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[The hearing commenced at 2.04 p.m.] 
 
Mr Lake:  Thank you, sir.  I think this is Group 22. 
 
Assessor:  It is 22, and it relates to the objections from William McCracken and Mr and Mrs 

Gamble.  The objectors are resting on their written evidence, and I have noted that the 
issues still in dispute are access to land; noise and vibration; loss of privacy; reduction in 
property value; development potential; and loss of amenity. 

 
Mr Lake:  Thank you, sir.  Mr Sheridan, perhaps I could direct my questions to you.  To identify 

Mr McCracken’s property, which sheet should we look at within the maps, plans and 
sections?  

 
Mr Sheridan:  Sheet 3. 
 
Q. And what is the relationship between Mr McCracken’s property and the works in the Bill? 
A. The objector’s property is  Carlisle Road, Airdrie.  The relevant plot to this objection is 

Plot 30, which is proposed for temporary occupation for the purposes bridge redecking 
works at Carlisle overbridge, Works No. 4. 

 
Q. And if I could ask Mr Boyle whether or not there is anything to add to what is said in the 

Promoter’s written evidence in relation to the issue of the acquisition of land. 
 
Mr Boyle:  No progress has been made following submission of the Promoter’s written 

evidence. 
 
Q. So it remains as stated in the Promoter’s written evidence. 
A. It does, yes. 
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Q. The second objectors to raise this issue within this group are Mr and Mrs Gamble.  If I 
could ask Mr Sheridan to identify their property on the maps, plans and sections. 

 
Mr Sheridan:  They are on Sheet 4. 
 
Q. And what is the relationship between their property and the works proposed? 
A. The objector’s property is “Leander”,  Old Bore Road, Clarkston by Airdrie.  The relevant 

plot to this objection is Plot 58.  This plot is proposed for permanent acquisition for Work 
No. 6, the access road to the relocated Drumgelloch Station. 

 
Q. Once again, if I could ask Mr Boyle whether there has been any development beyond 

the situation stated in the Promoter’s written evidence. 
 
Mr Boyle:  There has been further written evidence but it basically recapitulates the original 

objection. 
 
Q. Sir, I have nothing to add in relation to the acquisition of land issue. 
 
Assessor:  Thank you very much.  I think I might ask this question about the Leander property.  

That is the Gamble’s.  How has the impact of the railway lessened through the reduced 
land take at Mr and Mrs Gamble’s property?  That is at your paragraph 5, I think?  While 
you are searching I will repeat the question: how is the impact of the railway lessened 
through reduced land take at Mr and Mrs Gamble’s property as a result of the relaxation 
of the forward site plans? 

 
Ms Gribben:  Thank you for repeating it, sir. Could I invite Mr Mitchell to answer that please? 
 
Mr Mitchell:  The impact from the rail line does not impact the property, but what we looked at 

initially is the kind of visibility spread along the former sight lines around “Leander”.  
Initially we had been looking to achieve 40 metre forward visibility which had significant 
impact, or certainly went closer to the property itself; through discussions with North 
Lanarkshire Council we are promoting a relaxation down to 35 metres, which allows an 
offset of 2.5 metres still to the property boundary itself. 

 
Assessor:  Is that because it is quite tortuous? 
A. It is a very tight radius along this approach.  We have looked at different opportunities for 

accessing the site itself, none of which would meet local authority standards due to 
capacity constraints and junction constraints as well which are not to standard.  We have 
also looked at access from Forrestfield itself which would reduce the junction spacing, 
which was not consistent with the local authority’s considerations for access to the site. 

 
Q. That is very helpful, thank you.  That is all I have. 
 
Mr Lake:  Thank you; the next issue on this is: 
 
 2.  Noise and vibration 
 
 This is raised only in respect of Mr McCracken.  Perhaps I could again ask Mr Boyle 

whether there has been any development beyond that stated in the written evidence? 
 
Mr Boyle:  No progress has been made on that issue either. 
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Q. I have no further questions, sir. 
 
Assessor:  Thank you.  I think I might just take you to paragraph 7 of that; there is a reference 

there if I am correct to night time working? 
 
Ms Gribben:  Yes. 
 
Q. You have been very helpful in terms of “temporary”, I was just wondering if you could 

give some sort of an indication as to the prediction at this time of how long night time 
working might last at the Carlisle overbridge? 

A. We are actually looking at this issue at the moment.  This is a main arterial route and the 
Council is quite concerned about how long there might be a closure in that road just to 
minimise the impact.  They are keen for it to be as short as is possible, so we are 
investigating that.  We cannot say at this stage what it will be, but we are under 
extensive pressure from the local authority to make it as short as is practicable. 

 
Q. That’s very helpful as well, thank you very much.  That is all I have there, we can 

probably move on. 
 
Mr Lake:  The third issue: 
 
 3.  Loss of privacy 
 
 This arises only in respect of Mr McCracken.  Again perhaps I can just confirm with Mr 

Boyle, there has been no development beyond that stated in the evidence? 
 
Mr Boyle:  There has been no further development. 
 
Assessor:  [Confers]  I do have a question on privacy. I was wondering whether it had been 

dealt with this morning but I fear not.  In terms of the loss of privacy, what do you mean 
in relation to Mr McCracken that: 

 
 “any land returned by the Promoter after the temporary works will be reinstated to 

the objector’s reasonable satisfaction.” 
 
 How do we interpret “reasonable” in that regard? 
 
Ms Gribben:  Mr McCracken is very concerned about some extensive landscaping which he 

has undertaken at his property, and wants comfort that it will be reinstated; “reasonable 
satisfaction”, at the detriment of my profession, is a phrase we love to bandy around.  
What we mean in practical terms is that we will put it back to the condition that it was in 
at the time that we exercise powers, or if we can come to an agreement with Mr 
McCracken to have temporary occupation. 

 
Q. And basically you will take photographs and-? 
A. Absolutely.  We will take all precautions. 
 
Q. That’s fine.  I recognise that Mr McCracken has a particular interest in this; it is quite a 

nice wee garden! 
A. Yes, and it will be a nice wee garden when we have finished. 
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Q. Thank you very much.  I know nothing about Mr McCracken and make no suggestion as 

to the meaning of the word “wee”!  If a person is not satisfied, what process is involved 
with these disputes?  How do you resolve them,? 

A. Sorry, is that a concern, sir, in relation to construction noise and the complaints process 
associated with that? 

 
Q. Yes. 
A. We have explained - 
 
Q. We are looking to ask you, supposing he decides it is not to his reasonable satisfaction?  

Is there an arbitration mechanism, or how does he deal with that problem? 
A. Sorry, I am not sure –?  [Confers]  Sorry, you mean if he is not happy with the way that 

we have reinstated it? 
 
Q. Yes, I was not clear, but you have clarified that for me, but could you answer that 

question? 
A. I was going to say that it is enforceable against us as a planning condition, but it is a 

term of the contract, a term of the agreement between us, and it will be enforceable 
against us. 

 
Q. Would you like to think about it and send us a note? 
A. Can I give you a written answer to that? 
 
Q. Yes, you can.  It is a general question I think, that crops up. 
A. Of course all of the commitments that we are giving are obviously enforceable in terms 

of the Bill anyway, as to the covenants, but yes, we will write. 
 
Q. It is just a question of you may have a dispute, how is it resolved. 
A. Yes, of course. 
 
Q. Thank you.  We can move on. 
 
Mr Lake:  The next item is: 
 
 4.  Reduction in property value 
 
 This again relates to Mr McCracken.  I would ask Mr Boyle to confirm that the position is 

as already stated, and that there has been no movement beyond the written evidence? 
 
Mr Boyle:  That is correct. 
 
Assessor:  I have nothing. 
 
Mr Lake:  the next issue we have to consider is: 
 
 5.  Development potential 
 
 This is one that is raised by Mr and Mrs Gamble as to whether they will be able to 

develop their house.  It is addressed in the written evidence for the Promoter, but I will 
ask Mr Boyle, has there been any development on that? 
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Mr Boyle:  There are no further developments. 
 
Assessor:  Has there been any contact at all?  Are they one of the persons who have decided 

to simply – 
 
Ms Gribben:  Mr and Mrs Gamble have not engaged with us. 
 
Mr Boyle:  Other than re-stating their original objection in further written evidence. 
 
Assessor:  Are you aware of any planning application made by or on behalf of Mr and Mrs 

Gamble to develop their property? 
 
Ms Gribben:  Not to our knowledge, but it is also fair to say that we have not undertaken a 

recent search, but the last time we looked there was not.  We sent to Mr and Mrs 
Gamble in July last year a plan which showed their proposed extension superimposed 
against the alignment of the route. 

 
Q. Sorry, you refer to a proposed extension, but that is something which they are thinking 

about?  Has there been any planning application lodged with the relevant planning 
authority? 

A. Not to our knowledge, sir, but we can go back and check. 
 
Q. Would you check, and could you make that one of our 24 hour ones please? 
A. Of course, yes.  We will get that back to you. 
 
Q. Thank you very much – and not only the lodging but what stage it is at. 
A. Yes, we will give you a report. 
 
Q. Just clarification as to whether any decision has been made by the Council. 
A. Yes. 
 
Q. Thank you. 
 
Mr Lake:  Sir, moving on to: 
 
 6.  Loss of amenity 
 
 This is an issue which arises only in respect of Mr and Mrs Gamble.  I think it has been 

covered in the previous answer by Mr Boyle, but for the avoidance of doubt has there 
been any further movement? 

 
Mr Boyle:  There has been no further movement. 
 
Q. Thank you sir, those are the only questions I have. 
 
Assessor:  I am much obliged.  [Confers]  That concludes the evidence for Group 22.  I would 

like to thank all of the witnesses; as ever you have been extremely helpful. 
 
[Group 22 adjourned at 2.16 p.m.] 
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