
AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 
CONSIDERATION STAGE WITNESS STATEMENTS: PROMOTER RESPONSE 
TO GROUP 10 
 
A. REACTIVISE LIMITED (OBJECTION 16) 
 
TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
The Promoter understands that the following topics within this objection are no 
longer in dispute for the reasons stated:- 
 
ISSUE 1 – ACQUISITION OF LAND  
 
The Objector has confirmed that it would have no objection to the acquisition of plot 
nos. 242, 249, 249B, 250 or 250A provided that any land in plot no. 249A which is 
not required for construction of the car park at Caldercruix station is not acquired. 
 
With regard to plot no. 249A, the Objector has stated in its written evidence that the 
Promoter has provided a proposal on these issues that is acceptable.  However, a 
suitable legal agreement has still to be concluded and therefore these aspects of 
the objection have not yet been withdrawn.  The Promoter’s evidence on this issue 
is set out below. 
 
TOPICS STILL IN DISPUTE 
 
The following topics within this objection remain in dispute and the Promoter’s 
written evidence on each is now submitted:- 
 
ISSUE 1 – ACQUISITION OF LAND  
 
1. With regard to plot no. 249A, this plot of land is to be acquired for the 

construction of the car park for the new station at Caldercruix.  It has been 
established that the entire area of this plot is not essential for the projected 
level of car parking provision now identified for this station.  Having 
undertaken further assessment of this matter, the Promoter has concluded 
that it would be in a position whereby it could elect not to exercise the 
powers conferred on it under the Bill over a specified area if an agreement 
can be reached with the Objector.  

 
2. The Promoter has written to the Objector to offering an undertaking to enter 

into a legally binding agreement with the Objector not to exercise its powers 
over a specified area of plot no. 249A which will address the objection and 
the Promoter considers this objection to be capable of resolution. It is noted 
that the Objector has confirmed in its written evidence that there is no issue 
regarding access to these plots. 
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Witnesses 
 
 3 The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Alastair Camelford, Terry 

Boyle, Hugh Wark and Alison Gorlov. The Promoter estimates its evidence 
on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 
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AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 
CONSIDERATION STAGE WITNESS STATEMENTS: PROMOTER RESPONSE 
TO GROUP 10 
 
B. TUSKER DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED (OBJECTION 18)  
 
TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
The Promoter believes the following topics within this objection are no longer in 
dispute for the reasons stated:- 
 
ISSUE 1 - ACQUISITION OF LAND  
 
The Objector has confirmed that they no longer wish to pursue the objection as it 
relates to plot nos. 270, 271, 314 and 316.  
 
ISSUE 2 - ACCESS 
 
The objection raised concerns regarding the impact that the acquisition of plot nos. 
270 and 271 would have on access. As the Objector no longer wishes to pursue 
the objection as it relates to these plots, the issue of access is no longer in dispute.  
 
ISSUE 3 – DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL AND VALUE OF LAND 
 
The Objector has confirmed that it no longer wishes to pursue the objection as it 
relates to plot nos. 270, 271, 314 and 316. 
 
TOPICS STILL IN DISPUTE 
 
The following topics within this objection remain in dispute and the Promoter’s 
written evidence on each is now submitted:- 
 
ISSUE 1 -  ACQUISITION OF LAND  
 
1. The Objector has confirmed that this topic is only an issue in respect of plot 

no. 312.  As regards this plot, the proposed cyclepath follows the route of an 
existing footpath, which has been in situ since at least 1898.  The acquisition 
of this path for the scheme would therefore not disproportionately infringe on 
the Objector’s landholding.  Theoretically there may be an opportunity to 
reduce the extent of the land acquisition for the cyclepath at the detailed 
design stage once a topographic survey has been undertaken. 

 
2. However, variation or amendment of the currently defined route of the 

footpath is outwith the scope of the Bill as it is not framed to promote the 
required diversion of the “right of way”.  Therefore, the Promoter could not 
legitimately give an undertaking in relation to something over which it has no 
control. It is clear from the Promoter’s discussions with the other 
stakeholders that they will not agree to any amendment of the current 
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footpath route.  The potential re-routing of the cyclepath would more 
properly be considered at the planning stage of the Objector’s own 
development, once their development proposals are available for suitable 
consideration.  The Promoter’s position on the cyclepath was communicated 
to the Objector.   

  
3. The Objector has written to the Promoter to confirm that it is prepared to 

accept the route of the cyclepath.  However, the Objector considers that the 
land take proposed in the Bill is excessive. The Objector further confirms 
that it considers that a width of 3 metres would be sufficient, but that it would 
be prepared to grant temporary rights over a greater width in order to allow 
for the cyclepath to be constructed. 

 
4. The Promoter has prepared a draft agreement which sets out the 

arrangements for occupation of plot no. 312 for the purposes of constructing 
the cyclepath on that plot.  The draft agreement limits the exercise of 
compulsory purchase powers by the Promoter over plot no. 312.  The 
Promoter would be limited by the agreement to acquire a 3 m wide portion of 
land for use as a cyclepath, and any verges or support slopes required for 
said cyclepath.  The Promoter considers that this proposal limits the 
exercise of compulsory purchase powers to the extent sought by the 
Objector and as such this objection is capable of resolution. 

 
Witnesses 
 
5. The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Alastair Camelford, Terry 

Boyle, Hugh Wark and Alison Gorlov. The Promoter estimates its evidence 
on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 
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