
    
 

AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE EVIDENCE: GROUP 18 
 
 
Objections within group Lead objector 
11 Mr & Mrs Hawthorne and Mr & Mrs White 
R GM Thomson & Co 

G. M. Thomson & Co 

14 N & S Watson and J Smith 
R GM Thomson & Co 

 

17 J Campbell, Clints Farm 
R GM Thomson & Co 

 

29 M & SA Danyluk 
R GM Thomson & Co | 

 

34 David Gray Sibbald 
R GM Thomson 

 

 
 
1. We no longer wish to pursue the following issues as they are no 
longer in dispute— 
 

Objections by Mr and Mrs White may be withdrawn subject to receipt of 
formal offer of voluntary entry to pre purchase scheme from Network Rail. 

 
Objections by Messrs Sibbald may be withdrawn subject to receipt of 

formal legal agreement to vary proposals as per Network Rail letter of 27th 
November 2006. 

 
Objections a-e and i by N & S Watson and J Smith regarding access may be 

withdrawn subject to receipt of formal legal agreement to proposal by 
Network Rail in their letter of 27th November 2006  

 
2. The following issues remain in dispute but, at this time, we do not 
propose submitting any written evidence— 
 

Not applicable 
 
 
3. The following issues remain in dispute and our written evidence on 
each issue is set out below— 
 

As per attached schedules 
 



4. At this time, we wish to pursue the following issues through oral 
evidence— 
 

As per attached schedules 



WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
AIRDRIE – BATHGATE RAILWAY & LINKED IMPROVEMENTS 

BILL 
 
 
 

Objectors: Mr & Mrs Hawthorne 
 
Plot No: 162, 166, 147, 170, 171, 172a, 173a 
 
 Agent:   G M Thomson & Co, 35 Buccleuch Street, Dumfries, DG1 2AB 

(Telephone 01387 254424) 
 
 
 
 
Details of Objections to the Proposed Works 
 
a) Original objection: The properties enjoy a rural outlook, which will be lost due to 

the overhead electrification works.  An alternative would be to stipulate that the 

railway should just be used by diesel trains.  This would also provide 

environmental benefit through the possible use of bio-diesel. 

Network rail response noted and objection withdrawn as item to be subject to 

compensation issues. 
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b) and e)  Original objection: The noise arising from use of the railway by eight 

trains per hour, one every seven minutes will be excessive and will cause 

significant detriment to the value of the residential property. 

  Mr Hawthorn suffers from asthma and therefore has to sleep with his windows 

open at night.  This will cause increased noise disturbance and additional acoustic 

barriers and other mitigating works will be required if the project is to proceed.  A 

copy of his Doctor’s note regarding his condition is attached. 

Item B & E  (Network Rail response 20.11.06 - night time and operational noise, 
construction noise, environmental impact: dust) Network Rail’s response is along 
their standard terms.  It does not however take any account of early evening or 
morning noise when people are trying to go to sleep or the single event nature of 
trains passing. Neither do they make any allowance for the effect of the proposed 
Plains station. Additionally there are site specific problems for the house where 
three bedrooms are at the rear of the property which are consequently very quiet.  
 
There seems a vast discrepancy between the subject property in comparison to the 
adjacent property 176 Main Street with the former scheduled as at risk of minor 
noise disturbance while the later is high risk. The under estimate of the impact  on 
the subject property is exasperated by it being 2 storey while 176 Main Street is 
single storey; consequently the subject property will suffer significant disturbance at 
first floor level; it should therefore be included to the advance purchase scheme. 
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The reason for the bedroom window to be open at night is to ensure that Mr 

Hawthorne does not suffer an onset of asthma. That is to say it is factors inside the 

house which act as a trigger not those outside.  Consequently the necessity to have 

the window open will increase noise disturbance to an unacceptable level. The 

potential risks of asthma from increased dust are likely to be low. 

 

Although Network Rail are proposing to install noise barriers given the requirement 

to have the window open it would also seem appropriate for them to install acoustic 

vents in the bedrooms of the house.  
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c) Original objection: The proposed acquisition of land at the rear of the properties 

will have significant detriment to the value of the residential property.  

Additionally, it will not allow sufficient access for maintenance of Mr and Mrs 

Hawthorne’s existing garage. 

Network Rail’s response regarding land take does not provide any proposal 

in relation to access for maintenance of the garage. The rear wall of the 

garage will be hard up against the railway. 

 

 

g) Original objection: The proposed use of plot 166 for permanent access to the 

railway will cause significant disturbance to the properties due to vehicles parking 
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in the lane and also blocking access to the garage.  There will be additional 

disturbance due to lights and noise from workmen at this location.  Long term 

access does not appear to be necessary at this point as it could be provided at plots 

172a, 173a, 174a and 175a; however use of these plots for access would still cause 

detriment to the residential area and therefore they should be converted to amenity 

land if it is not possible to retain them as residential dwellings. 

Network rail have confirmed that this plot will no longer be acquired. It is 

assumed to be owned by Ford Forge and will consequently fall derelict. An 

effective management plan should be put in place to ensure it does not 

become derelict. Confirmation of this plan will allow this item to be 

withdrawn. 
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h)  The right for an owner to require Network Rail to purchase affected residential 

properties should be extended to cover all residential properties that are directly 

adjacent to the proposed railway.  

Voluntary Purchase.  Network Rail identify that there is no provision within this bill 

to require the promoter to purchase adjoining properties.  However it places 

householders in an inequitable position because they will not be able to assess the 

potential loss of value in their property until possibly after 2012, which may be the 

end of the 12 month period after opening of the railway.  During this period the 

property will suffer a detriment in value as any potential purchasers would likely to 

be effected by the ongoing construction works and the prospect of a railway running 

along the back boundary of the property.   

 

The compensation code makes provision for those who are losing their houses to 

receive what is called a ‘home loss payment’.  This payment can be viewed as a 

gratuity and is not a compensation payment.  It is said to be: 

 

‘in recognition of personal upset, discomfort, stress and 

inconvenience of moving and acquiring a new home” 

 

 (P12. Hamilton R.N.D: Compensation for Compulsory acquisition of Agricultural 

Land and of Rights over Such Land, RICS 1980).   

 

The aspects of personal upset, discomfort and stress of those living adjacent to the 

proposed railway should similarly be provided for and the bill could incorporate a 

provision for this to follow the same basis as the home loss payment. 

 

Although the compensation code does not provide for such a payment since this is a 

private bill the Scottish Parliament may amend the bill to include provision for 

Network Rail to be required to purchase properties where required to do so by 
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adjoining householders or to make a payment similar to “home loss” for those 

affected by the scheme but not losing their homes.  The requirement for Network 

Rail to purchase homes where required would allow those who wish to move out of 

the way of the construction works to do so.  Both provisions can be promoted on a 

“best value” basis in terms of the equality for householders adjacent to the railway 

in comparison to those who are having their houses purchased under the advance 

purchase scheme.   

 

Finally in a period of rising house prices Network Rail would be in a position of 

‘profit’ at the time that they come to sell the property once the work is complete.  

This is particularly the case where it appears that house prices are currently 

increasing in the region of 10% to 15% per annum. 

 
 
Witnesses: N. J. Pollard FRICS, FAAV 
                   Mr Hawthorne 
 
Estimated time to present evidence: 15 minutes 
 



WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
AIRDRIE – BATHGATE RAILWAY & LINKED IMPROVEMENTS 

BILL 
 
 

Objectors: N and S Watson  
   
  J Smith 
 
Plot No: 129, 137, 134, 138, 149, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 176, 177, 178, 

179, 184, 185. 
   
 Agent:   G M Thomson & Co, 35 Buccleuch Street, Dumfries, DG1 2AB 

(Telephone 01387 254424) 
 
 
Details of Objections to the Proposed Works
 
f) Original objection: It is not readily apparent what noise mitigation works are 

proposed.  Currently the area is of a rural nature and the introduction of trains 

passing every seven minutes will cause significant noise disturbance.  It should be 

confirmed what acoustic barriers will be erected and also the proposals for 

provision of mitigation works to the residential properties themselves. 

Network Rail’s response to this follows their standard format and does not 
take account of the local site conditions or the variation between the site and 
their survey points. Neither does it take account of the proposed station at 
Plains which will cause increased disturbance due to 
acceleration/deceleration of trains. 
 
In particular at Ford Farm the Railway will be at 1st floor Height adjacent 
to the bedroom windows. Therefore early evening and morning rail traffic 
will cause significant sleep disturbance in these sensitive shoulder periods of 
going to and waking from sleep. This disturbance in practical terms will also 
be considerably increased by the “single” event nature of passing trains. 
 
The proposed noise barrier No.5, on the north side of the railway terminates 
just to the west of the current entrance to Ford farm. There are no directly 
adjacent houses at this point so it would appear that if network rail consider 
that the houses on the north side require a barrier to extend to this point 
then Ford Farm will also require similar protection. 
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Barrier 5 

 

Photographs of the Ford Farmhouse in relation to the railway Follow: 

  

  

With regard to Ford Forge noise barrier 6 terminates just to the west of the 
access to Ford Forge. This barrier appears to protect the country park only 
and it would seem justifiable and appropriate for it to be continued to 
protect both Ford Forge and Ford Farm. Photographs of Ford Forge follow: 
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Barrier 6 on south side of route. 

 

 

As with Ford Farm the First floor of Ford Forge is vulnerable to noise. 

g) Original objection: The proposals will affect the local amenity of the area due to 

likely required tree clearance work the extent of which has not been confirmed. 

The response by Network Rail is superficial and not substantive. A simple 
tree survey would give a reasonable indication of the likely clearance work 
required. The photographs of Ford Farm above and as follow show the 
sensitive nature of the area to damage by tree loss. 
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Network Rail’s response about the condition of the wall does not address the 
issues. The wall is bulging and generally unsound with mortar joints open. 
The reopening of the railway will undoubtedly require the retaining wall to 
be rebuilt. Any replacement structure must match the existing to retain 
visual amenity; it must therefore be clad with natural stone. Network Rail 
have made no proposals regarding access on to Ford Farm for any 
rebuilding works. 
 
It should be noted that the wall extends across the full width of the frontage 
to the house and also the adjoining stackyard. 
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h) The right for an owner to require Network Rail to purchase affected residential 

properties should be extended to cover all residential properties that are directly 

adjacent to the proposed railway.  

Network Rail identify quite correctly that there is no provision within this 
bill to require the promoter to purchase adjoining properties.  However it 
places householders in an inequitable position because they will not be able 
to assess the potential loss of value in your property until possibly after 2012, 
which may be the end of the 12 month period after opening of the railway.  
During this period property will suffer a detriment in value as any potential 
purchaser would likely to be effected by the ongoing construction works and 
the prospect of a railway running along the boundary of the property.   
 
The compensation code makes provision for those who are losing their 
houses to receive what is called a ‘home loss payment’.  This payment can be 
viewed as a gratuity and is not a compensation payment.  It is said to be  
 

‘in recognition of personal upset, discomfort, stress and 
inconvenience of moving and acquiring a new home” 

 
(P12. Hamilton R.N.D: Compensation for Compulsory acquisition of 
Agricultural Land and of Rights over Such Land, RICS 1980).  
 
Although the compensation code does not provide for such a payment since 
this is a private bill the Scottish Parliament may amend the bill to include 
provision for Network Rail to be required to purchase properties where 
required to do so by adjoining householders or to make a payment similar to 
“home loss” for those affected by the scheme but not losing their homes.  The 
requirement for Network Rail to purchase homes where required would 
allow those who wish to move out of the way of the construction works to do 
so.  Both provisions can be promoted on a “best value” basis in terms of the 
equality for householders adjacent to the railway in comparison to those who 
are having their houses purchased under the advance purchase scheme.   

 
Witnesses: N. J. Pollard FRICS, FAAV. 
 
Estimated time to present evidence: 15 minutes 
 

 14



WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
AIRDRIE – BATHGATE RAILWAY & LINKED IMPROVEMENTS 

BILL 
 
 

Objector: J Campbell 
 
 Agent:   G M Thomson & Co, 35 Buccleuch Street, Dumfries, DG1 2AB 

(Telephone 01387 254424) 
 
 
Details of Objections following Network Rail response 20th November 2006
 
a) and c) Original objection:  

a)The proposals cause unnecessary severance to the fields and the access route could be 

taken along the road frontage and eastern edge of the field. 

c)The proposed land take adjacent to the objector’s property impinges on the garden 

ground of the house and will cause significant detriment to the privacy and quiet 

enjoyment of the house. 

Further evidence in response to Network Rail in accordance with their numbering: 

A. The traffic management requirements could be met by an alignment as indicated 
on the attached plan.  In any event Network Rail highlight the possibility of 
future extension in which case their pedestrian/vehicle and movement traffic 
plan will be compromised.   

B. The separation of exit and entrance may still be maintained without causing 
undue problems for the car park development. 

C. The meaning of this is unclear as any extension will obviously compromise their 
traffic flows. 

D. The impact of the proposed alternative access route on the adjoining properties 
may be minimised through the provision of earth bunds and close boarded 
fences.  The earth bunds may be planted to provide environmental screening. 
The bunds will also allow disposal of spoil from the carpark development “on 
site” with consequent cost reductions for the project due to reduced haulage and 
tip charges. 
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E. Loss of garden ground at 68 Airdrie Road.  The impact may be considerably 
reduced by utilising the alternative proposed access point and therefore Network 
Rails comments are not applicable.  
There is no substantive reason why the access for the car park could not have 
been surveyed separately from the railway as the two facilities are not mutually 
dependant in survey terms.  
The alternative proposed access location provides a better and easier location 
for access due to improved site lines, road water management as the access will 
be in the bottom of the existing dip on the A89 and the levels from the road 
down into the field correspond more closely than at the location proposed by 
Network Rail. 

 
Network Rail comment on Construction noise. These comments are noted 
construction noise was not an item of objection. 
 
b) Original Objection: No provision has been made for access into the severed areas of 

land and it is essential that this is provided to allow continued use of the land. 

Network Rail have made no proposals with regard to access 

d) and e) Original objections 
d) The proposed car park is likely to cause reduction in value of the house due to loss of 

privacy, noise and light pollution. It may also reduce the overall security of the property 

due to increased people in the area and resultant criminal activity. 

e)There does not appear to be any proposal for landscaping or screening of the car park. 

Response in accordance with Network Rail headings 
 
Impact of station car park 
 
Security 
 
The security concern is not within the car park itself but the potential for criminals 
to watch the house to see when it is left vacant and consequently a target for 
burglary. The aspects of CCTV etc are therefore unlikely to be of any benefit to the 
house as they are to “protect” the car park.   
Provision for proper bunding round the car park together with shrub and tree 
planting is essential.  In addition the internal area of the car park itself should have 
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provision for shrub and tree planting to reduce the impact on global warming due to 
an exposed large expanse of tarmac. 
 
Noise Pollution
 
Provision of bunding and tree planting would allow withdrawal of the objection on 
the basis of noise.   
 
Light pollution 
 
The notes provided by Network Rail are of guidance however if bunding and tree 
planting as noted above is undertaken this would further reduce the impact of light 
pollution. 
 

f) Original objection: A planning application for residential development on the site is 

currently under consideration by the local authority and the current Railway proposals 

allow for excessive and unwarranted land take and may restrict the ability to develop the 

site to its full potential. 

Network Rail response: Development Potential. Further evidence as follows:
 
Although the council indicate that planning consent might not be granted prior to 
2010.  The railway itself will not be operational until this time or soon after.  The 
railway is making provision for future expansion at the car park and in terms of 
good planning it would also be sensible for the access route to be designed on the 
same basis to allow for full development of this land at any time in the future.   
 
Net Work Rail response: Voluntary purchase. This was not an item that was 
included in this objection. 
 
Witnesses: N. J. Pollard FRICS, FAAV 
 
Time to present evidence 15 minutes 
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
AIRDRIE – BATHGATE RAILWAY & LINKED IMPROVEMENTS 

BILL 
 
 

Objector: M & S A Danyluk  
 
Plot Nos:  413,414,415,416,419,420,423,424,428,411,412,409,422 and 422a. 
 
 Agent:   G M Thomson & Co, 35 Buccleuch Street, Dumfries, DG1 2AB 

(Telephone 01387 254424) 
 
 
Note as at 6th December 2006 No response to the objection has been 
received from Network Rail. 
 
Objection A 
In further support of the initial objection it currently appears that a station at Blackridge 

may be provided.  If this were to happen it would increase the detrimental effect to the 

surrounding area due to changes in the noise pattern.  The current environmental 

statement takes no account of the possibility of a station at Blackridge.  The 

environmental statement does, however, clearly identify the extended areas beyond 

stations and other places where trains slow down and speed up.  This extended zone will 

clearly include Raiziehill Farm. 

 

Objection B 
The current proposals require the temporary possession of the popcorn production 

facility, together with construction areas for demolition of the existing bridge and 

provision of new replacement bridge.   

 

Network Rail have made no proposals to facilitate continuation of the business during the 

railway construction period. 

 

The bridge demolition and construction works will have a significant detrimental effect to 

the two residential dwellings adjacent to the works.   

 

The construction works will require access for heavy construction vehicles, both to 

implement the works and also to deliver the necessary building supplies for the work. 

This will conflict with MacCorns’ traffic management of the site for employees, delivery 



and export of materials and finished product, Housekeeping contractors for the site and 

self collect customers. If the planned visitor centre is opened this will also be severly 

affected by Network Rail’s construction work. 

 

The outline timescale for the bridge construction works has been indicated to be six 

months, which given the proximity of the residential dwellings is excessive and 

unnecessary. 

 

To date, Network Rail have given no consideration to resolving potential conflict 

between traffic, traffic to the popcorn facility and their construction traffic. 

 

Photographs of the proposed construction compound area together with its impact on the 

house and production facility follow: 

 
View of access road to proposed location of new bridge; the construction compound 
is proposed to be located on immediately to the left of the road and in front of the 

house. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

View of location for construction compound which will occupy pony field and 
feeding corral. 
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View from south side of bridge to turning area in front of popcorn facility  
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View from bridge to popcorn facility showing the close proximity of the two 

structures  to each other and consequent limited access for turning in front of 
building; this turning area will be occupied by Network Rail during the construction 

works and will therefore prevent access to the building. 
 
 

 
 
Aerial view showing restricted space at front of building which will be occupied by 

construction work. 
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Objection C 
 
Condition 5 of the annexe to the Scottish Ministers decision to grant planning consent for 

the popcorn facility at Raiziehills identifies the importance of visual amenity in the area.  

Subsequent to this, in discussion with North Lanarkshire planning department, discharge 

of this requirement was agreed by Messrs Danyluk when they had to undertake works 

such as erecting ranch style fencing along the road frontage and other features.  

The care and attention given by Mr And Mrs Danyluk to the exterior detail of their house 

and popcorn factory to ensure that they complemented the local rural environment may 

be seen in the following photographs. These show the buildings to blend in to the 

landscape in a sympathetic manner. 
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Currently, it appears that Network Rail propose to install a modern bridge with plain 

concrete parapets, which might look as per the attached photographs. 

 

This type of bridge would clearly be out of keeping with the planning departments 

requirements for discharge of conditions in connection with the planning consent for the 

popcorn facility.  It is, therefore, considered appropriate for any replacement bridge to be 

clad with a stone facing to ensure it blends in with the rural aspect of the locality. 

 
 
 

   
 
View of existing stone bridge at Raiziehill. 
 

     
 
View of a typical Network Rail concrete bridge. 
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Objection D 
 
The business will require land adjacent to the building for extension to provide storage 

facilities.  This storage will be required when the visitor centre is opened within the 

existing building.  This will result in the loss of 1,134ft2 (126 m2 ) of current storage.  

The intended area for the visitor centre is currently utilised for storage due to an 

expansion of production by 28% since 2002. 

 

The current railway proposals will prevent any expansion at the side or rear of the 

building; photographs show the existing close proximity of the railway as does the aerial 

photograph displayed earlier. 

 

   
 

 
 

Objection E 
 

Network Rail have made no proposals for an alternative site for the wind turbine.  The 

wind turbine was an integral part of the planning consent for the site. 
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Objection F 
Network Rail have made no proposals for the control of fire risk from dead vegetation on 

the cycle way. 

 

Objection G 
 

Network Rail have made no proposals for addressing these issues. 

 

Objection H 
 

In addition to the points raised at Item A regarding the proposed station at Blackridge 

Network Rail during initial consultation meetings suggested that noise mitigation could 

be provided by a close bordered fence.  Network Rail have not confirmed this proposal in 

writing. 

 

The need for a barrier at Raiziehill is supported by the presence of Barrier 9 on the north 

side of the railway at Blackridge. The houses at this location have a separation from the 

railway extending to the region of 100m and the farm to the east of the houses is adjacent 

to the route at a point where the railway is in a cutting as it is at Raiziehill. 

 
Barrier 9 

 
 
It is also noted that noise barrier 6 at Plains appears to be proposed to afford protection to 

the country park due to it’s proximity to the railway. It is therefore appropriate to afford 

Raiziehill similar protection for the house and chalet as they stand together with the 
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proposed leisure and tourism enterprise which will include woodland walks and other 

activities. 

 
Barrier 6 on south side of route at Plains 

 

 
 
Objection I 
 

Network Rail have made no proposals for security fencing in respect of Health & Safety 

issues arising out of the visitors centre, which will be used by up to 200 children per day. 

 

Objection J 
 

Network Rail appear to have made no commitment to replacement of loss of habitat 

along the cycle way.  Planting of suitable hedging on the outside face of any sound 

screens would provide replacement habitat for many species that will be affected by the 

construction works. 

 

Objection K 
 

Network Rail have made no proposals with regard to mitigation of construction or long 

term disturbance to the house. 
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A simple force field analysis identifies that the proposal to relocate the popcorn facility to 
the south side of railway is the most applicable.  The force field is as follows
 

Benefits from Relocation Disadvantages of Relocation 

A.  Best Value A.  Loss of Adjoining Owners Rights of Access 

1.  The relocation option will provide Network 
Rail with the least cost having regard to the cost 
of the bridge and compensation savings from 
reduced disturbance to the business in 
comparison to the cost of relocating the 
business. 
2.  Significant cost savings will be achieved 
through    reduction in length of acoustic 
barriers and security fencing. 
3.  Socio-economic principles will be adhered 
to by ensuring that a small business is allowed 
to continue production without interruption.  
Any interruption is a significant business risk to 
small employers. 
4.  The existing building may be returned to 
agricultural use or indeed a suitable alternative 
commercial use supporting rural employment. 
5.  Environmental least cost will be achieved as 
shown by comparison between the construction 
of a bridge in comparison to an 
environmentally aware new build factory and 
visitors centre. 
B. Less Disturbance 
1.  There would only be one construction area 
not two.  This would result in easier and 
enhanced traffic management during any 
construction works. 
2.  The construction period on site would be 
shorter and more controlled.  There would be 
no risk of shutdown to the existing production 
facility. 
3.  Adoption of the relocation option provides 
the earliest resolution of uncertainty for the 
business and the occupiers.  This enables 
business planning to be undertaken and also the 
quality of life for the occupants of the adjoining 
buildings to be enhanced. 
4.  The promoter gains early resolution of 
uncertainty due to reduced construction events 
and consequent reduction of business risk to the 
project. 

1.  It should however be noted that 
Network Rail has a policy on existing rail 
lines, where possible, to shut up level 
crossings, under passes and bridges to 
reduce Health & Safety risks and long term 
maintenance liability risks.  Additionally, 
the loss of the access may be replaced by a 
new access over land given up by Messrs 
Danyluk exiting at Bedlormie Toll. 
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Witnesses N.J.Pollard FRICS, FAAV 
                  M Danyluk 
 
Estimated time to present evidence: 30 minutes 
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