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[The hearing commenced at 1.35.p.m.] 
 
 
Assessor:  Welcome back everyone.  This is our third group today, Group 21.  It relates to the 

objections from Mr Rod Tweedie, Mr and Mrs Nagel and Professor Stewart.  I note that 
the objectors rest on their written evidence.  The issues still in dispute are noise and 
vibration; loss of amenity and privacy, including security and parking; reduction in 
property value; pollution; and health and safety.  I think we can take the first topic, Mr 
Lake, if you will.  This is: 

 
 1.  Noise and vibration 
 
 Perhaps we can just adopt our usual procedure. 
 
Mr Lake:  Thank you very much sir.  Ms Gribben, at the outset just so we can identify where the 

objectors are situated on the maps, plans and sections, where do we find the property 
owned by Mr Tweedie in the maps, plans and sections? 

 
Ms Gribben:  Sheet 1, sir. 
 
Q. Perhaps you could summarise the relationship between the works and their property? 
A. Mr Tweedie’s property is at Craig Street, Airdrie.  His property abuts the limits of the land 

to be acquired or used adjacent to the north western link to Airdrie Station.  No land is 
being acquired from Mr Tweedie; improvement works to Airdrie Station would be 
undertaken adjacent to his property. 

 
Q. Perhaps because we are looking at this all under the umbrella of the first of the issues, 

which is noise and vibration, the concern Mr Tweedie expressed was the construction of 
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a platform to the rear of his house which he feared might cause disturbance.  Has there 
been any advance on that since the objection was made? 

A. Only as confirmed in the rebuttal, about a commitment has been offered in that regard. 
 
Q. That is a commitment to build the platform as far east as possible in the hope that it 

would be directly behind his property? 
A. That is correct, and we have confirmed the extent of the works.  There is a passive 

provision for a nine-car platform but the Bill Works authorises a six-car platform. 
 
Q. Other than that they rest on their objection as stated in the written evidence? 
A. That is correct. 
 
Q. Still under the heading of noise and vibration, that issue is raised also by Mr and Mrs 

Nagel.  Can we confirm which sheet of the maps, plans and sections their property is 
situated on? 

A. The property is located on Sheet 2. 
 
Q. And what is the relationship between that property and the works proposed? 
A. They own a property at Drumclaire Place, Airdrie.  It is located on the ground floor of the 

property, which is facing the proposed railway.  Part of the common land at Drumclaire is 
being acquired temporarily for the purpose of a working space during upgrading works to 
Crowwood Drive overbridge at Plot 46.  The railway is a deviation across the property. 

 
Assessor:  Mr Lake, if I may halt you there, on the set of plans that we have Sheet 2 is missing, 

so perhaps if you could supply several copies?  I am not sure how many we need. 
A. We have many! 
 
Q. Thanks very much, Mr Lake. 
 
Mr Lake:  Just by way of update has there been any development from the situation described 

in the Promoter’s written evidence? 
A. There has been no progress since that time. 
 
Q. So they are resting on that written evidence? 
A. That is correct. 
 
Q. Sir, I think those are the only two objectors who raise the first issue of noise and 

vibration. 
 
Assessor:  Thank you very much.  I have one question if I may, in connection with Rod 

Tweedie.  In relation to that objection can you clarify the construction techniques, as it is 
something I am not fully familiar with and it would be helpful.  Also at this point what is 
the likelihood of these techniques being used? 

A. I think that is a question which my colleague Andy Irwin can answer, but also when my 
colleague Hugh Wark joins the Panel under the next topic he would be able to provide 
you with some further details.  I don’t know if you would like me to swap with Hugh at 
this stage to deal with it together? 

 
Q. No, we will just proceed, but whatever Mr Irwin can tell me at this stage would be very 

helpful. 
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Mr Irwin:  Piles are normally concrete or steel sections driven into the ground to form a solid 
foundation on which concrete beams are then cast for construction of elevations after 
that.  

 
Q. So basically they are hammered in? 
A. They can be hammered in or you can do what you call bored piles, which is where you 

bore a hole in the ground and then subsequently fill it with the concrete, normally 
reinforced concrete, or it could be even stone piles where the loadings are not going to 
be very high.  Where you use bored piles there is virtually very little vibration. If you are 
going to use driven piles they can be hammered in or they can be vibrated in.  When 
vibrated in there is usually only low level of vibration, but when they are hammered in 
you can get pulses of vibration. 

 
Q. Are there any other techniques that are possible to use? 
A. If it is only for the provision of a platform the railway it may be that no piles are required. 
 
Q. In which case there would be no noise and vibration impact at all? 
A. That’s right, it would just simply be normal concrete footings. 
 
Q. Would the preference be for the latter of the two descriptions that you gave me, in other 

words dig the hole and fill it with concrete and then put the posts or whatever they are 
into it? 

A. I am not sure in this situation. I don’t know the actual ground conditions for that. 
 
Q. At any event the notion is that the platform will be as far away as possible from this 

person’s house? 
A. I understand so, yes. 
 
Q. That is fine, thank you very much.  I have a question about Mr and Mrs Nagel as well.  

We have given them a good run, but just as belt and braces, the Promoter states that 
the noise impact at that property would be “substantial”.  Just to be very specific about 
this, how much will track design mitigate against a substantial noise impact?  Have you 
given me as much information as I can get on that this morning, Ms Gribben? 

 
Ms Gribben:  I believe we have, but I would like my colleague, Bernadette McKell, to 

supplement this.  
 
Q. Yes; I realise we are going over old ground, and do not misunderstand that, but I think it 

must be clear that there is an interest here, not only in this room but with the Bill 
Committee so we want to get everything we can. 

 
Ms McKell:  I really don’t think there is anything we can add to what has been seen already this 

morning. 
 
Q. I am obliged to you, that is fine.  That is all I have, thank you. 
 
Mr Lake:  Perhaps then I could turn then to the second issue which is: 
 
 2.  Loss of amenity and privacy, including security and parking 
 
Assessor:  Perhaps we could get Mr Wark? 
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[Mr Wark joins the Panel] 
 
Ms Gribben:  Sir, if we return to the piling question I think Mr Wark would like to add to that, if 

that is possible? 
 
Assessor:  I am very grateful. 
 
Mr Wark:  I have nothing to add as far as the technicalities or piling or construction is 

concerned, it really relates as you see to the distance that Mr Tweedie’s property is from 
the planned construction works.  His house is some 50 metres from the very end of the 
new platform that is proposed at the present time, so there is a fair distance between his 
property and the construction work. 

 
Assessor:  Thank you.  I think we are ready to recommence the issue on loss of amenity and 

privacy.  
 
Mr Lake:  Thank you. In relation to loss of amenity and privacy, as is raised by Mr Tweedie, 

could I ask Ms Gribben, is the situation as you have already described and there has 
been no development beyond that stated in the written evidence? 

 
Ms Gribben:  No, there has been no feedback from Mr Tweedie regarding this proposal.  
 
Q. For the avoidance of any doubt keeping the platform as far as is practicable away from 

Mr Tweedie’s property will restrict the impact on privacy? 
A. That is correct. 
 
Q. Turning then to the second objector to raise this issue, Mr and Mrs Nagel, just to correct 

a misunderstanding which has arisen, if you could look at Sheet 4 within the maps, plans 
and sections if it is to hand?  Just to correct a confusion there, it is in fact Sheet 4 rather 
than Sheet 2 that we find the Nagels’ property. 

A. Sorry, that is quite correct.  My apologies. 
 
Assessor:  In which case there is no requirement for Sheet 2!  Thanks a lot. 
 
Mr Lake:  With the Nagels and the issue that they raise as to amenity and privacy, security and 

parking, has there been any development beyond that stated in the written evidence for 
the Promoter? 

A. There has not. 
 
Q. I have no further questions on that issue, sir. 
 
Assessor:  Thank you very much.  I have one question, and it is really just for clarification.  It is 

about Mr and Mrs Nagel’s property.  It is the disabled parking space.  You tell me about 
that in paragraph 39 of your evidence? 

A. We do. 
 
Q. Thank you.  Now, just for completeness can you confirm that at no time will any parking 

space be lost, removed or altered that would be available for them?  I know there aren’t 
any disabled parking spaces because I have been there, but what I am looking for just to 
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repeat is that no parking space will be lost, removed or altered that would otherwise 
have been available to them during the construction phase? 

A. Yes, we have actually said that in paragraph 39, that there are no parking spaces which 
have been referenced in either temporarily or permanently at that particular location. 

 
Q. Yes, I know there are no disabled parking spaces. 
A. No car parking. 
 
Q. No car parking whatsoever? 
A. No. 
 
Q. I should have read my paragraph 39 more carefully! 
A. Sorry, but we have checked for both. 
 
Q. I am obliged to you.  That is very helpful. I think we can move on. 
 
Mr Lake:  The third issue then is: 
 
 3.  Reduction in property value 
 
 This is raised only by Mr Tweedie, and once again I would ask whether there has been 

any development over and above that stated in the written evidence for the Promoter? 
A. There has been none. 
 
Q. Presumably to the extent that the platform has moved, that might provide some comfort 

as to the effect on the property value? 
A. We consider that the commitment we have offered will address Mr Tweedie’s concerns. 
 
Q. Thank you, I have no further questions on that. 
 
Assessor:  Thank you, I have none. 
 
Mr Lake:  Moving to the fourth issue: 
 
 4.  Pollution 
 
 This is raised by Mr and Mrs Nagel.  Perhaps the first question I would like to ask once 

again is whether there has been any development with Mr and Mrs Nagel other than 
that? 

A. There has not. 
 
Q. So we rest on the information given in the written evidence? 
A. Yes. 
 
Q. Sir, there is one matter which I would like to ask which arises out of the section this 

morning, a slightly delayed answer to the question of what is meant by “medium” dust 
impact.  Perhaps I could direct this question to Ms McLean.  I think it is noted in 
paragraph 34 of the evidence for the Promoter that: 

 
  “the dust nuisance will be at worst of moderate significance.” 
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A. Yes. 
 
Q. Could you explain where we might find what is meant by “moderate significance”? 
 
Ms McLean:  That piece of text which is in this rebuttal and also some of the others where dust 

pollution is an issue has come straight from the Environmental Statement, where exactly 
those words are used.  In terms of the impact assessment methodology, the criteria by 
which the magnitude is determined are noted, and unfortunately the terminology for 
magnitude is slightly different in that it is referred to as “low, medium and high”, so if we 
can assume that “medium” means the same as “moderate” in this case, which is what it 
is meant to do, then dust nuisance in that circumstance would be rates of dust 
deposition sometimes sufficient to give rise to visible dust clear.  This is Table 14.2 in the 
Environmental Statement in the Air Quality chapter, Chapter 14. 

 
Assessor:  Yes, and 14.2.2.  I thank you, Ms McLean. If had read the entire Environmental 

Statement I would have been able to identify that. 
A. We wouldn’t expect you to.  I could just add that relevant to any particular objector’s 

concern which is maybe not clear in the ES, which is that those criteria refer to outside, 
i.e. in the garden and so on.  In terms of inside the seminal dust would be none at all. 

 
Q. Yes, so the assumption is that the person within the property would be able to open their 

windows and not have a dust nuisance, is that correct? 
A. That is correct.  They would need to have their windows open all the time for days on 

end to notice that there was any dust inside, so the figures refer to outside. 
 
Q. That is very helpful, thank you.  Mr Lake? 
 
Mr Lake:  Sir, that is the only further question I had to ask in relation to that issue. 
 
Assessor:  We have nothing at this end, so we can move to the next topic, which I think is: 
 
 5.  Health and safety 
 
Mr Lake:  Yes, if I could turn to the final issue on health and safety, and this is raised only by 

Professor Stewart, perhaps at the outset I could ask Ms Gribben to identify where on the 
maps, plans and sections we find Professor Stewart’s property? 

 
Ms Gribben:  That is Sheet 17. 
 
Q. And what is the relationship between that property and the works in the Bill? 
A. Professor Stewart’s property comprises  Airdrie Road, Forrestfield.  The rear of his 

property abuts the railway limits of deviation.  Land is being acquired from the objector 
for the purpose of providing a temporary road at Plot 390 while remedial works are 
undertaken to the existing Woodside Road overbridge, which is Works No. 22A. 

 
Q. I think in relation to Professor Stewart, after the Promoter put in its written evidence 

Professor Stewart responded by providing some further evidence that the Promoter had 
not previously seen? 

A. That is correct. 
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Q. I would just like to ask you one or two questions concerning that.  My first question is he 
provides what he says is supporting evidence, and I would like to look at two bits of that 
in particular.  The sheets have got hand-written numerals in circles at the top of each of 
them and I would like to look at the one that is numbered 4, and it is a letter with the 
NHS logo in the top right-hand corner. 

A. Yes, I have that. 
 
Q. You can see that is a letter which begins “Dear Mr Stewart”, and the name of the 

surgeon has been blanked out but we still see a list of qualifications, and it appears to 
have come from a consultant neurosurgeon? 

A. That is correct. 
 
Q. It is said by Professor Stewart in his evidence that his surgeon says that “trains will 

cause a hazard”. Is that your understanding from the contents of this letter? 
A. That is no my understanding of the letter.  The letter says that to the individual’s 

knowledge: 
 
 “Patients with deep brain stimulators and stimulators elsewhere are not 

prohibited from using trains or standing in train stations”, 
 
 and suggests that he should nevertheless contact the company which produced the 

stimulator, which is an action which we have taken by contacting the manufacturer, who 
has confirmed that there is no evidence to support this.  We have operational experience 
based on our wider network where this issue has been brought to our attention, and we 
have also made enquiries of the Parkinson’s Society, and again there is no data. 

 
Q. So in all these researches that the Promoter has undertaken no party has said to them 

that they understand that there is a problem? 
A. No. 
 
Q. Perhaps moving on to the next page we can see some e-mail correspondence, which 

although incomplete appears to be between Professor Stewart on one hand and Patient 
Services at Meditronic Neurological on the other? 

A. Yes, I have that. 
 
Q. What is at the top of the page appears to be a reply to what is at the bottom of the page? 
A. It seems to be, yes. 
 
Q. So if we start just by looking at the message which was sent to Meditronic, the formatting 

has broken up slightly but we see a few lines down Professor Stewart expresses that: 
 
 “- a high voltage railway being constructed outside my house, in fact track is less 

than 2 metres from property”. 
 
 Is that your understanding of what the relationship will be between the track and 

Professor Stewart’s property? 
A. It is not.  The position is as we set out in the rebuttal, which is the perimeter of his 

garden fence is 5.75 metres from the nearest running rail. 
 
Q. From the plans I think it is apparent that his house is set back something from the end of 

his garden? 
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A. Further again, yes. 
 
Q. And then if we look down at what was sent to Meditronic by Professor Stewart, perhaps 

an inch or so up from the foot of the page, the message is broken up but if I start reading 
from the line which says “when the train is not”: 

 
 “- when the train is not, and have calculated significant field at 18 metres, enough 

to switch neuro-stimulator into full batter, and although I needed support earlier I 
feel the likelihood of effect occurring is probable.” 

 
A. Yes. 
 
Q. So the assertion that was made to Meditronic is that he regarded it as “probable”? 
A. As I read this letter, Professor Stewart has asserted his opinion in it. 
 
Q. And have you seen any evidence to support the notion that it is “probable”? 
A. No, the information which has been provided to us on our own inquiries suggests that 

this is not the case. 
 
Q. Professor Stewart goes on to say: 
 
 “My neurosurgeon from Dundee, agrees the fact that bio-magnetic fields can 

aversely affect the settings of the neuro-stimulator.” 
 
 Is that what you took from the previous letter? 
A. If I make the assumption, which does not seem unreasonable, that that is the letter 

referred to, it is not what is contained in the letter. 
 
Q. If we go on then to consider what the Meditronic response is at the top of the page, we 

can see in the first paragraph Meditronic themselves note that they “do not have any 
testing information”. 

A. That is correct. 
 
Q. But the second paragraph describes that there is a “remote possibility” that train or 

tracks could interfere? 
A. That is correct.  It states: 
 
 “There is a remote possibility which depends on the mapping of the field”, 
 
 and again as is said we have undertaking mapping inquiries and our information does 

not support the proposition made by Professor Stewart. 
 
Q. What I would like to do is put that “remote possibility” into some context, and just clarify 

some terms of the rebuttal. 
A. Yes? 
 
Q. Within the rebuttal the information has been given as to guidelines for magnetic flux 

density and exposure to electro-magnetic fields produced in relation to electric rail work.  
Is that correct? 

A. That is correct, yes. 
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Q. Now, why has that information been given in the rebuttal? What is its relevance? 
A. The information is there to demonstrate that we have taken all reasonable safety 

precautions into consideration in designing the railway, and to try to provide some 
reassurance to Professor Stewart.  If I can give perhaps a lower level example, the 
electro-magnetic field from a 25 kilovolt overhead line is comparable with that of a 
domestic appliance which would commonly be found in the home, and is significantly 
less than the International Commission on Non-Ionising Radiation Standards, so our 
approach to design has taken these issues into account. 

 
Q. And just so there is no doubt about the matter, when you are talking about the field from 

a 25 kilovolt line from a train, that is on the assumption that you are some distance from 
it – in the house or at the platform edge? 

A. Yes, that is correct. 
 
Q. And it becomes comparable to the sort of fields you had identified within a domestic 

residence anyway? 
A. The strength of the field decreases as you move further away from the cable.  Its 

strength is directly proportionate to that. 
 
Q. And for both the magnetic field and the electric field, is that related also to the distance? 
A. Yes, it is. 
 
Q. In paragraph 7 of the rebuttal there is reference to the fact that the objector runs a 

business through a website called ‘The amp doctor on line’, and that it offers engineering 
services and advice in relation to electrical products.  It is perhaps not entirely clear from 
that what the relevance of that is, can you explain? 

A. It is to try to demonstrate again the issue that it is kind of parallel with domestic 
appliances which the Professor is working with, and that I know he includes the 
company in his latest submission.  It is specifically mentioned by him. 

 
Q. In short the position of the Promoter is that they have designed the railway in 

accordance with the relevant guidelines, and that the electro-magnetic fields to which 
Professor Stewart will be exposed from the railway are not significantly different from 
those that he will encounter anyway in his home? 

A. Not in his home nor in the business that he is conducting. 
 
Q. Thank you very much. 
 
Assessor:  And he makes himself available, if you like, for that amount of impact on a voluntary 

basis? 
A. Yes. 
 
Q. You gave us a distance of the property from the track.  Roughly how far from the back of 

his house to the track, do you have that to hand? 
A. The measure of the garden? 
 
Q. Yes. 
A. I’m afraid I do not have the exact figure, but it is somewhere between 5 and 10 metres 

back.  I can confirm that. 
 
Q. That would be quite helpful, please. 
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A. Certainly sir, we will provide that to you. 
 
Q. You make reference, and this may be backtracking a bit, to the Parkinson’s Disease 

Society.  Is that working on the assumption that the gentleman suffers from that 
disease? 

A. That is the information with which we have been provided. 
 
Q. He actually provided that information to you? 
A. He has told us that is his condition.  We have made no more direct enquiries, but he has 

volunteered that information. 
 
Q. I understand; and the surgeon to whom he refers is a neurosurgeon, he is not an 

orthopaedic surgeon? 
A. Yes, and the stimulator which he mentions is provided very specifically for Parkinson’s. 
 
Q. And he has offered neither to come to give any oral evidence to illuminate his position 

nor to provide a technical witness? 
A. He has chosen not to.  We are in very regular dialogue with Professor Stewart.  There 

has been a great deal of contact over a number of years with him, but he has not chosen 
to attend today. 

 
Q. He has not chosen to come today, no.  Thank you very much.  Unless there are any 

further matters – I see you have something, Mr Lake? 
 
Mr Lake:  I was just trying to find the reference where Professor Stewart confirmed that he had 

Parkinson’s Disease. 
 
Assessor:  I am not sure it is in the evidence that is before me. 
 
Mr Lake:  There is an e-mail from him which came in with his evidence – 
 
Assessor:  Yes, unfortunately it is in the negative, because all he says is he is not a member of 

the Parkinson’s Disease Society, so did he tell us? 
 
Mr Lake:  There is another e-mail, a very densely-typed one that runs to over half a page, and it 

begins with “ Airdrie Road, Network Rail” in the top left-hand corner, and about four lines 
up the page he puts it, if I can use the terms and stress as he puts it in: 

 
 “These guidelines are for healthy people and do not define the situation. I am ill, 

sick, a Parky”. 
 
 It does not go any further than that. 
 
Assessor:  I am looking at Document 1A at the top.  Do you have that? 
 
Mr Lake:  I do, sir. 
 
Assessor:  It is I assume from Professor Stewart and it is addressed to Stephen Fricker at the 

Unit, and he says nine lines up from the bottom: 
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 “I don’t have Parkinson’s Disease. I am described as suffering from a form of 
Parkinsonism.” 

 
Ms Gribben:  Our understanding, sir, is that the implant is used in the condition of Parkinson’s, 

but for reasons that I am sure you will appreciate we have not made direct medical 
inquiries of Professor Stewart. 

 
Assessor:  I can well understand that; there are certain items which are blocked out.    As I say 

I am stepping back to be absolutely sure about not only whom I am addressing here but 
what the problem is we are addressing, as well as the fact that he has voluntarily put 
himself in contact with a similar sort of impact that he suggests that the railway is going 
to put him in touch with.  I am just trying to complete the logic of the whole thing; so he 
may not have Parkinson’s Disease but he is being treated in a similar manner as a 
person who does have that Disease, and we take the logic from there? 

A. Yes. 
 
Q. Thank you very much.  Thank you Mr Lake, that is just for completeness.  I think that 

concludes this group, unless you have anything else? 
 
Mr Lake:  Sir, that would be true folly! 
 
Assessor:  Yes; so Group 22 then, when you are ready? 
 
[Group 21 concluded at 2.02 p.m.] 
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