
From: Kenneth Robertson [krobertson@btclick.com] 
Sent: 22 December 2005 16:03 
To: Cochrane FD (Fergus) 
Subject: Promoters Written Evidence - REsponse to Objection - Barr Pirntaton (23) 
        
Promoters Response. 
  
A 
  
1.  This part of the response is incorrect.  The Promoter has not met with my client on five occasions either on 
an individual or group basis to assist with understanding the plans.  The Objector has not now employed a 
land agent, I have been engaged since 1st. December 2003.  Your statement that the Objector's land agent 
appeared to be aware of the impact of the railway at the conclusion of the meeting is inaccurate.  I have 
always been aware of the impact the railway will have on Pirntaton farm, that is the main basis of 
objection. The Objector was not sent more readily understandable engineering layouts on 2nd. April 2004.  It 
is very distressing and concerning that this first paragraph should be so completely inaccurate, incorrect 
and not corresponding at all with the correct and proper sequence of events.  Most of the initial meetings were 
group meetings, held at Tynehead and were almost wholly devoted to discussing, negotiating and agreeing 
access arrangements.  Mr. Barr has only attended one individual meeting which was held at Fountainhall 
Station House and I was present. 
  
2.    The content of this paragraph is accurate.  The meeting was most useful and many points were raised 
which the Promoter was unaware of.  The Promoter was grateful for the co-operation extended and for the 
information provided.  It is worth recording the value of this meeting and also the fact that this type of meeting 
was requested more than one year ago. 
  
3.    The Promoter accepted that the construction of the railway would create access problems to some parts 
of the farm which until the meeting, had not been recognised as a problem.  Whilst the Promoter has 
undertaken to attempt to resolve these issues, no proposals or solutions have yet been submitted. 
  
4.    If a response from the Objector is requires, it is estimated that a response will take  approximately 6 
minutes. 
  
  
B 
  
5.    Compensation issues are already understood and accepted therefore it is unclear why this item is 
detailed. 
  
  
C 
  
7    This is already dealt with in A1. 
  
8    This is an accurate assessment of the discussion.  The Promoter has not responded so far with any 
positive solutions to the points raised.  It was also pointed out that the engineering drawings, whilst clearer 
than the original  non coloured A4 issue are better, they are engineering drawings and as such, do not contain 
the detail and established colour of normal, standard CPO drawings.  It is not clear from the drawings which 
land is required on a permanent basis and which on a temporary basis nor is there any accommodation works 
detail. 
  
9.  Again this assessment is accurate and although the Promoter promised to investigate the problems raised 
and to investigate appropriate solutions, no detail has yet been submitted. 
  
10.    No comment. 
  
In view of the above, the relevant objections within Mr. Barr's letter dated 30th.October 2003 are not 
withdrawn at this stage.  However, I wish to make it clear that the Promoter gave a clear commitment to 
attempt to solve the outstanding issues and when and if appropriate resolutions are resubmitted, it is 
envisaged that the relevant objections will be withdrawn.  Can you advise if these proposed solutions will be 
submitted for consideration by my client before the date of the proposed oral evidence meeting. 
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I look forward to your response.    
  
Kenneth Robertson 
The Quarter 
Drumcross 
Bathgate 
West Lothian 
EH48 4JU 
Telephone 01506 811812 
Fax 01506 811813 
Email krobertson@btclick.com 
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