
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Multi-Modal Corridor Study  Project number: 60706227

Prepared for:  Nestrans AECOM

Appendix C – Consultation Outcomes



Consultation Outcomes Technical Note   

 

Consultation Outcomes Technical Note 
 

1. Introduction & Methodology 

1.1 Purpose of Note 

This note has been prepared to outline the findings from the public and stakeholder engagement exercise that was 

undertaken to support the Detailed Appraisal of options under consideration as part of the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk 

Multi-Modal Corridor Study. Engagement was undertaken between August and October 2024. 

This note sets out the methodology adopted and provides an overview of key findings from the engagement exercise. 

1.2 Methodology 

1.2.1 Community Council Engagement  

Engagement with Community Councils (CCs) was undertaken ahead of wider public engagement. Nestrans and AECOM 

attended three CC meetings, including: 

• Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore CC on Wednesday 21st August 2024 at 19:30 in Skateraw Hall;  

• Portlethen & District CC on Thursday 22nd August 2024 at 19:00 in the Larch Room at Portlethen Academy; and 

• Cove & Altens CC on Monday 11th November 2024 at 19:00 in Altens Community Centre. 

For Stonehaven & District CC and Mearns CC (the two other Community Councils in the study area), written briefings 

were provided to advise of the public consultation launch. 

1.2.2 Online Consultation  

Consultees accessed study information and the online survey through a page hosted on the Nestrans website1. The 

page had information on the background to the study, work completed to date, the option packages being consulted upon 

and their key considerations, including estimated costs. Detailed plans for each option package were also presented and 

an online survey was linked within this page. 

1.2.3 Questionnaire  

A feedback survey was developed to collate responses to inform the appraisal. It sought views on: 

• Current use of the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor; 

• The option packages; and 

• A series of ‘About You’ questions to assess the representativeness of the sample. 

Two versions of the questionnaire were available targeting 1) members of the public; and 2) organisations that regularly 

use the route. The questionnaire was hosted on the Microsoft Forms platform and directly linked to the Nestrans website. 

Hard copies of the questionnaire were also available at the public drop-in events and at libraries within the key 

settlements along the route throughout the duration of the consultation period.  

1.2.4 Public Drop-In Events 

The consultation also included two in-person drop-in events, as set out in Table 1.1.  

Table 1.1: Public Drop-In Events 

Location Date and Time Venue 

Cove  09/10/2024 @ 16:00-20:00 Aberdeen Altens Hotel 

Newtonhill 10/10/2024 @ 15:30-19:30 Bettridge Centre 

  

 
1 https://www.nestrans.org.uk/projects/studies/aberdeen-laurencekirk-mms/  

https://www.nestrans.org.uk/projects/studies/aberdeen-laurencekirk-mms/
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The events were attended by representatives from AECOM and Nestrans. During the events, attendees were provided 

with the opportunity to review hard copies of the consultation materials and discuss the study in greater depth with 

members of the project team. Whilst there was a strong attendance at the Newtonhill event (circa 35 attendees), only a 

small number of people attended the event in Cove. Printed copies of the feedback form were also available for 

attendees to complete. 

1.2.5 Consultation Promotion 

In order to inform people about the consultation, several methods were used to promote the online questionnaire and 

public drop-in event including: 

• Social media posts from Nestrans; 

• Emails direct to key stakeholders who had been consulted as part of previous consultation exercises for the project, 

including bus and rail operators, groups representing active travel users and other interest groups; 

• Emails direct to Community Councils; and 

• A paper copy of the consultation materials, including copies of the questionnaire were provided in libraries within 

the key settlements along the route (Cove, Portlethen, Newtonhill, Stonehaven and Laurencekirk). 

Local Elected Members were also contacted to raise awareness of the consultation and support its promotion.  
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2. Key Findings – Community Council Engagement 

2.1 Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore CC 

A summary of key points of feedback received at the Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore CC meeting are as follows: 

• There are wide-ranging views amongst people in the community regarding the potential for a new rail station with a 

recognition that it could improve accessibility to and from the community but concerns regarding some adverse 

impacts that could result, such as increased parking on residential roads around the station. 

• Parking issues were highlighted as a key concern, with a lack of obvious locations to accommodate formal car 

parking for the station. There are existing issues with parking within Newtonhill and there are concerns that parking 

by those using the station would exacerbate issues significantly, particularly by potential users from outwith the 

settlement (e.g. Chapelton residents). There are also concerns that inappropriately parked cars could hinder bus 

movements throughout the settlement. 

• Some raised concerns that a station would not be particularly well-used based on their understanding that usage of 

Portlethen Station had reduced in recent years linked to a change in commuting patterns post-covid. 

• There are concerns about the impact that a station would have on existing bus services within the local area. It was 

highlighted that the community is not well served by local buses and had experienced reduced frequencies in 

recent years. Concerns were raised that a new station could eventually lead to the complete withdrawal of bus 

services to Newtonhill. 

• There was a discussion regarding the potential use of railway sidings to provide car parking for the station and it 

was noted that further consideration could be given to the potential for this at more detailed design stages should 

the option progress to Business Case and beyond. However, constraints were noted with regards to strict Network 

Rail standards for new stations in terms of safety guidelines meaning that new stations require a more significant 

land envelope to deliver. 

• The improved accessibility that a station would provide was highlighted, particularly for those with visual 

impairments. 

• The lack of active travel links to the existing station at Portlethen was highlighted, noting that if appropriate links 

were provided, this could provide a feasible multi-modal travel option for some people. It was highlighted that there 

is a potential active travel route between Portlethen and Newtonhill that could be formalised with less significant 

engineering requirements compared to a shared use path alongside the A92, however, negotiation would be 

required regarding land ownership.   

• In terms of longer distance active travel provision, it was noted that the existing path alongside the A92 carriageway 

is considered to be unsafe. There was a discussion about the potential for a safety barrier to separate the proposed 

path from the carriageway. 

2.2 Portlethen & District CC  

A summary of key points of feedback received at the Portlethen & District CC meeting are as follows: 

• It was considered that the community would make use of a mobility hub facility if the bus services were improved as 

reliability of existing services was said to be a significant barrier to use.  

• It would be beneficial to have space for lorry parking and rest facilities as part of the mobility hub facility as there 

are currently no secure parking or rest facilities for HGV drivers. This could be a potential revenue stream as freight 

companies cover the cost of driver parking. 

• The provision of real time information at bus stops within the town would improve people’s confidence in using the 

services. 

• There is a lack of public transport provision to Portlethen in the evening and it can also be difficult to secure taxi 

services. 

• A mobility hub facility could be beneficial for older people in the community who wish to travel into the city centre by 

bus as the lack of appropriate parking locations for those looking to interchange to bus within Portlethen has been 

raised as an issue, with fines issued for those parking within the retail complex.  
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• An orbital service between a mobility hub at Schoolhill and other Park and Ride facilities at Kingswells and 

Craibstone would be welcomed. An overview of the Aberdeen Rapid Transit (ART) proposals was provided, noting 

that this would improve accessibility to key employment destinations in Kingswells/Westhill and Dyce. 

• Cost was also noted as being a significant barrier to use of public transport services, particularly for bus services. It 

was noted that the recent ‘Off-peak fares scheme’ trialled by ScotRail had been beneficial in improving the 

affordability of train services. It was generally felt that the cost of driving and parking in the city centre was less than 

travelling by public transport and this combined with the convenience of driving means that it is an easy decision to 

drive when travelling to the city centre. 

• The importance of providing active travel connections to the mobility hub facility was highlighted, as there is a lack 

of pedestrian provision currently in the proposed location. 

• There are potentially appropriate long-distance active travel routes which could be explored via the Causey Mounth, 

which is considered to be a combination of direct and more remote from the main A92 carriageway.  

2.3 Cove & Altens CC 

A summary of the key points of feedback received at the Cove & Altens CC meeting are as follows: 

• There was some uncertainty over the potential use of a station, with one CC member noting that the majority of 

people in Cove have access to a private vehicle.  

• Members of the CC emphasised that access to the station via the Stationfields Development would be inadequate. 

There was a general preference for a site further north of the new development that could be accessed from the 

Coast Road. 

• Existing bus services were highlighted as a key issue, both in terms of confusion over existing routeing options and 

in terms of the consistency of delivery. It was highlighted that certainty of service is required to encourage people to 

use the bus. 

• A shuttle bus service operating between a station and key residential and employment areas could encourage use. 

The potential for changes to the routeing of existing bus services to better connect with rail services was discussed, 

however, it was noted that bus services are operated on a commercial basis and therefore, the routeing of services 

will continue to be based on what bus companies perceive as the most profitable route. 

• It was felt that more could be done from a transport perspective to encourage tourism in the area through 

implementation of a ‘land train’ similar to what is in place in Stonehaven. 

• The importance of full accessibility at any new station was highlighted. 

• Parking was noted as being important for encouraging use of a station from nearby areas. 

• The cost of fares for rail services from Cove was noted as being another factor which would influence use of the 

station, particularly given the lack of concessionary fares for under 22s and over 60s. 

• The importance of ensuring adequate shelter at a station to protect users from the elements was highlighted. 

• Further consideration of utilities will be required depending on the preferred site location, with potentially significant 

utilities in the vicinity of Underbridge 133/382, including a large sewage pipe. 

 

  



Consultation Outcomes Technical Note   

 

3. Key Findings – Online Consultation 

3.1 Respondent Profile  

The consultation received a total of 308 responses. Table 3.1 below shows the response by each type of respondent, 

covering all response mechanisms. 

Table 3.1: Type of Respondent 

 Online Questionnaire Email Paper Total 

Public  302 0 2 304 

Organisation 3 1 0 4 

Total  305 1 2 308 

3.2 Respondent Location  

All members of the public who completed the questionnaire were asked to provide the first part of their postcode, to 

enable responses to be mapped. Figure 3.1 below shops a map of the region where respondents were from. 

 
Figure 3.1: Responses by Postcode District  
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Table 3.2 shows the count of responses by postcode district. Overall, 81% of public respondents were from postcode 

districts directly on the corridor, with 19% from outside the corridor extents. The results of the survey therefore indicate 

that respondents typically were local people who live on the corridor but also captured responses from those who may 

not live on the corridor but are users of the transport network within the study area. 

Table 3.2: Response by Postcode District 

Postcode District Location/Settlement Count % 

AB39 Stonehaven, Newtonhill and District 152 50% 

AB12 Cove Bay and Portlethen 49 16% 

AB30 Laurencekirk and District 45 15% 

AB10 Mannofield South and Garthdee 6 2% 

DD10 Montrose and Inverbervie 5 2% 

DD9 Brechin and District 4 1% 

AB15 Bieldside, Cults and Mannofield North 3 1% 

AB21 Dyce and District 3 1% 

AB51 Inverurie and District 3 1% 

AB11 Ferryhill and Torry 2 1% 

AB24 Tillydrone and Pittodrie 2 1% 

AB25 Foresterhill and Rosemount 2 1% 

AB32 Westhill and District 2 1% 

AB13 Milltimber 1 0% 

AB14 Peterculter 1 0% 

AB31 Banchory and District 1 0% 

AB38 Aberlour, Craigellachie and Rothes 1 0% 

AB41 Ellon and District 1 0% 

AB43 Fraserburgh and District 1 0% 

AB56 Buckie and Cullen 1 0% 

3.3 Representativeness of Response  

This section compares the demographics of public respondents to the survey with the general demographic of the area 

as a whole (Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire) using 2022 Census results. 

 

Figure 3.2: Gender of Survey Respondents compared to 2022 Census for the Region 

Figure 3.2 shows how the public respondents to the survey compare to the 2022 Census in terms of gender. There was 

an equal split of male-female survey respondents (with 5% selecting the ‘prefer not to say’ option and 1% selecting ‘in 

another way’) compared to a 49-51% split in the wider population. 
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Figure 3.3: Age of Survey Respondents compared to 2022 Census for the Region 

Figure 3.3 shows how the public respondents to the survey compare to the 2022 Census in terms of age. There is a 

relatively balanced spread of ages represented within the survey responses, though it is to be noted that groups such as 

16-24 and 75+ are underrepresented in the survey responses and the 35-44 and 45-54 groups are overrepresented 

when compared to the population of the wider region as a whole.  

 

Figure 3.4: Employment Status of Survey Respondents compared to 2022 Census for the Region 

Figure 3.4 shows how the public respondents to the survey compare to the 2022 Census in terms of employment status. 

‘Employed – full time’, ‘Employed – part time’ and ‘Retired’ make up the majority of the responses in line with the Census. 

Groups such as ‘Self employed’, ‘Student’, ‘Looking after family / home’ and ‘Long term sick’ are also represented, 

however the ‘Unemployed’ group is not represented.   
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3.4 Travel Habits Along Corridor  

Public respondents to the survey were asked a series of questions to gather information on how individuals use the 

Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor, including their frequency of travel on the corridor, travel modes and journey purposes. 

3.4.1 Frequency of Travel  

Figure 3.5 provides an overview of the frequency of use of the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor amongst public 

respondents to the survey. The majority (75%) of respondents indicated that they use the corridor at least 3-4 times per 

week, with 42% indicating that they use the corridor daily. 4% of respondents indicated that they ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ use the 

route. 

 

Figure 3.5: Frequency of use of the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor 

3.4.2 Mode Choice 

Figure 3.6 shows the modes of transport used by public respondents to the survey on the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk 

corridor. It should be noted that respondents were permitted to select multiple options to reflect their full range of 

transport modes used and therefore percentages do not total 100%. 

As shown, car is used for journeys on the corridor by the majority of public respondents, either as a driver (81%) or as a 

passenger (28%). Rail and bus are also commonly used for travel on the corridor (27% and 20% respectively). Use of 

cycling and walking were less common at 13% and 10% respectively. One respondent noted wheeling as a mode of 

travel on the corridor. 

 

Figure 3.6: Transport Modes used on the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor 
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3.4.3  Main Mode of Transport  

Figure 3.7 shows the main mode of transport for public respondents along the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Corridor, with 

respondents only permitted to select one response for this question. 

As shown, car was the main mode of travel for the majority of public respondents, including 69% as a driver and 6% as a 

passenger. Other main modes of travel on the corridor included rail (11%), cycling (5%) and bus (5%). One respondent 

noted that taxi was their main mode of travel on the corridor. 

 

Figure 3.7: Main Mode of Travel on the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor 

3.4.4 Journey Purpose  

Figure 3.8 shows the purpose of journeys undertaken on the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor by public respondents. It 

should be noted that respondents were permitted to select multiple options to reflect their full range of journey purposes 

and therefore percentages do not total 100%. 

As shown, the most common journey purposes on the corridor amongst public respondents were travelling for 

recreational / leisure purposes (70%) and commuting / travelling to work (60%). Other commonly noted journey purposes 

included shopping for groceries (52%), visiting family / friends (49%), health appointments (37%), business travel (18%) 

and caring for dependents (6%).  

 

Figure 3.8: Journey Purposes on the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor 
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3.5 Views on Option Packages 

3.5.1 Strategic Active Travel Package 

Figure 3.9 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for the A92 Active Travel Route option. 

As shown, the majority of respondents (68%) indicated their support for this option. 

 

Figure 3.9: Level of Support for A92 Active Travel Route Option (n=304) 

Figure 3.10 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for the Quiet Routes option. As 

shown, the majority of respondents (64%) indicated their support for this option. 

 

Figure 3.10: Level of Support for Quiet Route Option (n=304) 

Figure 3.11 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for the Marywell to Wellington Road 

option. Around half (47%) of respondents were supportive of this option and around a third (33%) of respondents 

indicated that they neither supported nor opposed this option. 

 

Figure 3.11: Level of Support for Marywell to Wellington Road Option (n=304) 
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Figure 3.12 outlines the preferred active travel solution for the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk corridor amongst public 

respondents to the survey.  

Overall, the A92 Active Travel Route was identified as the most preferred option with 47% of respondents indicating a 

preference for this option, in comparison to 19% for the Quiet Routes option and 6% for the Marywell to Wellington Road 

option. Around a quarter (28%) of respondents stated they had no preference out of the three active travel options.  

It should be noted that the Marywell to Wellington Road option is much smaller in geographic scale than the A92 Active 

Travel Route and Quiet Routes options and is focussed on the northern extents of the study area, which is likely to 

explain the lower support for this option in terms of respondents’ priorities for implementation. 

 

Figure 3.12: Active Travel Option Preference (n=304) 

Respondents were asked to provide any further comments on the Strategic Active Travel Package. In total, 140 

comments were provided. The responses received have been summarised and the common messages are presented 

below.  

• Comments provided in support of the A92 Active Travel Route option noted benefits associated with more direct 

routeing which would support faster access into Aberdeen City by bike, particularly for commuting trips and noted 

that providing formal infrastructure would be welcomed.  

• Comments provided in opposition to the A92 Active Travel Route option raised significant safety concerns due to the 

proximity of this option to a high-speed, busy road.  

• Comments provided in support of the Quiet Routes option noted benefits associated with improved connectivity 

between settlements by active travel modes.  

• Comments provided in opposition to the Quiet Routes option raised safety concerns associated with sharing road 

space with vehicles and raised concerns about the convoluted nature of the option meaning that the route is unlikely 

to be attractive for functional trips such as commuting. 

• Several comments emphasised the general lack of safe and direct active travel provision within the study area. 

There was a particular demand for improved access by active travel modes between Stonehaven and the 

communities to the north of Stonehaven. 

• A number of comments were opposed to the Strategic Active Travel Package as a whole due to a perception that 

usage would be low as a result of the long distances involved and the impact of the weather on active travel uptake.  
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3.5.2 Mobility Hub Package  

Figure 3.13 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for the Mobility Hub Package. Half 

(50%) of respondents were supportive of this option, around a third (32%) of respondents indicated that they neither 

supported nor opposed this option and 11% of respondents were opposed to this option. 

 

Figure 3.13: Level of Support for Mobility Hub Package (n=304) 

Respondents were asked to provide any further comments on the Mobility Hub Package. In total, 87 responses were 

provided. The responses received have been summarised and the common messages are presented below. 

• Comments provided in support of this package welcomed the variety of infrastructure included within the facility, 

especially the electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure and cycle parking, with some comments emphasising the 

need to ensure that the cycle parking is secure. Comments provided in support of this package also highlighted the 

benefits of the interchange element of the facility that would allow users to transfer between different modes such as 

car, bus and bike. 

• Comments provided in opposition to this package raised concerns that usage of the facility would be low due to the 

proximity of the proposed location to Aberdeen City and based on experience of similar facilities in the region (e.g. 

Craibstone Park and Ride). Some respondents felt that it would be difficult to encourage drivers to interchange so 

close to the city centre and indicated that they would prefer to continue driving to their destination. 

• Comments provided in opposition to this package also raised concerns about negative impacts on other road users 

as a result of the bus priority elements proposed within this package. 

• Some respondents proposed that the Mobility Hub facility should be located nearer to a rail station to support access 

to rail services.   
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3.5.3 Bus Priority Package  

Figure 3.14 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for the Bus Priority Package. Around 

half (48%) of respondents were supportive of this option, around a quarter (26%) indicated that they neither supported 

nor opposed this option and around a fifth (21%) of respondents were opposed to this option.  

 

Figure 3.14: Level of Support for the Bus Priority Package (n=304) 

Respondents were asked to provide any further comments on the Bus Priority Package. In total, 112 comments were 

provided. The responses received have been summarised and the common messages are presented below. 

• Comments provided in support of this package noted benefits in terms of encouraging more people to use the bus 

and the subsequent benefits this would have on reducing reliance on private cars. 

• Comments provided in opposition to this package raised concerns about negative impacts on other road users as a 

result of the bus priority elements proposed within this package, which would remove road space for general traffic 

during bus lane hours of operation. 

• Comments provided in opposition to this package also questioned the requirement for bus priority, noting that traffic 

congestion on the corridor has reduced in recent years attributable in part to the opening of the Aberdeen Western 

Peripheral Route (AWPR). 

• Several comments referenced existing issues with current bus service provision (reliability, frequency and cost), 

which was seen to be a priority to address. 

• Some respondents indicated a preference for rail interventions on the corridor and raised concerns that focussing on 

bus improvements may be to the detriment of rail proposals. 

• Some respondents noted an aspiration for improved infrastructure to allow people to carry bikes on buses to 

promote multi-modal journeys.   
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3.5.4 New Rail Station in Newtonhill 

Figure 3.15 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for a New Rail Station in Newtonhill. 

Around three quarters (74%) were supportive of this option, 16% indicated that they neither supported nor opposed this 

option and 7% were opposed to this option. 

 

Figure 3.15: Level of Support for Creation of a New Rail Station in Newtonhill (n=304) 

Respondents were asked to provide any further comments on a New Rail Station in Newtonhill. In total, 161 comments 

were provided. The responses received have been summarised and the common messages are presented below.  

• The vast majority of comments indicated support for a rail station in Newtonhill, with respondents noting that a rail 

station would provide a viable alternative to car travel to and from the settlement and that it would support an 

expanding population associated with development at Chapelton. 

• Comments provided in opposition to the package noted that there are rail stations nearby in Portlethen and 

Stonehaven available to use for people who want to travel by train. 

• Concerns were also expressed that a new rail station could be detrimental to the bus service, which would remain 

important, particularly for elderly residents in Newtonhill who rely on buses and could be at risk of withdrawal should 

a rail link be reintroduced to the village. 

• Mixed opinions were expressed regarding the provision of car parking associated with a new station. Some deemed 

parking to be a necessity whilst others did not feel it was required as long as other transport links were provided 

such as improved walk and cycle routes. Other comments expressed concerns that providing car parking could 

encourage people to drive to the station rather than travelling actively and this could cause congestion within the 

settlement that could negatively impact on local residents. 

• Some comments indicated strong opposition to the proposed car parking location at the park to the north east of Old 

Mill Road due to the loss of greenspace and perceived negative impacts this would have on residents, including 

children and young people.  

• Some respondents stated that the rail station would need to be well served by regular trains to support use of the 

station, particularly during peak commuting hours and also in the evening to support leisure activities.  
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3.5.5 New Rail Station in Cove  

Figure 3.16 outlines the level of support amongst public respondents to the survey for a New Rail Station in Cove. 61% 

of respondents were supportive of this option, 30% indicated that they neither supported nor opposed this option and 5% 

were opposed to this option. 

 

Figure 3.16: Level of Support for Creation of a New Rail Station in Cove (n=304) 

Respondents were asked to provide any further comments on a New Rail Station in Cove. In total, 97 comments were 

provided. The responses received have been summarised and the common messages are presented below.   

• The majority of comments provided indicated support for a rail station in Cove. Similar to the reasons provided for 

the new rail station in Newtonhill; respondents noted that a station in Cove would provide an alternative to private 

car use for residents in the area. Other comments provided in support of the package referenced potential use of the 

station for travelling to work within the Cove area (e.g. to Altens Industrial Estate or Aberdeen South Harbour etc.). 

• Comments provided in opposition to the package noted concerns regarding demand for a new rail station due to the 

close proximity of Cove to the city centre and because it is relatively well served by bus services currently. 

• A number of respondents stated a preference for Site 1 (historic site), noting that Site 2 is potentially too far from the 

centre of Cove where people’s homes / places of work are located and therefore could have an impact on station 

usage. 

• Some respondents stated that the rail station would need to be well served by regular trains to support use of the 

station, particularly during peak commuting hours and also in the evening to support leisure activities. 

• Some comments emphasised the need to have good active travel links to the station and to have adequate mode 

change facilities at the station.  
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3.6 Further Comments  

Respondents were asked to provide any further comments they had on the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Multi-Modal Study. 

In total, 120 comments were provided. The responses received have been summarised and the common themes are 

presented below.   

• A significant number of comments reiterated support for the implementation of rail stations, in particular at 

Newtonhill.  

• Respondents also reiterated the desire for good public transport provision, including both rail and bus. These 

comments referenced the desire for public transport services that are more widely available, reliable and that 

provide good value for money.  

• A number of comments raised concerns about the lack of options developed for the corridor to the south of 

Stonehaven, noting that the options provided do not provide solutions to the ongoing transport issues for these 

settlements e.g. Laurencekirk and Stonehaven. 

• Some comments emphasised the importance of transport solutions that support increased user safety, particularly 

for active travel users whereas other comments indicated opposition to improved active travel infrastructure on the 

corridor. 

• A small number of comments highlighted a desire for improved maintenance of existing transport infrastructure on 

the corridor with specific references made to Abbeyton Bridge near Fordoun and active travel infrastructure to the 

north of Portlethen towards Marywell. 

3.7 Organisation Responses 

Four organisations provided a response to the consultation: Newtonhill Cycling, Cycling UK Cycling Action Network, 

Comer Group and Aberdeen Cycle Forum. The responses provided have been summarised and key points are provided 

below for each package. It should be noted that only three of the organisations responded via the online forum and 

therefore the support for each package generally only references three organisations.  

3.7.1 Strategic Active Travel Package 

The key points received regarding the Strategic Active Travel Package can be summarised as follows:  

• In terms of support for the active travel options, the A92 Active Travel Route option was supported by two 

organisations and the Quiet Routes and Marywell to Wellington Road options were supported by one organisation. 

One of the organisations did not express support or opposition for any of the active travel options. 

• In terms of the impact on the operation of organisations, it was noted that the A92 Active Travel Route option would 

have a beneficial impact on the operation of two organisations and the Quiet Routes and Marywell to Wellington 

Road options would have a beneficial impact on the operation of one organisation. One of the organisations 

indicated that the active travel options would have no benefit or impact on its operations. 

• Comments by the organisations indicated support for the implementation of measures that would increase the 

availability of dedicated active travel infrastructure, noting that this is required to support movements between 

settlements on the corridor and also to and from Aberdeen City.  

• Comments regarding the A92 Active Travel Route option noted benefits in terms of its directness but raised safety 

concerns due to the proximity of this option to a high-speed, busy road and the barrier that this may pose in 

encouraging uptake. 

• Comments in opposition to the Quiet Routes option noted concerns about the proposed routeing being convoluted in 

some sections, particularly between Newtonhill and Portlethen.  

• Comments provided in opposition to the Marywell to Wellington Road option raised safety concerns similar to the 

A92 Active Travel Route option due to the proximity of this option to a busy dual carriageway, which is not attractive 

to active travel users. 

• Organisation responses highlighted the importance of integrating active travel proposals with proposals being 

developed as part of other active travel improvement studies (e.g. proposals for a path between Newtonhill and 

Cammachmore using the existing A92 underpass) in order to provide a network of improvements within the vicinity 

of the study corridor. 
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• One organisation highlighted the importance of delivering a network of active travel infrastructure rather than 

individual options and therefore indicated support for all options to be implemented. 

3.7.2 Mobility Hub Package  

The key points received regarding the Mobility Hub Package can be summarised as follows: 

• The Mobility Hub Package was supported by all three organisations responding via the online forum, with one 

organisation noting that it would have a beneficial impact on its operations. Two organisations noted that the Mobility 

Hub Package would have no benefit or impact on its operations. 

• Comments provided reiterated the importance of having secure bike storage at the mobility hub facility. One 

organisation indicated a desire for additional provision of cycle parking, noting that the proposals currently only show 

a small proportion in comparison to the space provided for vehicle parking.  

• One organisation noted the importance that this package would have in providing sustainable travel options for 

nearby housing developments, noting that this facility would support the population growth anticipated within the 

wider area in the future.  

3.7.3 Bus Priority Package 

The key points received regarding the Bus Priority Package can be summarised as follows:  

• The Bus Priority Package was supported by one organisation responding via the online forum, with the same 

organisation noting that it would have a beneficial impact on its operations. Two organisations stated they neither 

support nor oppose the Bus Priority Package and that it would have no benefit or impact on their organisation’s 

operations.   

• Similar to comments provided in relation to the Mobility Hub Package, one organisation reiterated the importance of 

this option in providing sustainable transport solutions along the corridor which would support the population growth 

anticipated within this wider area in the future. 

• Some concerns were raised that proposed bus priority along Wellington Road could compromise the implementation 

of dedicated active travel infrastructure. 

3.7.4 New Rail Station at Newtonhill 

The key points received regarding a New Rail Station at Newtonhill can be summarised as follows: 

• A New Rail Station in Newtonhill was supported by one organisation responding via the online forum, with the same 

organisation noting that it would have a beneficial impact on its operations. Two organisations stated they neither 

support nor oppose a New Rail Station in Newtonhill and that it would have no benefit or impact on their 

organisation’s operations.   

• Similar to comments provided in relation to bus improvement options, one organisation reiterated the importance of 

this option in providing sustainable transport solutions along the corridor which would support the population growth 

anticipated within this wider area in the future. 

• Comments reiterated the importance of having secure bike storage incorporated as part of any station proposal. 

• One organisation raised significant concerns with the potential removal of an area of the park to the north east of Old 

Mill Road to enable a car park to be provided. The same organisation raised concerns about potential impacts on 

the settlement associated with an increase in vehicular traffic.   

3.7.5 New Rail Station in Cove 

The key points received regarding a New Rail Station in Cove can be summarised as follows: 

• A New Rail Station in Cove was supported by all three organisations responding via the online forum and all three 

noted that a station in Cove would have a beneficial impact on their organisation’s operations. 

• One organisation highlighted that this option could remove large volumes of traffic within the Cove area, particularly 

if the station is suitably connected by a network of segregated cycle paths.  
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4. Key Findings – Public Drop-In Events 

4.1.1 Aberdeen Altens Hotel, Cove 

The key points noted during the public drop-in event in Cove were as follows: 

• Attendees were supportive of a station in Cove and thought it would be well used but highlighted the importance of a 

regular rail service. 

• There was a preference for a site with parking although concerns were noted with proposed access via the 

Stationfields Development due to the capacity of roads within the development. There was discussion about whether 

the station could be located further north (adjacent to Souterhead Road), which would have the potential to serve 

Tullos and the Energy Transition Zone (ETZ). 

• Attendees generally felt that bus services to the settlement were poor, noting that the Lochinch area is no longer 

served by buses. Attendees also mentioned a significant diversion was in place in Cove at the time of the 

consultation event. 

• In terms of the Mobility Hub option, one attendee noted that there used to be a good Park and Ride service 

operating between Makro and the city centre and it was disappointing that this was removed some years back. 

• Attendees referenced the need for improved bus connectivity between Cove and Kincorth due to the joint medical 

centre. 

• Issues raised by one attendee regarding school children and road safety, with pupils ignoring the guardrails near 

Sainsbury’s on Wellington Road. 

4.1.2 The Bettridge Centre, Newtonhill 

The key points noted during the public drop-in event in Newtonhill are summarised in the table below. 

Table 4.1: Newtonhill Public Drop-In Event - Key Points of Discussion 

Mode Key Points noted 

Active 

Travel 

• Varied points of view on the active travel proposals – mixture of support for A92 and Quiet Routes with 
some noting that the Quiet Routes aren’t so quiet (i.e. still carry fast and sometimes large volumes of 
traffic) and having to overtake cyclists may create issues.  

• Existing Quiet Routes were used by a few attendees who noted that other alignments are also possible. 

• A92 option would be a big improvement compared to the existing provision but recognised that there 
may be safety concerns for some people so close to a busy road and acknowledged that the alignment 
is more remote from the centre of communities. 

• The challenging gradients with the proposed Quiet Routes were noted, but it was acknowledged that it 
would be difficult to avoid this regardless of alignment. 

• One attendee preferred the A92 Active Travel Route option as they wanted a direct route to travel the full 
length into the city centre.  

Bus 

• Concerns were raised about existing bus services. It was noted that there had been a slight 
improvement in recent months but the coverage of bus services within the village had been in decline for 
a number of years. Since building at Chapelton has commenced, some felt there was a focus on service 
provision via the mini Park & Ride and parts of the Newtonhill community were now not served by bus.  

• One attendee noted a positive experience of the buses, noting that services are busy and journey time 
to Aberdeen is good. Others noted that there is a good commuter service (X7) but that this can often be 
full by the time this reaches Newtonhill. 

• A couple of attendees felt that money would be better spent on improving existing bus services (e.g. 
proposed Mobility Hub) rather than a new rail station. 

• Value for Money (i.e. the cost of bus travel) was perceived as being poor for existing services by some 
attendees.  

• One attendee also raised concerns regarding safety when using the mini Park & Ride site during the 
darker months. 

• The quality of the waiting environment for bus passengers at Union Square Bus Station was seen as a 
barrier to using the bus more by some attendees.  

• There was some support amongst attendees for a Mobility Hub at Schoolhill. 
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Mode Key Points noted 

Rail 

• There was mixed response to rail proposals – on balance, there was more support for a station than not 
but concerns were raised about the potential negative impacts of a station on parking and the 
detrimental impact it may have on bus services, which were noted to have dwindled in recent years. 

• A couple of attendees noted that they would continue to use the bus provided if the concessionary 
scheme (National Entitlement Card) was still in place regardless of the implementation of a new rail 
station. One attendee acknowledged, however, that this would depend on bus service provision within 
the village because they were having to walk further to access bus services and was concerned about 
the ability to do that in the future. Rail would be more accessible but would introduce a cost. 

• There were concerns about an area of the park being removed to provide parking for the station, with it 
being noted that the park had recently been renewed and is well used. It was noted that a car park of 50 
spaces is unlikely to be required – closer to 20 spaces might be appropriate. Another attendee 
suggested that parking could just be provided for disabled users and EV / car club spaces. 

• Some attendees acknowledged that to get parking, there would have to be some sacrifice. Other 
alternative locations for parking that were suggested by attendees included the potential for 
perpendicular parking adjacent to the line, the Coastal Park to the east of the Bettridge Centre, the 
derelict library building or existing allotments for an alternative site to the south (n.b. the proposed site to 
the south was previously ruled out as part of the rail engineering assessment due to constraints around 
track geometry). 

• It was noted that there are some flooding issues at the Coastal Park to the east of the Bettridge Centre, 
which may constrain the ability to implement parking in this location. It was noted that parking at The 
Bettridge Centre is very busy when events are on i.e. particularly evenings and weekends. 

• The historic station site was preferred by those who didn’t feel that parking was necessary (as reported 
by some Newtonhill residents who suggested that it would be easier to walk to the station) and noted 
that the existing road bridge could be used to provide platform to platform access, avoiding the need for 
lifts.  

• Concerns were raised about access to the station being provided via Old Mill Road due to the condition 
and capacity of the road.  

• Concerns were raised about the visual impacts of a station for those residing on Old Mill Road; it was 
noted that there is an existing tree that blocks sunlight for some houses and this would be far more 
significant if station platforms were implemented.  

• Many thought a station was long overdue and quoted petitions from 30-40 years ago. For the size of 
Newtonhill, it was felt like it should have a station. People said it would be used for a variety of reasons, 
accessing jobs, leisure, shopping etc. and it was also noted that businesses in the town would be 
supportive as it could encourage increased visitors to the village.  

• One attendee noted that a rail station would ‘change their life’, noting that they do not drive and the 
improved accessibility that a rail station would offer would provide significant benefits. 

• One attendee noted a potential route for active travel access to the station for those located in the north-
west of the settlement via St Anne’s Wynd and across Elsick Bridge, which has recently been repaired. 
Some concerns were raised regarding active travel access to the northern site, particularly from the 
north west of the settlement. 
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5. Key Conclusions  

Figure 5.1 provides a summary of the level of support for the option packages amongst the public respondents to the 

survey.  

 

Figure 5.1: Level of Support for Option Packages (n=304) 

As shown, a New Rail Station in Newtonhill received the greatest level of support amongst public respondents to the 

consultation (74% in favour; 7% opposed). This indicates a strong desire within the community for the reintroduction of 

rail services to the village and also reflects the high proportion of respondents to the survey from the area, noting that 

50% of respondents to the online survey resided within the Stonehaven, Newtonhill & District postcode area. As part of 

all the engagement activities undertaken, the provision of car parking for a station was highlighted as a key issue that 

requires further consideration, with concerns raised about the potential use of an area of the existing play park to the 

north east of Old Mill Road to provide car parking. 

There was also a high level of support across the other options proposed, particularly the long distance active travel 

options and the New Rail Station at Cove. Despite the high level of support for the active travel options, analysis of open 

responses and feedback received in person through the Community Council engagement and at the public drop-in 

events highlighted concerns with both options. In terms of the A92 Active Travel Route, several respondents raised safety 

concerns associated with the route being in close proximity to a high-speed, busy road and also noted that this route 

would be relatively remote from communities. In terms of the Quiet Routes option, concerns primarily related to the 

convoluted routeing proposed in some locations and safety concerns were also raised for this option in terms of the 

requirement to share road space with vehicles along some sections. 

Whilst still receiving a significant level of support, the bus improvement options were subject to a greater level of 

opposition compared to other options, particularly the Bus Priority Package (21% opposed). Concerns raised were 

primarily related to the impact that bus priority infrastructure could have on general traffic due to the reduction in road 

space during bus lane hours of operation. Some concerns were also raised about the proposed location for the mobility 

hub, noting that its close proximity to Aberdeen City may encourage people to continue driving to their destination. 

5.1 Next Steps 

The outcomes of this consultation will feed into the appraisal of each package at Detailed Appraisal in terms of public 

acceptability. 
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