
AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE WITNESS STATEMENTS: PROMOTER 
RESPONSE TO GROUP 28 

 
TARMAC LIMITED (OBJECTION 71) 
 
TOPICS NO LONGER IN DISPUTE 
 
The Promoter understands that the following issue within this objection is no 
longer in dispute for the reasons stated:- 
 
Alternative Access 
 
The Objector has confirmed that this aspect of their objection has been 
withdrawn. 
 
TOPICS STILL IN DISPUTE 
 
The following topics within the objection remain in dispute and the Promoter’s 
written evidence on each is now submitted. 
 
ISSUE 1 – ACCESS AND OPERATIONAL VIABILITY 
 
1. Access Road 
 

 The Objector is concerned that the specification of the new access road 
and bridge to be constructed over the railway to and from Blairhill 
Quarry should be sufficient to cater for heavy vehicles which would 
operate at the quarry.  It should be noted that the quarry is currently 
mothballed (non-operational).  The planning consent was recently 
renewed and is valid until 2042.  The Promoter was unable to locate 
the planning consent from the relevant authority but has now been 
provided with a copy and is currently considering this.  The Objector 
requested a specification of the access road and bridge. In order to 
assess the loading on the bridge, the Objector was asked to supply 
details of the vehicles which would use the bridge. The Objector 
confirmed that the heaviest vehicles would be dump trucks weighing 
between 75-100 tonnes which would be delivered by low loader. 

 
2. At a meeting held on 9 October, the Promoter advised that the 

proposed bridge at Bogend Farm Level crossing will accommodate 45 
units of HB loading (the heaviest that can currently travel by road).  
Further research has been undertaken and the Promoter can advise 
that this would meet the Objector’s loading requirements as provided 
by the Objectors Agents on 13 November 2006.  The new bridge shall 
be capable of carrying the loads mentioned by the Objector. The 
Objector's agent was provided with details of the methodology applied 
to reach this conclusion.  
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3. With regard to gradients, the Promoter has offered a commitment  to 
liaise with the Objector regarding the proposed gradients of the new 
road once the detailed design stage has been taken further forward. It 
is not envisaged that the gradients would be any worse than would 
normally be encountered on a public highway and  it is not therefore 
expected that they will introduce a risk of loads “grounding”.  The 
Promoter considers that this addresses this aspect of the Objector's 
concern. 

 
4. 24 Hour Access 
 
 The objection highlighted the Objector’s need for 24 hour access to the 

quarry.  The Objector was made aware during the meeting that 
through the construction phase, access to the quarry would be 
available at all times through programming of the works.  The 
Promoter considers that this addresses this aspect of the Objector's 
concern. 

 
5. Operational Viability 
 

The Objector states that there has been no cumulative impact 
assessment to consider the combined noise of the railway and 
quarrying operations. In regard to the Environmental Statement, the 
Promoter will not be providing further information in relation to the 
Environmental Statement (including adoption of best practice 
methodology in assessing Environmental input such as noise) as the 
Committee states this was not part of the Assessor’s remit. 

 
6. Witnesses 
 
 The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Keith Sheridan and 

Terry Boyle. The Promoter estimates its evidence on this topic lasting 5 
minutes. 

 
ISSUE 2 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 
7. Noise Impact 
 
 The noise impact on the nearby houses in Blackridge has been 

evaluated and the impact is reported in the Environmental Statement. 
Having regard to the needs of the project, all reasonably practicable 
steps will be taken to reduce the noise impact on affected communities 
and properties.  The Noise and Vibration mitigation proposals are as 
fully developed as is possible at this time recognising that detailed 
design has still to be carried out. Further consideration of these and 
any other potential mitigation measures will be explored at the detailed 
design stage. 

 
8. The Objector is concerned at the potential visual and noise impact 

which vehicles with a heavy load traversing an uncertain gradient could 
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have on the neighbouring Blackridge community and following from this 
the manner in which quarry operations could be restricted. 

 
9. The Promoter has advised the Objector that the gradient cannot be 

provided until the detailed design stage but as explained in paragraph 3 
it is not envisaged to be any worse than those encountered on a public 
highway.  The detailed design process will take account of any 
mitigation measure which can be included in the design such as 
surfaces and the avoidance of joints to minimise noise generation. 

 
10. Visual impact 

 
 The access track and bridge lie over 100m to the west and south west 

of properties at Redburn Road and Bedlormie Drive, Blackridge. It is 
not anticipated that the track or structure, or vehicles passing along 
them, will cause a significant visual impact. Nevertheless, subject to the 
details of the design and construction of the track and bridge and the 
amount of available land, it may be possible to plant trees and shrubs 
along the verges and embankments in order to screen or soften views 
of the track and bridge as well as vehicles passing along it.  As part of 
this process regard would be had to any conditions on the Objector as 
part of their planning consent. 

 
11. Plot no. 479 (on Sheet no 22 of the Parliamentary Plans) will be subject 

to temporary possession for use as a Construction Compound. The 
Promoter has confirmed that the site will be reinstated to its existing 
use as a native woodland plantation after the construction period.  The 
Promoter considers that this addresses the Objector's concerns. 

 
12. Sensitive Receptors 
 

It is considered unlikely that rail line passengers will be treated as 
significant sensitive receptors, especially bearing in mind they will be 
passing the location at high speeds.  The railway will pass through a 
mixed urban, rural and post-industrial landscape. Its primary function is 
transportation rather than tourism/leisure and views will not be the 
foremost consideration for users.  
 
The Objector notes that they may wish to seek planning permission to 
extend the area of the quarry in future and that in any event they will 
require to review the planning conditions attached to the current 
consent.  In this context they express concern that in future train 
passengers will be considered receptors for noise and visual impacts 
and accordingly they seek that the Promoter installs screening and 
other measures.  This is not a matter for the Promoter to address as it 
out with the scope of the Bill but as noted above, train passengers, 
would not be considered as sensitive receptors for visual impacts.  
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13.   Local Construction Agreement 
 

Works in the immediate vicinity of the Objector’s property (and of 
course beyond) will be undertaken in accordance with The Network 
Rail Guidance Note on construction noise entitled “Best Practicable 
Means: Control of Noise and Vibration from Construction Operations” 
which places contractual requirements on the appointed contractor to 
control the emission of noise, demonstrate that any noise limits are 
met, and to undertake noise monitoring to identify potential shortfalls in 
noise control.  Should the scheme proceed the appointed contractor 
will be required to adhere to this guidance.  The guidance note also 
refers to compliance with British Standards BS 5228 : Part 1 : 1997 and 
Part 4 : 1992 : “ Noise and Vibration Control on Construction and Open 
Sites” and the Control of Pollution Act 1974. 

 
14. The draft Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) submitted to the 

Private Bills Unit on 1st September 2006 can be viewed on the 
Parliamentary Website.  The CoCP defines the standards of 
construction practice that the Promoter as a responsible employer 
requires to adhere to.  It defines how construction work should affect: 

 
• the environment; 
 
• the amenity and safety of local residents, businesses and the 

general public: and 
 

• areas near proposed construction work. 
 

The Promoter will develop the CoCP further through discussions with 
the local authorities and other statutory bodies and consultees.   

 
15. As the design of the Airdrie – Bathgate Railway progresses, the CoCP 

will be revised to take account of changes, both significant and minor.  
So it will remain in draft form until the tender is let for the construction 
phase.  The CoCP will continue to develop as the project progresses 
through the Parliamentary Process, Royal Assent and the period of 
detailed design.  The Promoter will seek to comply with best practice 
during construction work and the CoCP is an important element 
through which this major project can be built. 

 
The final CoCP will be a contractual document.  The requirements it 
sets out will be incorporated into the contract or contracts awarded for 
building the Airdrie – Bathgate Railway.  The contractor or contractors 
must fully comply with it, as must their sub-contractors and agents, and 
sub-contractors’ agents. 
 
The CoCP will also set a standard that can be expected by everyone 
working on, or affected by, construction of the Airdrie – Bathgate 
Railway.  It will enable the public and contracting organisations to 
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measure how the project is being implemented.  It will also be used to 
gauge how the project is being implemented. 

 
Once a method statement for construction is available, detailed 
predictions of construction noise can be undertaken with a view to 
achieving agreement with the local authorities as to what levels and 
time periods will be acceptable to minimise impact. 

 
16. As a general guide it is anticipated that the following mitigation 

measures will be employed to ensure that noise levels are attenuated 
as far as is reasonably practicable: 

 
• Low noise emission machinery will be used where feasible; 
 
• Plant will be orientated away from the noise sensitive receptors; 

 
• Machines which are used intermittently will be shut down 

between periods of activity; 
 

• All machinery will be well maintained (abnormal increases in 
noise are often associated with wear and tear / indicative of 
mechanical failure); and 

 
• All construction work will be undertaken in accordance with 

codes of practice for construction work and piling as outlined in 
BS 5228. 

 
Should complaints be received from local residents, the local authority 
would determine whether best practicable means are being applied.  
Should this not be the case, action under the Control of Pollution Act 
1974 may be taken.  Therefore, best practicable means will be 
employed to ensure that noise levels are minimised.  

 
17. Witnesses 
 
 The witnesses for the Promoter on this topic are: Keith Sheridan, Hugh 

Wark, Dr Bernadette McKell and Terry Boyle. The Promoter estimates 
its evidence on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 

 
ISSUE 3 – HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
The Promoter considers that this element of the objection has been 
addressed by the Promoter’s response in paragraph 4. 
 
ISSUE 4 – FUTURE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
 
18. The Promoter's proposals will not restrict extraction under the existing 

conditions. The Objectors' concern relate to proposed new  
development or new development conditions that may be imposed on 
them in future so that they may carry out economic activities and they 
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seek protection in respect of these.  In the event that measures require 
to be taken in future along the lines suggested by the Objectors in 
principle these are the responsibility of the party carrying out future 
development as they  arise from that development and not the railway. 

 
19. To the extent that the Objectors seek to challenge the noise 

assessments carried out by the Promoter, as mentioned above, it 
should be noted that further assessment of the Environmental 
Statement  is not part of the Assessor’s remit. 

 
20. Apart from the questions of principle, the extent to which the impact on 

a receptor is significant and adverse will depend in part on the duration 
of time in which the effects are experienced and the context in which 
those views are experienced.  Rail passengers will have only fleeting 
views of the Objectors' site as they pass in the trains and the overall 
context in which those views are experienced is unlikely that any 
change would be seen as materially adverse.  

 
Witnesses 
 
 The witness for the Promoter on this topic is: Alison Gorlov . The 

Promoter estimates its evidence on this topic lasting 5 minutes. 
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