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[Group 6 commenced at 11.53 a.m.] 
 
 
Assessor:  This is Group 6, an objection from Edgar Allen Ltd. and this objector rests on written 

evidence as well. 
 
Mr Lake:  Thank you.  Sir, perhaps for the record could we at the outset identify which sheet in 

the maps, plans and sections the objector’s property is located on? 
 
Mr Sheridan:  It is at Sheet 41.  
 
Q. Once again just very much in summary, could we have the relationship between the 

railway work and the objector’s property? 
A. Yes; the objector’s property is located in Bathgate town centre at a site south east of 

Whitburn Road and north west of Bathgate Golf Club.  In terms of land take, Plots 766 
and 767 are permanent acquisition for Work No. 1, the railway; Plots 772, 773 and 776 
are all permanent acquisition for Work No. 41, the access road; part of Plot 771 for 
permanent works for Works Nos. 40, 41 and 42; and Plot 768 is temporarily acquired for 
working space. 

 
Q. Just turning to the question of which issues remain in dispute, I think there are three, the 

first of which is objection to: 
 
 1.  Acquisition of land and its effect on business operations 
 
 Could you identify whether there has been any development beyond the written 

evidence already prepared for the Promoter? 
 
Ms Hunter:  We have had an ongoing dialogue with this particular objector.  The last 

communication was on 22 January when we gave an undertaking to the objector to 
maintain a dialogue with them with a view as far as possible to avoid unnecessary 
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disruption of their business during the project works.  I think it is worth pointing out that 
Edgar Allen will actually be vacating this site on 30 March 2009. 

 
Assessor:  Do you have a recent update?  
A. Yes, they have been served and the lease terminates on that date. 
 
Mr Lake:  I have no further questions. 
 
Assessor:  I am obliged; so they have your commitment but you have heard nothing? 
A. To date I have not had a response following my e-mail on the 22nd, no. 
 
Q. I think my question was dependent upon the proposition that they come back to you 

saying ‘No’!  Basically you are suggesting that you have reached an agreement and it is 
a technical matter just to get signatures, am I right? 

A. I don’t think we could go that far, because Edgar Allen have continued to maintain that 
they are looking for some very specific commitments, that we won’t exercise powers until 
they have vacated the site, which is a commitment that we are unable to give.  We have 
tried to offer pragmatic commitments to minimise the disruption on their premises during 
the period in which their activities and our activities will overlap, and we have confirmed 
to them that there will be no impact on their access, which was one of their primary 
concerns.  So there have been three levels of commitment: the commitment that Elaine 
has explained, and the other two which I have identified regarding disruption, and 
confirmation that there will be no impediment to their access to the foundry during that 
time.  We consider that we have offered as full a commitment as possible in the 
circumstances, and we would hope that they would accept it – but I await their reply. 

 
Q. Could we turn to paragraph 8 of your evidence, please?  In the final sentence, and this is 

just to illuminate matters for me, you say: 
 
 “Given the timing of the Airdrie-Bathgate railway project it is likely that there will 

be only a short period when the foundry activities and the construction 
requirement for the project will overlap.” 

 
 You have been kind enough to confirm that March 2009 was their exit date, but what 

does “short” mean from the Promoter’s point of view? 
A. We are expecting it to be somewhere in the region of eight to nine months that there 

would be some overlap between the sites, but because the detailed design has not yet 
been concluded, it is an outline timetable; but that is roughly when we would estimate 
being on the ground. 

 
Ms Gribben:  Can I add that that was also indicated to the objector, in my e-mail. 
 
Assessor:  In paragraph 7, could I just be clear?  You refer to “consultation” but what else 

specifically are you offering to reach a settlement on this objection?  You have confirmed 
that there is no impediment to access and I understand that, but what else is in this 
package? 

A. In terms of the consultation, there will be a dialogue to understand their proposals 
regarding vacation of the site, and that also impacts on the dialogue that they are having 
with the people who will be taking over the site, so we have been talking to all three 
parties to try to schedule activities as far as practical in a manner that minimises 
disruption. They have confirmed to us that they would be happy to be engaged in that 
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process and provide us with information regarding when they think there will be vacation 
of the premises, the nature of their operations and so on.  It is going to be iterative but 
we are happy for that to be part of the dialogue, and for them to provide us with as much 
information as possible to allow us to make our decision about scheduling. 

 
Q. Who owns the ground, is it Maple Oak? 
 
Ms Hunter:  It is Maple Oak, yes. 
 
Q. Thank you very much.  Mr Lake? 
 
Mr Lake:  The second of the issues that has been raised by Edgar Allen is: 
 
 2.  Access 
 
 Once again could I ask you to confirm whether there has been any development beyond 

what is stated in the written evidence for the Promoter? 
 
Ms Gribben:  Certainly we have re-confirmed the fact that there will be no impediment to 

access during the relevant time.  
 
Q. That is that the current access will not be closed off until a new access is provided? 
A. That is correct. 
 
Q. The third of the issues then has been described as: 
 
 3.  Structural integrity of buildings 
 
 Once again, has there been any development beyond what is stated in the written 

evidence for the Promoter? 
A. No. 
 
Q. I have no further questions then, sir. 
 
Assessor:  Just to confirm that I can expect some good news in the near future as far as you 

are concerned?  
A. As far as we are concerned, yes. 
 
Q. Good.  I think that concludes Group 6.  Perhaps we can move on to Group 7. 
 
[Group 6 concluded at 12.00 p.m.] 
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