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1. PURPOSE OF REPORT

Following completion of the public consultation process, this report considers 
objections that have been lodged with respect to proposed Traffic Regulation 
Orders that are required to establish dedicated cycle tracks on Craigshaw Drive 
and on certain lengths of adjacent roads.

2. RECOMMENDATION(S)

It is recommended this Committee: -

2.1 Notes the objections received as a result of the statutory consultation in relation 
to: -

1. “The Aberdeen City Council (Abbotswell Road / Craigshaw Drive / 
Wellington Road / West Tullos Road, Aberdeen) (Redetermination of 
Means of Exercise of Public Right of Passage) Order 201(X)”

2. “The Aberdeen City Council (Craigshaw Drive, Aberdeen) (Prohibition of 
Waiting) Order 201(X)”
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2.2 Approves “The Aberdeen City Council (Abbotswell Road / Craigshaw Drive / 
Wellington Road / West Tullos Road, Aberdeen) (Redetermination of Means of 
Exercise of Public Right of Passage) Order 201(X)” and instructs the Chief 
Officer for Operations and Protective Services to refer the order to Scottish 
Ministers for a final determination in accordance with “The Stopping Up of 
Roads and Private Accesses and the Redetermination of Public Rights of 
Passage (Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 1986”

2.3 Approves that “The Aberdeen City Council (Craigshaw Drive, Aberdeen) 
(Prohibition of Waiting) Order 201(X)” be made as originally envisaged.

3. BACKGROUND

3.1 A report titled “Craigshaw Drive – Cycle Lanes” was considered by the 
Communities, Housing and Infrastructure Committee on 16 January 2018. The 
report set out the option development and appraisal that had taken place with 
respect to creating dedicated facilities for cyclists on Craigshaw Drive; this 
length of road being considered a missing link in providing enhanced provision 
for cyclists when considering the route connection between Wellington Road 
and the off-road path (“Shell Path”) leading to King George VI Bridge. (See 
Appendix 1 – Location Plan)

3.2 The outline design, that was approved by the committee, was the creation of 
dedicated cycle tracks on Craigshaw Drive. The lengths involved would mainly 
consist of a cycle track for the exclusive use by cyclists, however, there would 
also be modest lengths, in the vicinity of dedicated road crossing points, near 
its junctions with Abbotswell Road and Wellington Road, that would be shared 
with pedestrians.  This would involve reallocating space on the road by reducing 
the existing footway and carriageway widths. It’s of note the remaining width of 
the carriageway and footways would not be compromised in terms of through 
traffic or pedestrian use, as they would still meet specified standards in terms 
of width when considering the road type and its use.

See Appendix 2 for design plans; A previous online exhibition providing plans 
and visualisations, prior to the publication of the proposed Traffic Regulation 
Orders, can also be viewed by way of the following internet link:

https://consultation.aberdeencity.gov.uk/planning/craigshaw-drive/

3.3 Beyond Craigshaw Drive, there would also be certain lengths of cycle track 
introduced on Abbotswell Road, Wellington Road and West Tullos Road, 
whereby existing footway would be converted to a shared cycle track facility for 
use by pedestrians and cyclists.

3.4 To allow for the proposed change on these roads it has been necessary to 
promote a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) that redetermines certain lengths of 
footway and carriageway to cycle track. This report therefore considers the 
objections received as a result of the public advertisement / statutory 
consultation process (See Appendix 3 – Statutory notices)

https://consultation.aberdeencity.gov.uk/planning/craigshaw-drive/
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3.5 Additionally, there is also a proposed TRO that provides for a prohibition of 
vehicular waiting at any time on any day throughout Craigshaw Drive. This is 
due to the reduction in carriageway width the installation of cycle tracks would 
bring about; accordingly, while there are currently certain lengths of Craigshaw 
Drive available for on-street parking, this will no longer be possible as any 
parking would effectively take the carriageway down to a single running lane 
and prove obstructive to through traffic. Given the road’s status as a distributor 
/ industrial access road, a situation where on-street parking was occurring 
would not be permissible.

3.6 A further benefit of a prohibition of waiting at any time throughout Craigshaw 
Drive is it mitigates the risk of a vehicular door being opened across a cycle 
track and thereby into the path of an oncoming cyclist. In an ideal situation, 
where on-street parking is permitted, there would be a buffer strip between the 
cycle track and parked vehicles to allow for opened vehicle doors, however, 
such a design would not be possible at this location due to the overall width 
constraints of the existing road.

Objections

3.7 There has been seven objections received, including one where the objector 
has in addition submitted a petition that has 193 signatories linked to residential 
addresses in both Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire, and to business addresses in 
the area of Craigshaw Drive. The primary concern being the loss of on-street 
parking on Craigshaw Drive. The full content of the objections is available to 
view in Appendix 4.  

3.8 On Craigshaw Drive there is currently on-street parking capacity for 
approximately 64 cars. While in terms of actual use, it would appear the parking 
would be at, or near, capacity on a typical workday. Similarly, there is on-street 
parking available on some of the adjacent roads, however, this also appears to 
be well utilised during workdays.

3.9 The concern raised is most of those vehicles parked on Craigshaw Drive will 
be associated with employees who choose to commute by car to their nearby 
place of work and accordingly the question arises: where would they be 
displaced to, or what alternative forms of transport would they use? One 
objector also operates a catering business on the road and expresses concern 
over the future possibility of customers being able to visit the business if located 
elsewhere. There are also three objections from business premises where, in 
addition to the subject of staff parking, additional concern is raised over their 
use of the road during daily operations.

Response

3.10 As highlighted, the proposal to introduce cycle tracks on Craigshaw Drive takes 
into account a missing provision in dedicated facilities on the cycle network and 
is included as a project within the Aberdeen Active Travel Action Plan 2017 - 
2021. This plan identifies policies and design principles that Aberdeen City 
Council will abide by and a series of actions and interventions that will be 
pursued in order to increase the proportion of journeys undertaken in the city 
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by active travel and to contribute to meeting the vision set out in the NESTRANS 
Regional Active Travel Action Plan: - “To create an environment and culture in 
which walking and cycling are convenient, safe, comfortable, healthy and 
attractive choices of travel for everyday journeys.”

3.11 The proposal is also beneficial with respect to the Civitas Portis project which 
is a four-year European Commission funded project that will test innovative and 
sustainable urban mobility solutions in five European port cities, namely 
Aberdeen, Antwerp, Trieste, Constanta and Klaipeda, while also including an 
additional city, Ningbo, in China. Overall the project aims to show that 
sustainable urban mobility can increase functional and social cohesion between 
city centres and ports; accordingly, the proposed cycle tracks for Craigshaw 
Drive will support the promotion of sustainable travel planning in the Altens, 
North Dee and South Dee areas.

3.12 When considering the action plan and consultations prior to its publication, key 
concerns from respondents when considering cycling were: -

 Infrastructure – respondents believed the volume and quality of cycle 
routes and cycle parking facilities is inadequate, and that footways and 
paths are poorly maintained;

 Volume and speed of road traffic and its perceived priority over active 
travel modes which can result in unsafe conditions for walking and 
cycling; and

 Perceptions of poor driving behaviour, with a lack of respect shown to 
people walking and cycling.

The respondents suggested they would like to see: -

 More and better pedestrian and cycle infrastructure, particularly more 
crossing facilities and joined-up, continuous and linked routes. In terms 
of cycling, a clear preference for dedicated and segregated facilities 
emerged;

 A safer environment for people walking and cycling;
 Improved maintenance of active travel routes; and
 Improved driver education.

3.13 There has also been feedback from cyclists that use Craigshaw Drive as part 
of their daily commute and this highlighted a variety of concerns: -

 Difficulties crossing Abbotswell Road and Wellington Road.
 Queuing motor vehicles preventing access to junctions.
 Parked cars resulting in close passes by motor vehicles.
 Large / Heavy Goods Vehicles turning in front of cyclists on the approach 

to accesses and side roads.
 Poor visibility at accesses and side roads.
 Perception that some drivers may travelling too fast for the road layout 

and/or exceeding the 30mph speed limit.
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3.14 The cycle tracks proposed for Craigshaw Drive, and adjacent roads, thereby 
meet the aspirations set out in both the Aberdeen and Regional Active Travel 
Action Plans by providing dedicated facilities segregated from motor vehicles 
and where crossing facilities will be available at the major junctions. It therefore 
has the potential to both consolidate the volume of cyclists already using the 
route and encourage other commuters to make the switch to cycling as a 
sustainable form of transport.

3.15 It’s appreciated the loss of on-street parking on Craigshaw Drive will be of 
disappointment to those commuters that currently make use of the road for that 
purpose, and likewise to those that may be parking to visit adjacent businesses. 
However, the proposed change must be considered against the primary 
function of the road for the movement of people and goods, and particularly in 
its context as acting as a local distributor road. Thus, while on-street parking 
can be a valuable amenity, it should not be maintained where it is to the 
detriment of the function of the road and its place on the road network; 
particularly so when considering the Council’s adopted strategies/plans and 
targets with respect to promoting sustainable transport measures.

3.16 In terms of commuters that would be displaced by the proposal, it may act as 
an incentive for an individual to consider how they make their way to work and 
consider alternative methods such as public transport, cycling and walking.

3.17 There is a potential negative factor, whereby commuter vehicles are displaced 
to other streets in the vicinity where uncontrolled on-street parking remains. In 
this regard, officers are already aware of concerns over commuter parking on 
nearby residential roads such as Nigg Kirk Road and Craigpark; similarly, there 
could be the potential for displacement to nearby residential roads in Kincorth. 
Ultimately, this possibility should not act as a deterrent against improving 
infrastructure that provides for sustainable transport, however, it’s an issue to 
be alert to and where feedback would be monitored from the communities 
concerned.

3.18 It’s also appreciated one of the objections comes from the proprietor of a 
catering van business that is situated at the roadside, and should the proposal 
proceed, officers would endeavour to find a nearby location for the business to 
operate from. The aforementioned would be based on discussions with the 
business and subject to the business obtaining all necessary consents and a 
licence for the new location. Again, whilst it’s appreciated the business will be 
disappointed at the possibility of relocating, the road and its primary function in 
the movement of people and goods takes priority.

3.19 The installation of dedicated active travel facilities could also prompt local 
businesses to review travel plans, and how they manage both employee / visitor 
parking and vehicle operations within their property boundaries, thereby 
mitigating any use of the surrounding road network as a secondary / back up 
parking facility.

3.20 During the consultation, it’s of note, both the Grampian Cycle Partnership and 
Nestrans expressed support for the proposed infrastructure; highlighting many 
of the themes already explored in this report with respect to active and 
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sustainable travel (See Appendix 5 for the content of the correspondence). The 
project is also supported by Sustrans, the national charity for cycling and 
walking, that is providing funding in partnership with Nestrans, for both the 
design and installation.

Conclusion

3.21 As highlighted, the status of Craigshaw Drive within the road network as a 
distributor for the movement of people and goods, and the opportunity to 
provide infrastructure that supports / promotes sustainable transport measures 
in accordance with Council adopted strategies, takes priority over on-street 
parking on this occasion. While there may be disappointment expressed by 
some road users, or businesses, it could provide an incentive for those 
concerned to consider their travel to work / travel plans, and additionally in 
terms of businesses, how they organise their internal arrangements, whereby 
they are not relying on the road for vehicular parking.

4. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

4.1 These proposals will be funded by way of Nestrans, the transport partnership 
for Aberdeen City and Shire, and Sustrans, the national charity for cycling and 
walking.

5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 None.

6. MANAGEMENT OF RISK

Risk
Low (L), 
Medium (M), 
High (H)

Mitigation 

Financial

It is expected Nestrans 
and Sustrans will fund 
this project. However, if 
this possible funding 
source was withdrawn, 
it would be necessary 
to review the project.

L

The project would have 
to be considered in 
terms of other 
infrastructure priorities 
and it established 
whether an alternative 
funding source was 
available.
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Risk
Low (L), 
Medium (M), 
High (H)

Mitigation 

Legal

The Traffic Regulation 
Order would be 
required to go through 
the legislative process 
again if it is not 
implemented within the 
statutory period of 2 
years from consultation.

L

Reviewing the priority 
of the project in respect 
of funding in order to 
ensure that the 
consultation process 
does not need to be 
restarted.   

Employee N/A

Customer

Council approved 
strategies/plans with 
regard to establishing 
dedicated facilities to 
support sustainable 
transport measures 
could be compromised 
if proposals of this type 
are not implemented. 

M

Officers propose 
measures that are 
deemed reasonable 
and appropriate to 
promote/support 
sustainable transport 
measures.

Environmental

Failure to introduce 
measures that support 
sustainable transport 
could compromise 
Council approved 
strategies / plans in 
terms of improving air 
quality and taking 
action to mitigate 
climate change.

M

Officers propose 
measures that are 
deemed reasonable 
and appropriate to 
promote/support 
sustainable transport 
measures.

Technology N/A

Reputational
Proposals can be 
contentious and attract 
negative feedback.

L

Concerned parties 
would be provided with 
a thorough rationale as 
to the requirement for 
the proposal.
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7. OUTCOMES

Local Outcome Improvement Plan Themes

Impact of Report
Prosperous 
economy

The proposal complies with the primary driver that states, “We 
will improve deployment of low carbon transport in the city and 
urban areas, through active travel networks”.

Prosperous 
place

As the recommendation is to approve the proposals, there will be 
a positive impact on current customer experience in terms of 
road safety in our communities.

8. IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

Assessment Outcome
Equality & Human Rights Impact Assessment Full EHRIA not required
Privacy Impact Assessment Not required
Duty of Due Regard / Fairer Scotland Duty Not applicable

9. BACKGROUND PAPERS

“Craigshaw Drive – Cycle Lanes”, Communities, Housing and Infrastructure, 16 
January 2018

http://councilcommittees/documents/s78063/CHI.17.284%20Craigshaw%20Dr
ive%20-%20Cycle%20Lanes.pdf

10. APPENDICES

Appendix 1 – Location plan
Appendix 2 – Design plans
Appendix 3 – Statutory notices
Appendix 4 – Objections
Appendix 5 – Correspondence expressing support

11. REPORT AUTHOR CONTACT DETAILS

Name: Graeme McKenzie
Title: Technical Officer
E-mail Address: gmckenzie@aberdeencity.gov.uk 
Tel: 01224 52(2308)

http://councilcommittees/documents/s78063/CHI.17.284%20Craigshaw%20Drive%20-%20Cycle%20Lanes.pdf
http://councilcommittees/documents/s78063/CHI.17.284%20Craigshaw%20Drive%20-%20Cycle%20Lanes.pdf
mailto:gmckenzie@aberdeencity.gov.uk
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APPENDIX 2 – Design plans
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Appendix 3 – Statutory notices



17



18

Appendix 4 – Objections
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Comments associated with petition (193 signatories)

“For a small minority of cyclists”

“This is an industrial area. Why cycle lanes?”

“Parking is already an issue”

“Existing insufficient parking, low demand for cycling”

“Parking at a premium”

“Parking required far more than cycling”

“Limited parking in area at present”

“Nowhere else to park”

“Too much cars, not enough space!”

“No parking at the office”

“Need more parking spaces”

“Not enough cyclists to justify this”

“I can’t park for work”
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Appendix 5 - Correspondence expressing support
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