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[The hearing commenced at 2.37 p.m.] 
 
 
Assessor:  Thank you very much for retuning, everyone.  We are now on Group 14, Sibcas 

Holdings Limited.  The issues still in dispute I have noted as: 
 
 1.  Acquisition of land, including viability of business 
 2.  Health and safety 
 3.  Access 
 4.  Loss of woodland  
 
Mr Lake:  Thank you, sir.  If I could at the outset, perhaps just taking these matters generally, 

ask Mr Sheridan to indicate on which sheets on the maps, plans and sections we find 
this objection? 

 
Mr Sheridan:  On Sheets 35 and 38. 
 
Q. And what is the relationship between the land owned by the objectors and the proposed 

works? 
A. The objector’s property comprises the lands of West Mains Farm, Bathgate.  The 

relevant plots to this objection are Plots 679, 684, 684A, 690, 690, 693, 694, 700A, 706 
and 707.  The relevant works are: the construction of a feeder station at Plot 684A and 
679; the construction of Work No. 1, the railway; Work 38, a road; Work No. 2Q, cycle 
path; construction of an access path at Plot 700A; the existing level crossing at West 
Mains Farm will be stopped up under the Bill proposals, and is located between Points 
T91 and 92 on Sheet 38.  
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Q. Thank you very much; and if I could ask Ms Gorlov to indicate what developments there 
have been? 

 
Ms Gorlov:  Well, sir, we think we have reached agreement.  Perhaps it might be helpful if I run 

through what has happened? 
 
Assessor:  If you would. 
A. There have been some very helpful discussions between the parties, and we are very 

grateful to Sibcas and their representatives for that.  The result is that we have reached 
agreement on some principles, and I have to say they have to be satisfactorily fleshed 
out, there is not a draft agreement, at the moment all that is in writing looks like that 
[Indicating]  However, Sibcas are content with it. 

 
 The ‘in principle’ agreements relate to the following: first of all on access the Promoter is 

going to be granted a servitude right of access to the proposed feeder station at Plots 
684 and 684A.  Subject to that appropriate grant being made the Promoter would not 
require either temporary rights in Plot No. 693 or permanent rights in Plot No. 691. 

 
 Then we move on to Plot No. 694, which is referenced for temporary possession.  The 

objectors were concerned to have confirmed to them the state in which this plot would 
be left when it is vacated when possession is given up, and Section 21 of the Bill 
requires us to restore the plot to the reasonable satisfaction of the landowner, and we 
are going to be happy to give that confirmation that that is what we will do. It is a 
particularly important plot for the objectors as they will explain, if you require them to do 
so. 

 
 The objectors as you know, sir, have existing planning permission for their land and they 

are also subject to a Section 75 agreement.  They are concerned, understandably, that 
the existence of our railway works will necessitate certain variations in those planning 
arrangements.  Network Rail has agreed that it will in principle support applications for 
such variations – and I say ‘in principle’ because it must of course be contingent on 
Network Rail being satisfied with the specific proposals. 

 
Q. Excuse me, may I interrupt you?  Is it the Section 75 agreement that you are referring to 

specifically? 
A. We are not sure, sir.  I think Mr Priestly could tell you – Section 75 agreement, planning 

permission, either or both. 
 
Q. The package, right. 
A. But so far as Network Rail is concerned it matters not so long as it works satisfactorily 

with our railway, and subject to being able to confirm that it does we are happy to give 
that measure of support in connection with the applications. 

 
 Finally sir, the Bill proposes the acquisition of some land, the two plots are 690 and 

700A, which would only be required should certain contingencies arise in the future, and 
we don’t know that they will.  We think they probably will not.  They do not depend on us, 
they do not depend on Sibcas, and what we have agreed with Sibcas is that everybody 
will await on these contingencies and see if they arise.  If they do we have reached an in 
principle agreement with Sibcas that they will provide a piece of land alternative to these 
two plots which is acceptable to us and acceptable to them, but we will not implement 
that unless and until the particular contingencies arise. 
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Q. That is very helpful.  Mr Lake, do you have any questions here? 
 
Mr Lake:  No further questions. 
 
Assessor:  I am obliged to you.  Mr Priestley, good afternoon. 
 
Mr Priestley:  Thank you, sir.  I just have one question, a clarification I think with regard to the 

specific plot numbers.  This is a question for Ms Gorlov; our understanding was that Plot 
No. 690 relates to the access to the feeder station, and the issue in connection with Plot 
No. 700A is a separate issue where certain things will happen if certain eventualities 
arise, and they may not happen. 

 
Ms Gorlov:  You are absolutely right, I misread my own handwriting. 
 
Q. I am just seeking clarification on that. 
A. Absolutely. 
 
Q. If I might just explain, Plot 690 would not be acquired if Sibcas were to grant servitude 

rights to the feeder station, and Plot 700A and rights over Plot 691 would not be 
acquired if Sibcas were essentially to provide other land for alternative access to the 
east end of West Mains Roundabout, Plot 706.  Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
 
Q. Okay, thank you very much. 
 
Assessor:  Clearly I have no questions.  Mr Priestley, are you complete now? 
 
Mr Priestley:  Just one further question, which was just to ask what the timescale would be 

which we are all working towards in terms of the draft agreement – if we could have an 
indication from the Promoter as to when a suitable draft might be on its way to us, just 
for the record? 

 
Ms Gorlov:  For the record, yes, we spoke about this just now and I said Sunday. 
 
Q. Thank you, no further questions. 
 
Assessor:  Can I take it that you do not wish to give evidence yourself, Mr Priestley? 
 
Mr Priestley:  I have no need to see.  I don’t think I need to keep everybody here any longer.  

The Promoter’s position as expressed by Ms Gorlov is acceptable to the objectors and 
we have nothing further to add to that. 

 
Assessor:  May I double-check – any further questions?   
 
Mr Lake:  No, no further questions, thank you. 
 
Assessor:  No further questions, thank you very much indeed.  I think that brings us to a very 

happy conclusion; I am never quite sure of the difference between expectation and 
anticipation, but I both expect and anticipate that things will be brought to a satisfactory 
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conclusion by Monday morning.  That is splendid.  Can I just thank you all again for your 
attendance, and for what has been achieved, Ms Gorlov in particular. 

 
 I think that brings the proceedings today to a close.   My understanding is that we have 

another three full days in which to apply ourselves to agreements, and I will be 
absolutely delighted to receive notification of what has been achieved first thing on 
Monday morning. 

 
[The Hearing concluded at 2.46 p.m.] 
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