
AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE WITNESS STATEMENTS: PROMOTER RESPONSE 
TO GROUP 8 

 
A. APTUIT (EDINBURGH) LTD  (OBJECTION 64) 
 
TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
The Promoter understands that all topics remain in dispute. The Promoter has, 
however, offered an undertaking which it considers would address all aspects of 
the objection.  
 
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 Bill contains compulsory powers which provide for the construction of a 

temporary road at Boghall (Work No. 45), the majority of which runs through 
the Objector’s land (plot no. 827). The temporary road was included to allow 
for access to replace the overbridge to the rear of Hunter Grove, as the 
existing overbridge has insufficient clearance for overhead electrification 
equipment. 

     
2. The objection raises various concerns regarding the impact of the proposed 

access road on the Objector’s business and suggests various alternative 
ways in which Boghall bridge can be accessed without using the Objector’s 
land. 

 
3. The Promoter has given careful consideration to the Objector’s concerns 

and met the Objector and its agent on 18 October 2006. The Promoter 
made it clear at this meeting that it was willing to enter into a binding side 
agreement not to use that part of plot no. 827 which is within the Objector’s 
ownership for access. Instead of using this plot, the Promoter intends to 
access the site compound for Work No. 44 by forming a haul road from the 
A7066. The Objector’s representative at the meeting confirmed that the 
objection would be withdrawn if an undertaking was granted by the Promoter 
to the effect that the Promoter would not use the portion of plot no. 827 
within the Objector’s ownership for the purposes of the rail project. 

 
4. Following upon the productive meeting with the Objector, the Promoter  

wrote to the Objector’s agent offering to provide a commitment that the 
authorised undertaker will not exercise the above powers (when enacted) in 
respect of that part of plot no. 827 which belongs to the Objector.  This 
commitment would be conditional upon the Objector withdrawing their 
objection to the Bill. This commitment fully addresses the objection.  The 
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Objector has confirmed verbally that it is content but to date the Promoter 
has not received written confirmation.  The Promoter considers that it is 
possible to resolve this objection. 

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

Camelford and Karen Gribben. 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 8 

 
HENDERSON GLOBAL INVESTORS (OBJECTION 75) 
 
B. TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
Location of the Bathgate Rail Freight Depot 
 
The Objector’s evidence confirms that the Objector no longer wishes to pursue its 
objection to the relocation of the Bathgate rail freight depot and therefore this issue 
is withdrawn. 
 
The Promoter understands that all other topics remain in dispute. The Promoter 
has offered an undertaking which it considers would address all aspects of the 
objection.  However, a legal agreement requires to be concluded and no aspect of 
the objection has yet been withdrawn. The Promoter notes from the Objector’s 
evidence that the Objector considers that the conclusion of such an agreement is 
expected to allow the objection to be withdrawn. 
 
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 
 
Impact on Access 
 
1. Where the Bill authorises specific works within a limit drawn on the 

Parliamentary plans, the Bill also authorises acquisition of varying levels of 
interest in the land. The structure of the Bill means that all land within the 
limits of deviation is subject to outright acquisition in connection with the 
project. However, these powers represent the maximum that will be 
possible.  The powers do not have to be exercised to their fullest extent.  
The Bill, therefore, deliberately allows for flexibility which is a necessity at 
this outline stage. 

 
2. The Promoter recognises that a key concern is the access road to the 

Pyramids Business Park, which would be shared with the relocated 
Bathgate rail freight depot as promoted in the Bill.  The Promoter would, 
therefore, be content to acquire access rights over the road concerned as 
opposed to outright acquisition.  The Promoter wrote to the Objector on 27 
November 2006 to offer to enter into an agreement to acquire rights over the 
access road.  Such an agreement would also include details of maintenance 
liabilities. 

 

Promoter Response to Group 8 3



Traffic Impact 
 
3. At a meeting with the Objector on 18 October 2006, the Objector requested 

more information about the vehicle movements of the rail freight depot in 
order to assess the potential impact on the Pyramids Business Park. The 
Promoter advised that the vehicle movements would be controlled car 
movements by HGV. The Promoter has been able to establish the existing 
movements and timings in relation to the current rail freight depot and 
details of these are set out below: 

• It operates mainly Mon - Fri with some limited transporter movements on 
Saturdays and to a lesser extent on Sundays;  

• There are 12 transporters based in the Bathgate terminal which start 
leaving the compound between 05:00 and 07:00 each day. In the main 
they return to the compound by 17:00 but there are some transporter 
movements into the early evening as the freight depot lessee STVA UK 
Limited receives vehicles by road transport as well as by train; and  

• Drivers arrive at work in their cars prior to starting their shifts and leave 
by car after their shifts.  The office staff (6 people) work between 08:00 
and 18:00.  

4. The impact of this small number of additional lorry movements is not 
significant. The Promoter has been advised by the depot operators that 
there are no plans for intensification of lorry movements. This information 
was passed to the Objector in a letter dated 27 November 2006. 

 
Impact on Sustainable Urban Drainage System 
 
5. The Objector's concerns regarding the impact of the location of the Bathgate 

rail freight depot and associated access road on the Business Park’s 
drainage system is a matter which can be addressed at the detailed design 
stage. The Promoter has offered to enter into an agreement with the 
Objector to ensure that the impact on the Business Park’s drainage system 
is addressed at the design stage. 

 
Landscape Impact 
 
6. The Pyramids Business Park is located south of Boghall by Bathgate. It lies 

south of the railway corridor and the proposed rail freight depot, between the 
A7066 and the M8 roads.  

 
7. In the Environmental Statement the potential visual impacts were assessed 

as slight adverse on the basis of this being a commercial development with 
limited views of the rail freight depot. The potential landscape impacts on the 
Bathgate to Livingston Countryside Belt were assessed as moderate 
adverse due to the rail freight depot and overhead line electrification. 

 
8. No detailed mitigation measures are identified in the Environmental 

Statement as this is a matter for detailed design which has not yet been 
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undertaken.  The Promoter wrote to the Objector on 27 November 2006, 
offering to enter into an agreement to examine landscaping at the detailed 
design stage with the Objector. 

 
Witnesses 
 
9. The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Alison Gorlov, Ron 

McAulay, Elaine Hunter, Keith Sheridan and Hugh Wark. The Promoter 
estimates its evidence on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 

 
 
ISSUE 2 – DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
 
10. The Promoter considers that any potential impact on the Business Park can 

be addressed through detailed design. However, in the event that the 
Objector considers that the value of their land has been adversely affected 
through the authorised works then they may submit a claim for 
compensation.  

 
11. Compensation claims can only be made once powers granted under the Bill 

are exercised.  Any such compensation claim will need to be demonstrated 
at the appropriate time. The Bill makes no changes to the general law on 
compensation. Therefore, any such claim will be determined in terms of the 
Compensation Code. In the event that compensation cannot be agreed then 
the Objector can refer the matter to the Lands Tribunal for Scotland. Further 
information on compensation can be found in the Promoter’s Policy Paper 
on Compulsory Purchase and Compensation. 

 
Witnesses 
 
12. The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Alison Gorlov, Ron 

McAulay, Elaine Hunter, Keith Sheridan and Hugh Wark. The Promoter 
estimates its evidence on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 
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