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Minutes 17th May 2021 
 

1. Attendees: J. Sives (Chair), S. Campbell, J. Cunningham, V. Garrad, N. Gwynne, 
I. Masterton,  S. McKenna,  K. McKeown,  J. Thomas.  L. Cullen (Visitor) 

Apologies: Cllr C. John, Cllr D. Timson, S. Markx, A. Pinkerton, I. Watt. 

 

2. Introduction and Agenda 

The meeting scheduled for 11th May was cancelled due to the sad death of Councillor Dave King.  
This meeting was subsequently called to discuss the Community Council’s response to the 
updated Park and Ride proposals.  This item and the approval of the previous minutes are the only 
items on the agenda for this meeting.  All other items on the agenda for 11th May are carried 
forward to the June meeting.  The meeting was held online as a ‘virtual’ meeting in line with WLC 
guidelines, using Zoom. 

 

3. Declaration of interest: None. 

 

4. Approval of previous meeting’s minutes: No amendments to the draft minutes as 
circulated were noted.  VG proposed approval.  JT seconded.  The Minutes were approved. 

 

5. Park and Ride. 

5.1 JS outlined the purpose of the meeting, emphasising the time constraint to submit the Community 
Council’s response to WLC.  He noted that the meeting was being recorded for the purposes of 
ensuring accurate minutes, and that after the minutes were approved, the recording would be 
deleted.  IM confirmed that the recording is local, and not to the ‘Cloud’. 

5.2 JS noted the many objections, many of which are comprehensive, well expressed and competent 
in that they address relevant planning aspects.  The intention was to reach a consensus 
Community Council position which will be communicated to WLC by NG.  NG accepted this action. 

ACTION:  – NG to communicate KCC consensus to WLC within the necessary deadline. 
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5.3 JS continued by inviting discussion from the floor. 

5.3.1 JT suggested that the practical effect of a Community Council objection is unclear.  JS advised 
that if a Community Council objects to a planning application, the application must then be 
determined by the Development Management Committee (DMC) itself, comprising elected 
representatives, and not by delegated WLC officers.  JT noted that the P&R was mandated as 
part of the Calderwood development.  He believes that the argument for a P&R of some form is 
preferable to the environmental impact of increased road traffic in its absence – people 
individually must accept responsibility for their contribution to that impact in deciding their 
preferred mode of transport.  He suggested that the developer may use repeated rejection to 
withdraw from their Section 75 commitment, to greater overall detriment, and that the current 
proposal may be the least-worst option  JT believes we need to see the bigger picture. 

5.3.2 SMcK noted that the Calderwood development was predicated on the existence of, and access 
to a ‘green transport corridor’.  The current proposal is flawed in its approach to that 
requirement.  In particular the addition of residential development as part of the P&R application 
constitutes both a conflation of what should be two separate applications and an encroachment 
on reserved greenbelt land.  The published master-plan envisaged multi-mode access to 
Kirknewton Station which has not been honoured. 

5.3.3 JC wondered if such a development is actually necessary.  Post Covid-19 working patterns may 
render such a development redundant.  LC advised that a similar application at Uphall Station 
had been rejected.  WLC had determined that there was no need or justification for the 
additional parking, with damage to a countryside belt cited as a concern.  LC believes the 
proposed P&R is likewise flawed. 

5.3.4 KMcK noted that many relevant points had already been raised, but reiterated the road safety 
concerns, especially those invoked by drivers running late for trains due to congestion.  
Acknowledging JT’s sentiments, perhaps a Calderwood electric shuttle-bus might be at least a 
partial solution. 

5.3.5 VG, as planning secretary, acknowledged the relevance of the foregoing discussion.  He 
pointed out that previous development plans had anticipated all the points raised.  He reported 
that many of the A71 improvements necessary to facilitate the proposed interchange had been 
rejected by central government.  Notwithstanding, an interchange was still envisaged by WLC. 

5.3.6 LC outlined the arguments contained in their family’s submission to WLC objecting to the 
proposal.  These objections relate to the safety aspects together with the amenity and health 
detriment, given the proposed site and access, which are not in accordance with statutory or 
guideline requirements.  Additionally, this application extends outwith the area covered by the 
Planning Permission in Principle (PPP), and is hence legally incompetent.  LC emphasised that 
there are other solutions such as electric shuttle buses which are more suitable given WLC’s 
transport policy. 

5.3.7 IM concurred with others that this is not the right solution.  He noted that transport connections 
need to be improved. 

5.3.8 SC agreed with JC with respect to the requirement, post-Covid, for such a large scale 
development.  Electric shuttle buses should be introduced.  A local ‘web’ of services is required 
to complement the arterial in-out city flow.  The current proposal and its ramifications are neither 
right for Kirknewton nor for Calderwood. 
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5.4 NG, reported and responded to the points raised above. He made the point that ‘If you build it, they 
will use it’, which applies to everything from footpaths to railways, in varying degrees. 

 In the context of the P&R, NG noted that the transport disconnect between Calderwood and 
the proposed P&R, and from the proposed P&R to the station itself, are a substantial barrier to 
the effective creation of the ‘green corridor’ envisaged in the Calderwood application.   

 For many potential users, the car-park to platform walk must be within 300m, otherwise the car 
itself is the preferred option. 

 No road modification has been proposed to accommodate the estimated altered traffic flow, eg 
‘flighting’, and the importance of the junction’s safety for school use. 

 The potential for increased rail use is constrained by capacity on the line. 

 There has been no engagement by Stirling Developments on these above points. 

 The original application is over 10 years ago, during which much has changed to influence the 
original outline concept.  Bureaucracy lags behind and remains a constraining factor. 

NG’s credentials as a civil engineer are acknowledged by KCC, with thanks for his professional 
input to this discussion. 

 

5.5 JS summarised the current status vis-à-vis communication with Stirling Developments, and 
reported that no response to the request for discussion on the proposal had been honoured as to 
how it could be better made to meet local aspirations and investment.  His impression is that the 
developer is not interested in engaging with the local community, and suggested that an escrow 
arrangement with WLC for the committed funds might be appropriate. 

5.6 After some follow-on decision, the Chair called a vote as to whether Kirknewton Community 
Council should object to the Park and Ride proposal as presented.  The Community Council 
decided with one abstention to object to the proposal as it stands. 

 

6. Councillor D. King. 

The Community Council expressed its condolences to the family and friends of Councillor King at 
this sad time, and noted with appreciation his contribution to the community.  The Pavilion stands 
as a legacy to that commitment here in Kirknewton, among many other legacies across the local 
community.  He will be much missed. 

 

7. Next Meeting 

The next meeting subsuming the business carried over is on 8th Jun 2021 at 18.45.  Format & 
location TBC  

 
 
The Chair concluded the meeting with thanks to all who had taken part. 


