·

129 respondents (56% of those responding to the question) disagreed that they can use the train station
closest to their home without any issues.

·

Where rail travel from Insch was not a viable option, respondents would generally complete their journey using
the car, either as a driver or a passenger.

·

Few respondents were aware of the alternative travel arrangements offered by ScotRail and even fewer
had ever used the service.

At the end of the survey, respondents were provided the opportunity to provide any other feedback in relation to travel at
Insch Station. Overall, the strength of feeling regarding accessibility issues at the station was emphasised, with many
highlighting the unacceptability of the existing situation in terms of equality, the isolating impacts for those unable to drive
and the clear desire to use the station if accessibility improvements were made. It was also clear from the survey responses
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that it is not only people with physical mobility impairments that are currently being impacted by the access arrangements
at Insch Station, with a wide range of other examples given related to: parents/carers with prams/buggies; age; friends or
family with mobility impairments; difficulty carrying luggage or other items across the footbridge; medical conditions not
classed as mobility issues; concerns about slippery and uneven treads on the footbridge stairs, and difficulty accessing the
platform when the level crossing barrier is closed.
Some notable examples which show respondents views of current access arrangements at Insch Station are highlighted
below:

“I don’t drive and because Insch has
no lift I find myself missing out
taking my children out and about, it
is quite isolating. With 2 small
children, a buggy and bags…I
simply can’t get over the bridge
alone.”

“For people with no mobility issues, and
for those with significant mobility issues,
the answers are probably self-evident.
However, there are probably many people
like myself who are in-between and
wouldn’t be eligible for ScotRail transport
to a more user-friendly station. I struggle
with the steps due to arthritis (and that’s
without even having luggage)”.

“Have a disabled daughter in a
heavily supported wheelchair
which is not easy to push up
inclines… taxi to nearest station is
not of interest as it adds more
complexity, time and organisation
to already demanding travel”.

“To be confronted with a
sign saying the nearest
accessible facilities are
actually in a different town
is not acceptable in 2019”.

“Insch is my nearest station but I
always have to think twice about
using it. I cannot use the station for
return journeys so always have to
split my journey and use a different
option for travelling west. I would
definitely use Insch Station more
frequently if there was independent
wheelchair access from both
platforms”.
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Potential Improvements at Insch Station
Given the scale of the survey, the opportunity was taken to ask respondents about options they would like to see progressed
to improve accessibility issues at the station:
·

The three most popular options for improving access at Insch Station are a footbridge with lifts, an improved
footway accessing Platform 1, and a ramped footbridge. The footbridge with lifts option was identified as being
the option that would encourage the highest number of respondents to use the station more frequently in the
future.

·

A review of the potential impact of options on user behaviour indicated that a high number of respondents
would use the station more frequently if improvement options were implemented. For example, 188
respondents said that they would use the station more frequently if lifts were implemented; 148
respondents said that they would use the station more frequently if a footway was implemented and 138
respondents said that they would use the station more frequently if a ramped footbridge was
implemented.

·

If accessibility at Insch Station was improved, respondents indicated that they would travel to a range of
destinations, including Aberdeen, Inverurie, Edinburgh, Inverness, Glasgow and Huntly amongst others.

·

The most common purposes of trips that would be made if accessibility improvements were implemented at the
station included leisure, shopping and visiting friends or relatives.

Conclusion
An online survey was carried out in response to a request to provide more detailed information to an earlier draft of the
Case for Change around the number of people impacted by the current accessibility arrangement at Insch Station, the
reasons for the infrequent use of the alternative travel arrangements provided by ScotRail and the number of people that
would use Insch Station more frequently if accessibility improvements were made.
It has shown that the current accessibility arrangement impacts on a wide range of people, not confined to those with
physical mobility impairments. It has highlighted that while the majority of people are not aware of the alternative travel
arrangements provided by ScotRail, there were respondents who indicated that a taxi to another station would be of little
benefit due to the complexity and time it would add onto a journey. Furthermore, the survey results have shown that
improvements would encourage increased use of the station and have highlighted the strong desire amongst the
community for future improvements to be made.
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Proposal Details
Name and address of authority or organisation promoting the proposal:

Nestrans, 27-29 King Street, Aberdeen, AB24 5AA

Proposal Name:

Name of Planner:

Do-Minimum
The Do-Minimum, in line with STAG, “comprises all schemes and

AECOM, 1 Marischal Square, Aberdeen, AB10 1BL
Capital Costs: N/A

proposals under construction or for which statutory powers exist and
funding is available.” In the Accessibility at Insch Study, it includes
Proposal Description:

improved Aberdeen to Inverness services which are planned for

Estimated Total Public Sector

Stage 2 A2I Rail improvements, platform extensions through A2I

Funding Requirement

Annual Revenue Grant: N/A

improvements and refurbishment works of the existing footbridge in
2023/24. It is used as a baseline to compare the performance of the

Present Value of Cost to Govt: N/A

improvement options assessed as part of this appraisal.
Funding Sought From: (if applicable)

-

Amount of Application:

N/A

Background Information
Geographic Context:

Insch is situated approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen adjacent to the A96 trunk road which strategically connects Aberdeen and Inverness. The rail station
is located in the south of the village and sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.
Insch has a population of approximately 2,690 according to mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland. The proportion of older people is higher in Insch
(20%) than the average for Aberdeenshire (16%) and Scotland (17%). There is also a slightly higher proportion of those aged 30-44 in the area. Household ownership

Social Context:

is high (74%) compared to the national average (62%). There are very high levels of car ownership in the area and 73% of people travel to work by car, reflective of
trends evident in the Aberdeenshire region generally. The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch are Aberdeen City (particularly Dyce and
the city centre), Inverurie and Huntly.
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014) identifies a strategic growth area between Aberdeen and Huntly, with allowance for 1,000 houses

Economic Context:

and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021) notes that no significant additional land allocations have been made in
Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level of growth. In response to the call for bids for the LDP 2021, an area to the south of Insch Station
was proposed for mixed use development. This has been allocated as a Future Opportunity Site and includes additional car parking for the station.

Planning Objectives
Objective

Performance against planning objective:

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can
travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility
impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

The Do-Minimum would be expected to have a negligible impact on the TPO as no physical accessibility improvements are
-

included as part of this scenario and thus those with mobility impairments will still be unable to travel without requiring
assistance.

Specification
Appraisal Summary Tables (ASTs)

Rationale for Selection or Rejection of The Do-Minimum is used for the purposes of comparison and assessment of other options, and, in the result of no other intervention, it represents the default status
Proposal:

quo scenario.

Implementability Appraisal
Feasibility:

There would be no anticipated technical or operational feasibility issues associated with the Do-Minimum scenario. (-)
The platform extensions included within the Do-Minimum scenario are part of the A2I Improvement works and therefore it is not expected that the Do-Minimum

Affordability:

scenario encounters any issues around affordability.
As a baseline used for comparison purposes, the Do-Minimum scenario has a neutral impact on public acceptability. However, public and stakeholder engagement

Public Acceptability:

work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station. Therefore, in the absence of accessibility
improvements being delivered at the station, there is likely to be frustration amongst members of the community. (-)

STAG Criteria
Criterion

Assessment
Summary

Environment:

-

Safety:

-

Economy:

-

Integration:

-

Supporting Information

The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact against the environment criteria. There would be no anticipated impacts on water quality, drainage,
flooding, air quality or biodiversity as a result of the Do-Minimum scenario.
The Do-Minimum would be expected to have a negligible impact on the safety criteria. There would be no impact on the number of accidents at the station, or on the
security of station users.
The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the economy criteria.
The Do-Minimum would be expected to have a negligible impact on the integration criteria. It would not promote transport integration, nor would it support transport
and land-use integration. It would also not support wider strategies of Nestrans which include the aim to enhance choice, accessibility and safety of transport for all in
the North East of Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society.

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion:

-

The Do-Minimum would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criteria as it is not providing everyone with the means to
travel to employment opportunities, services, shops and other facilities.
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Proposal Details
Name and address of authority or organisation promoting the proposal:

Nestrans, 27-29 King Street, Aberdeen, AB24 5AA

Proposal Name:

Name of Planner:

Option 1a - Footpath through field and along the south side of

AECOM, 1 Marischal Square, Aberdeen, AB10 1BL

the B9002
This option considers provision of a footpath along the south side of
Proposal Description:

Capital Costs: TBC

the B9002 North Road and through the field to the south platform

Estimated Total Public Sector

(Platform 1).

Funding Requirement

Annual Revenue Grant: N/A
Present Value of Cost to Govt: N/A

Funding Sought From: (if applicable)

-

Amount of Application:

-

Background Information

Geographic Context:

Insch is situated approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen adjacent to the A96 trunk road which strategically connects Aberdeen and Inverness. The rail station
is located in the south of the village and sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.
Insch has a population of approximately 2,690 according to mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland. The proportion of older people is higher in Insch
(20%) than the average for Aberdeenshire (16%) and Scotland (17%). There is also a slightly higher proportion of those aged 30-44 in the area. Household ownership

Social Context:

is high (74%) compared to the national average (62%). There are very high levels of car ownership in the area and 73% of people travel to work by car, reflective of
trends evident in the Aberdeenshire region generally. The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch are Aberdeen City (particularly Dyce and
the city centre), Inverurie and Huntly.
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014) identifies a strategic growth area between Aberdeen and Huntly, with allowance for 1,000 houses

Economic Context:

and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021) notes that no significant additional land allocations have been made in
Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level of growth. In response to the call for bids for the LDP 2021, an area to the south of Insch Station
was proposed for mixed use development. This has been allocated as a Future Opportunity Site and includes additional car parking for the station.

Planning Objectives
Objective

Performance against planning objective:
This option would be expected to have a minor beneficial impact on the TPO as it improves physical accessibility by providing

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can
travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility
impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

ü

access between the car park and Platform 1 via a footpath through the level crossing. This would mean that some rail users
with mobility impairments would be able to travel without requiring assistance. The provision of a footpath would not improve
the situation for those users unable to travel the distance between the car park and Platform 1 via the level crossing.
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Rationale for Selection or Rejection of On the grounds that this option has the potential to support the TPO for this study and complements a number of elements of the STAG and Implementability criteria,
Proposal:

it is recommended that this option is selected for further assessment.

Implementability Appraisal
The footpath option would require changes to the level crossing and to level crossing equipment, potential removal of wall and/or road realignment. Repositioning of
Feasibility:

the 1.2m boundary wall will likely impact on existing rail signalling assets located at the top of the wall between the signal box and the retaining wall. Possible repositioning of equipment may be required. (High Risk)
The footpath option would be anticipated to have relatively low construction and maintenance costs, with opportunity for developer/third party funding associated with
a proposed development site. However, there is a level of uncertainty relating to the possible requirement for alterations to the level crossing. Additionally, there is a

Affordability:

risk that the level crossing could be closed in future in line with Network Rail’s Level Crossing Risk Reduction Programme, resulting in abortive costs related to this
option, although there are no current plans for closure.
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station.
Therefore, the footpath option is likely to generate support from those able to navigate the level crossing in order to cross between platforms. The provision of a
footpath would not improve the situation for those users unable to navigate the distance between the car park and Platform 1 and is therefore less likely to generate

Public Acceptability:

support than those options which provide DDA compliant access. While this option was the preferred option of the Access Panel, other stakeholders expressed
concern about the likely use of this option owing to the travel distance involved and local residents adjacent to the Level Crossing are strongly opposed to this option.
There may also be impacts on the level crossing, requiring consultation with the Secretary of State and the network operator. (Medium Risk)

STAG Criteria
Criterion

Assessment
Summary

Supporting Information

The footpath option would be expected to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. A flood study of Insch identified low level flood risk at the
area surrounding the level crossing. Lighting of the footpath may produce low level light pollution impacts on surrounding properties. Some noise pollution may occur
Environment:

û

during construction; however, no notable post-construction noise is expected based on anticipated user numbers. There may be requirement for removal of some
trees, although this could be mitigated with compensatory planting if required. Boundary treatment could have post and wire fencing or planting to minimise any impact
on visual amenity. No air quality, water quality, landscape or cultural heritage impacts are anticipated.
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact on the safety criteria. There would be a risk of a higher number of accidents due to the

Safety:

û

increased interaction between pedestrians and traffic on the B9002 and the provision of a footpath through the field could result in anti-social behaviour, which could
have implications for the security of station users, although this could be mitigated by provision of CCTV surveillance.
Due to the nature of improvements proposed, there is expected to be limited impact on journey times or traffic volumes (i.e. typical metrics that can be used to monetise

Economy:

-

the benefits of transport interventions). Improvements would not be of a scale likely to attract new jobs or provide a benefit to existing businesses. Improvements to
accessibility are not anticipated to significantly increase user numbers, thus resulting in negligible impact in terms of increased attractiveness of Insch as a place to
live and work. As such, this option is anticipated to have a negligible impact on the economy criteria.
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The footpath option would be expected have a minor beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would promote transport integration between walking and rail
Integration:

ü

through the footpath connection between the two platforms. It would also support wider strategies of Nestrans which include the aim to enhance choice, accessibility
and safety of transport for all in the North East of Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society, albeit to a lesser extent than some of
the other options. It is not expected that the footpath option would promote transport and land-use integration.
The footpath option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criterion as it is aiming to provide more people with

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion:

ü

the means to travel to employment opportunities, services, shops and other facilities. However, the footpath option would not provide everyone with this opportunity
as there would be people for whom the footpath option would offer no improvement (e.g. those unable to travel the distance between the two platforms via the level
crossing).
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Proposal Details
Name and address of authority or organisation promoting the proposal:

Nestrans, 27-29 King Street, Aberdeen, AB24 5AA

Proposal Name:

Name of Planner:

Option 3 - Footbridge with Ramps
This option considers the provision of ramps with a connecting
overbridge.

Capital Costs: TBC
Estimated Total Public Sector

Proposal Description:

AECOM, 1 Marischal Square, Aberdeen, AB10 1BL

Funding Requirement

Annual Revenue Grant: N/A
Present Value of Cost to Govt: N/A

Funding Sought From: (if applicable)

-

Amount of Application:

-

Background Information

Geographic Context:

Insch is situated approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen adjacent to the A96 trunk road which strategically connects Aberdeen and Inverness. The rail station
is located in the south of the village and sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.
Insch has a population of approximately 2,690 according to mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland. The proportion of older people is higher in Insch
(20%) than the average for Aberdeenshire (16%) and Scotland (17%). There is also a slightly higher proportion of those aged 30-44 in the area. Household ownership

Social Context:

is high (74%) compared to the national average (62%). There are very high levels of car ownership in the area and 73% of people travel to work by car, reflective of
trends evident in the Aberdeenshire region generally. The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch are Aberdeen City (particularly Dyce and
the city centre), Inverurie and Huntly.
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014) identifies a strategic growth area between Aberdeen and Huntly, with allowance for 1,000 houses

Economic Context:

and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021) notes that no significant additional land allocations have been made in
Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level of growth. In response to the call for bids for the LDP 2021, an area to the south of Insch Station
was proposed for mixed use development. This has been allocated as a Future Opportunity Site and includes additional car parking for the station.

Planning Objectives
Objective

Performance against planning objective:
The footbridge with ramps option would be expected to have a moderate beneficial impact on the TPO as it provides physical

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can
travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility
impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

üü

accessibility improvements by enabling access to Platform 1. However, in order to allow for appropriate gradients, an
approximate travel distance of 250m between platforms would be required, which may be problematic for some people with
mobility impairments.

Rationale for Selection or Rejection of On the grounds that this option has the potential to support the TPO for this study and complements a number of elements of the STAG and Implementability criteria,
Proposal:

it is recommended that this option is selected for further assessment.
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Implementability Appraisal
The ramp option would be anticipated to require a significant proportion of land from the existing car park (estimated loss of 23 spaces out of the 44 space car park)
Feasibility:

and would also require the purchase of private land to the south of Platform 1 to provide the ramped footbridge. Re-cabling would be required to take station retail
cabling across to Platform 1 from the existing footbridge to the new footbridge. The ramp option would also require listed planning consent. (Medium Risk)
The ramp option would be expected to have medium-high costs for construction. Ongoing maintenance would be required, although from an efficiency point of view,

Affordability:

delivery of this option could remove the need for investment in the existing footbridge, therefore maximising the value of refurbishment. This option would be designed
to enable route clearance for potential route electrification in the future, therefore ensuring the future sustainability of this option.
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station.

Public Acceptability:

However, only those able to navigate the 250m travel distance between platforms would benefit from this option. Additionally, the associated loss of around half of
existing car parking spaces may not be acceptable. (Low Risk)

STAG Criteria

Criterion

Assessment
Summary

Supporting Information
The footbridge with ramps option would be expected to have a moderate negative impact against the environment criteria. The most significant impact on the

Environment:

ûû

environmental criteria for this option would be in relation to visual amenity and cultural heritage, due to the significant footprint required for the ramps. There would
also be anticipated noise impacts during construction. Removal of some trees may be necessary, although this could be mitigated with replanting if required.

Safety:

-

The ramp option would be expected to have a negligible impact on the safety criteria. There would be no anticipated impact on the number of accidents at the station,
or on the security of station users.
Although this option would provide access for some users who previously could not use the station, it is not considered that numbers would be significant as there

Economy:

-

remain some accessibility challenges. Additionally, this option is expected to result in a loss of around half of the existing car parking spaces at the station, which
could have an adverse impact on the attractiveness of Insch as a place to live and work, if a reduction in spaces reduces the attractiveness of rail and contributes to
increased road traffic. Overall however, this option has been assessed to have a negligible impact against these criteria.
The ramp option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It could promote transport integration between driving and rail travel
through the new connection between the two platforms, however if the associated loss of car parking spaces results in parking demand exceeding capacity, there may

Integration:

ü

in fact be reduced integration between driving and rail. This option would support wider strategies of Nestrans which include the aim to enhance choice, accessibility
and safety of transport for all in the North East of Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society, albeit to a lesser extent than some of
the other options. It is not expected that the ramp option would impact transport and land-use integration.
The ramp option would be expected to have a moderate beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criteria as it would provide people with the means

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion:

üü

to travel to employment opportunities, services, shops and other facilities. Although this option would provide DDA compliant access between platforms, there would
be an approximate 250m travel distance required to cross between the platforms, which may not be possible for some users; accordingly, this option would not fully
improve accessibility for all users.
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Proposal Details
Name and address of authority or organisation promoting the proposal:

Nestrans, 27-29 King Street, Aberdeen, AB24 5AA

Proposal Name:

Name of Planner:

Option 4 - Footbridge with Lifts
This option considers the provision of lifts with a connecting
overbridge.

Capital Costs: TBC
Estimated Total Public Sector

Proposal Description:

AECOM, 1 Marischal Square, Aberdeen, AB10 1BL

Funding Requirement

Annual Revenue Grant: N/A
Present Value of Cost to Govt: N/A

Funding Sought From: (if applicable)

-

Amount of Application:

-

Background Information

Geographic Context:

Insch is situated approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen adjacent to the A96 trunk road which strategically connects Aberdeen and Inverness. The rail station
is located in the south of the village and sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.
Insch has a population of approximately 2,690 according to mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland. The proportion of older people is higher in Insch
(20%) than the average for Aberdeenshire (16%) and Scotland (17%). There is also a slightly higher proportion of those aged 30-44 in the area. Household ownership

Social Context:

is high (74%) compared to the national average (62%). There are very high levels of car ownership in the area and 73% of people travel to work by car, reflective of
trends evident in the Aberdeenshire region generally. The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch are Aberdeen City (particularly Dyce and
the city centre), Inverurie and Huntly.
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014) identifies a strategic growth area between Aberdeen and Huntly, with allowance for 1,000 houses

Economic Context:

and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021) notes that no significant additional land allocations have been made in
Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level of growth. In response to the call for bids for the LDP 2021, an area to the south of Insch Station
was proposed for mixed use development. This has been allocated as a Future Opportunity Site and includes additional car parking for the station.

Planning Objectives
Objective

Performance against planning objective:

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can
travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility
impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

The lift option would be expected to have a major beneficial impact on the TPO as it provides physical accessibility
üüü improvements by enabling access to Platform 1. This would mean that all rail users would be able to travel without requiring
assistance.

Rationale for Selection or Rejection of On the grounds that this option has the potential to support the TPO for this study and complements a number of elements of the STAG and Implementability criteria,
Proposal:

it is recommended that this option is selected for further assessment.
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Implementability Appraisal
This option would require a small number of spaces from the existing car park, the purchase of land to the south of Platform 1 to provide the lifts, and the requirement

Feasibility:

for listed planning consent. (Medium Risk)
The lift option would be anticipated to have relatively high construction costs. Ongoing maintenance would be required, and this may be more expensive than other
options, due to regular technical maintenance as well as any ad-hoc requirements arising from technical difficulties. From an efficiency point of view, delivery of this

Affordability:

option could remove the need for investment in the existing footbridge, therefore maximising the value of refurbishment. This option would be designed to enable route
clearance for potential route electrification in the future, therefore ensuring the future sustainability of this option.
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station.

Public Acceptability:

Engagement with the Community Council indicated that the lift option would be the preferred option of the community. (Low Risk)

STAG Criteria

Criterion

Assessment
Summary

Supporting Information
The footbridge with lifts option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. The most significant impact on the environmental
criteria for this option would be in relation to cultural heritage. The station is Category C-listed and therefore high-quality materials would be required to minimise the

Environment:

û

impact or the design would be required to replicate historic detailing. The footprint required for the lifts is expected to be significantly smaller than that required for the
ramps. There would be anticipated noise impacts during construction. Removal of some trees may be necessary, although this could be mitigated with replanting if
required.

Safety:

-

Economy:

-

The lift option would be expected to have a negligible impact on the safety criteria. There would be no anticipated impact on the number of accidents at the station, or
on the security of station users.
The lift option would be anticipated to have a negligible impact on the economy criteria. Although this option would improve accessibility, thus providing more people
with the means to travel to employment opportunities, the number of additional users resulting from this intervention is unlikely to result in any notable economic
benefits.
The lift option would be expected to have a moderate beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would promote transport integration of walking and driving with rail

Integration:

üü

travel through the new connection between the two platforms. It would also support wider strategies of Nestrans which include the aim to enhance choice, accessibility
and safety of transport for all in the North East of Scotland, particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society. It is not expected that the lift option
would promote transport and land-use integration.

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion:

üüü

The lift option would be anticipated to have a major beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criteria, as it would provide people with the means to
travel to employment opportunities, shops, services and other facilities.
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Proposal Details
Name and address of authority or organisation promoting the proposal:

Nestrans, 27-29 King Street, Aberdeen, AB24 5AA

Proposal Name:

Name of Planner:

Option 5a - New car park south of Platform 1
This option considers the provision of a new car park on the south
side of the station to enable access to Platform 1.

Proposal Description:

AECOM, 1 Marischal Square, Aberdeen, AB10 1BL
Capital Costs: TBC

Estimated Total Public Sector
Funding Requirement

Annual Revenue Grant: N/A
Present Value of Cost to Govt: N/A

Funding Sought From: (if applicable)

-

Amount of Application:

-

Background Information

Geographic Context:

Insch is situated approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen adjacent to the A96 trunk road which strategically connects Aberdeen and Inverness. The rail station
is located in the south of the village and sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.
Insch has a population of approximately 2,690 according to mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland. The proportion of older people is higher in Insch
(20%) than the average for Aberdeenshire (16%) and Scotland (17%). There is also a slightly higher proportion of those aged 30-44 in the area. Household ownership

Social Context:

is high (74%) compared to the national average (62%). There are very high levels of car ownership in the area and 73% of people travel to work by car, reflective of
trends evident in the Aberdeenshire region generally. The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch are Aberdeen City (particularly Dyce and
the city centre), Inverurie and Huntly.
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014) identifies a strategic growth area between Aberdeen and Huntly, with allowance for 1,000 houses

Economic Context:

and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021) notes that no significant additional land allocations have been made in
Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level of growth. In response to the call for bids for the LDP 2021, an area to the south of Insch Station
was proposed for mixed use development. This has been allocated as a Future Opportunity Site and includes additional car parking for the station.

Planning Objectives
Objective

Performance against planning objective:
The car park option would be expected to have a minor beneficial impact on the TPO as it provides physical accessibility
improvements by enabling access to Platform 1. This option would enable access to both platforms but would not provide

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can
travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility
impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

ü

DDA-compliant access between platforms. This would mean that rail users being dropped off and/or picked up at Insch Station
could travel without requiring assistance (albeit only once at the station). This option would not provide a benefit to those with
mobility impairments who drive to the station themselves, as the lack of platform to platform access would still present a barrier
to access for the return journey.

Specification
Appraisal Summary Tables (ASTs)

Rationale for Selection or Rejection of It is recommended that this option is rejected from further consideration at this stage. This option does not provide a step-free access solution between the platforms
Proposal:

at the station and there are also concerns regarding the deliverability and stakeholder acceptability of this option.

Implementability Appraisal
Provision of a new car park option would require allocation of the land for the proposed site (currently designated as a Future Opportunity Site) or the land to the south
of Platform 1 would require to be purchased to enable the construction of the car park. Discussions with Aberdeenshire Council highlighted concerns relating to the
potential development site in relation to the ability to access the site, the provision of suitable permeability to the surrounding area and to the ability to provide suitable

Feasibility:

footway connections in and around the Level Crossing. Discussions would also be required to determine who would take ownership of the car park and therefore be
responsible for construction and maintenance. Given the land is not in ownership of the Council, there are a number of risks to this option in terms of timescale, cost
and deliverability. (Medium Risk)
The car park option would be estimated to constitute a medium cost option for construction. This option would require ongoing maintenance, including winter
maintenance of the car park. It is possible that this option could benefit from developer contributions i.e. through proposals for a new development, including station

Affordability:

car parking, south of the station. Should this option be taken forward, further discussion and agreement would be required over future operation. Similar to Option 1,
should this option require changes to the existing Level Crossing, there is a risk that such investment associated with this option could be abortive should the Level
Crossing be closed/upgraded in the future.
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station.
Therefore, the car park option would be anticipated to generate a level of support as it would enable a drop-off/pick-up opportunity from both platforms. The car park
option would not provide DDA-compliant access between platforms and therefore it would not be possible for all users to travel without requiring assistance. However,

Public Acceptability:

this option may also be supported given that it would open up access to the rail network for a greater number of users via increased car parking availability. Discussion
with other stakeholders including Network Rail has highlighted concerns with options that would likely place additional traffic through the Level Crossing, while
Aberdeenshire Council has also highlighted concerns related to the opening up of land to the south of the station for development. (Low Risk)

STAG Criteria
Criterion

Assessment
Summary

Supporting Information

The car park option would be expected to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. It is likely that there would be noise and vibration impacts,
both during and post-construction. Although the provision of additional car parking may encourage more people to drive, it is considered that this is on a small enough
Environment:

û

scale that there would be no adverse impacts on local air quality. Additionally, it is noted that the site of the car park is located in close proximity to areas of Insch
which have been identified as having some flood risk, albeit the area proposed for the car park itself does not form part of this area. There could be a slight impact on
the visual amenity as a result of the car park option, however there are no frontages onto the site. There would be no anticipated impacts on water quality, landscape
or cultural heritage.
The car park option would be anticipated to have a minor negative impact on the safety criteria. It is possible that the car park option would increase the risk of

Safety:

û

accidents, particularly at the junction to the access road for the site where concerns have been raised about visibility due to the bend in the B922. It is not expected
that the car park option would have an impact on the security of station users.

Specification
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The car park option would be expected to have a minor beneficial impact on the economy criteria. Although this option may result in an increase in traffic local to the
Economy:

ü

station, it may reduce traffic in the surrounding area by encouraging modal shift to rail. This option may also encourage development to the south of the station in line
with Aberdeenshire Council and community aspirations.
The car park option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would promote transport integration between driving and
rail travel by enabling access to Platform 1, although it would not improve access between platforms for drivers, pedestrians and wheelchair users. It would also

Integration:

üü

support wider strategies of Nestrans which include the aim to enhance choice, accessibility and safety of transport for all in the North East of Scotland, particularly for
disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society. The car park option would also promote transport and land-use integration as it is possible that the car park would
be delivered as part of a wider mixed-use development.
The car park option would be anticipated to have a minor beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criteria. Provision of a car park could increase

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion:

access to the rail network by enhancing capacity at the station for people who wish to drive to the station but may currently be put-off due to concerns regarding
ü

availability of a guaranteed space. While the car park option would enable access to both platforms, it would not provide DDA-compliant access between platforms
meaning that those with reduced mobility who drive to the station themselves would not benefit from this improvement as a lack of platform to platform access would
still present a barrier to access on their return journey. Accordingly, this option would not fully improve accessibility of all users.

Specification
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Proposal Details
Name and address of authority or organisation promoting the proposal:

Nestrans, 27-29 King Street, Aberdeen, AB24 5AA

Proposal Name:

Name of Planner:

Option 5b – New Car Park south of Platform 1 with footpath

AECOM, 1 Marischal Square, Aberdeen, AB10 1BL

through field and along the south side of the B9002

Proposal Description:

This option considers the provision of a new car park on the south

Capital Costs: TBC

side of the station to enable access to Platform 1, in combination with Estimated Total Public Sector
a footpath along the south side of the B9002 North Road and through Funding Requirement

Annual Revenue Grant: N/A

the field to the south platform (Platform 1).

Funding Sought From: (if applicable)

-

Present Value of Cost to Govt: N/A
Amount of Application:

-

Background Information

Geographic Context:

Insch is situated approximately 27 miles northwest of Aberdeen adjacent to the A96 trunk road which strategically connects Aberdeen and Inverness. The rail station
is located in the south of the village and sits on the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.
Insch has a population of approximately 2,690 according to mid-2016 estimates by National Records of Scotland. The proportion of older people is higher in Insch
(20%) than the average for Aberdeenshire (16%) and Scotland (17%). There is also a slightly higher proportion of those aged 30-44 in the area. Household ownership

Social Context:

is high (74%) compared to the national average (62%). There are very high levels of car ownership in the area and 73% of people travel to work by car, reflective of
trends evident in the Aberdeenshire region generally. The most common destinations for those travelling to work from Insch are Aberdeen City (particularly Dyce and
the city centre), Inverurie and Huntly.
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2014) identifies a strategic growth area between Aberdeen and Huntly, with allowance for 1,000 houses

Economic Context:

and 70 hectares of employment land to 2035. The Proposed Local Development Plan (2021) notes that no significant additional land allocations have been made in
Insch to allow the village to consolidate and react to the recent level of growth. In response to the call for bids for the LDP 2021, an area to the south of Insch Station
was proposed for mixed use development. This has been allocated as a Future Opportunity Site and includes additional car parking for the station.

Planning Objectives
Objective

Performance against planning objective:
The car park option would be expected to have a moderate beneficial impact on the TPO as it provides physical accessibility

To improve physical accessibility at Insch Station such that all users can
travel without requiring assistance, including those with mobility
impairments, the ageing population, and those with young children.

improvements through the improvement of access to Platform 1 for those with and without access to a vehicle. It would mean
üü that rail users being dropped off and picked up at the station could travel without requiring assistance while the footpath would
provide an additional opportunity to cross between platforms for those without access to a vehicle and those driving
themselves, although some users may not be able to travel the distance between platforms via the footpath.

Specification
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Rationale for Selection or Rejection of It is recommended that this option is rejected from further consideration at this stage. This is principally due to deliverability and stakeholder acceptability concerns
Proposal:

around this option.

Implementability Appraisal
The car park plus footpath option would be associated with the same risks identified for Option 1 (new footpath) and Option 5a (new car park). There are technical
Feasibility:

challenges associated with providing a new footpath, principally owing to interaction with the Level Crossing, and there are uncertainties and timescale risks linked to
the need for land ownership to enable development of the new footpath and car park. (High Risk)
The car park plus footpath option would be expected to constitute a medium-high cost option based on the potential technical issues identified. As set out in relation
to Option 1 and Option 5a, it is possible that such an option could benefit from developer contributions owing to the proposals for a new development south of the

Affordability:

station, although further discussion and agreement would be required. Similar to Option 1 and Option 5a, should this option require changes to the existing Level
Crossing, there is a risk that such investment associated with this option could be abortive should the Level Crossing be closed/upgraded in the future.
The public and stakeholder engagement work undertaken as part of the study demonstrated support for measures to improve accessibility issues at Insch Station.
Therefore, the car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to generate support as it would enable a drop-off/pick-up opportunity from both platforms and access
to both platforms on foot. The car park plus footpath option would not allow all users to travel without requiring assistance. However, this option may also be supported

Public Acceptability:

given that it would open up access to the rail network for a greater number of users via increased car parking availability. However, for the same reasons highlighted
under Option 1 and Option 5a, stakeholders have expressed concern with options that increase the potential for pedestrian and vehicular traffic through the existing
Level Crossing. (Low Risk)

STAG Criteria
Criterion

Assessment
Summary

Supporting Information

The car park plus footpath option would be expected to have a minor negative impact against the environment criteria. It is likely that there would be noise and vibration
impacts, both during and post-construction. Although the provision of additional car parking may encourage more people to drive, it is considered that this is on a
Environment:

û

small enough scale that there would be no adverse impacts on local air quality. Additionally, it is noted that the area of the footpath adjacent to the level crossing is at
risk of flooding. There could be a slight impact on the visual amenity as a result of the car park plus footpath option, however there are no frontages onto the site.
There would be no anticipated impacts on water quality, landscape or cultural heritage.
The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a moderate negative impact on the safety criteria. It is possible that the car park would increase the

Safety:

ûû

risk of accidents, particularly at the junction to the access road for the site where concerns have been raised about visibility due to the bend in the B922. In addition
to this, increased foot traffic to access the footpath may result in increased interaction between motor vehicles and pedestrians at this location. Additionally, there may
be security concerns related to the secluded nature of the proposed footpath, although this could be partially mitigated by lighting and CCTV provision.
The car park plus footpath option would be expected to have a minor beneficial impact on the economy criteria. Although this option may result in an increase in traffic

Economy:

ü

local to the station, it may reduce traffic in the surrounding area by encouraging modal shift to rail. This option may also encourage development to the south of the
station in line with Aberdeenshire Council and community aspirations.
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The car park plus footpath option would be anticipated to have a moderate beneficial impact on the integration criteria. It would promote transport integration between
driving, walking and rail travel by enabling access to Platform 1 by car, and the footpath connection between platforms. However, some drivers, pedestrians and
Integration:

üü

wheelchair users may not be able to travel the distance between platforms via the footpath, meaning that this option would not improve integration for those people.
It would support wider strategies of Nestrans which include the aim to enhance choice, accessibility and safety of transport for all in the North East of Scotland,
particularly for disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society. The car park option would also promote transport and land-use integration as it is possible that the
car park would be delivered as part of a wider mixed-use development.
The car park plus footpath option would be expected to have a moderate beneficial impact on the accessibility and social inclusion criterion. The car park would allow

Accessibility and
Social Inclusion:

üü

step-free access to Platform 1 by car, allowing drop-off and pick-up, and the footpath connection would provide access between platforms for some users accessing
the station by driving, walking or wheelchair. However, some drivers, pedestrians and wheelchair users may not be able to travel the distance between platforms via
the footpath, meaning that this option would not provide access for all users.

