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[Group 27 commenced at 10.40 a.m.] 
 
Assessor:  They again rest on their written evidence and the six issues are still in dispute.   
 
Mr Lake:  Sir, the issue I want to raise is that it will be apparent that all four of these 

Objectors live in Millstream Crescent. I will identify the plans in a moment. They are 
all Objectors who did raise concern that, if the proposals go ahead, they will seek to 
have all their property purchased.  The way that is dealt with in the written evidence 
for the Promoter is to refer to the advance purchase scheme.  Therefore, the written 
evidence for the Promoter does not go through these issues on a one-by-one basis.  
Rather, it provides a single response in relation to the advance purchase scheme.  
Sir, if it is convenient to you, I propose to take the Objectors together and then give 
what the collective responses are to each of these issues. 

 
Assessor:  That is fine. 
 
Mr Lake:  If I could ask Ms Hunter then to identify on which sheet we can find all of the 

properties of the Objectors in this group. 
 
Ms Hunter:  All the properties are on sheet 11. 
 
Q. If we look at sheet 11, I believe we can see the four properties all sitting on 

Millstream Crescent backing onto the proposed line of the railway.  They are 
therefore neighbours? 

A. That is correct, yes. 
 
Q. It is fairly clear from this map but what is the relationship between the  Objectors’ 

property and the works for the railway. 
A. In the case of Mrs McFarlane and Mr Sweeney, the Objectors’ property is Millstream 

Crescent.  The relevant plot for this objection is plot 283, which has been 
permanently acquired for the purposes of Work No. 1, the railway.  The property of 
the second Objector, Mr &  Mrs Macvicar, is Millstream Crescent, and the relevant 
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plot for this objection is plot 282 which again has been permanently acquired for the 
purposes of Work No. 1.  Mr George McNeil, the third Objector, lives at Millstream 
Crescent, and the relevant plot for this objection is plot 281.  Mr & Mrs Jamieson are 
located at Millstream Crescent and the relevant plot is plot 280, again being 
permanently acquired for the purposes of Work No.1.   

 
Q. Each of those plots to which you have referred do not constitute the whole of the 

property owned by the Objectors in each case – it is part only.   
A. That is correct.  It is an area of garden to the rear of the properties. 
 
Q. All four Objectors have said that, if the Bill proposals are to go ahead, their 

preference would be that instead of merely acquiring part of their back garden, the 
whole of their property was to be acquired, is that correct? 

A. Yes, and as a result of that consultation we took of each of these Objectors’ wishes 
into account. 

 
Q. So the position is that offers have been made, I understand, under the advance 

purchase scheme to each of the householders? 
A. Yes, each party was issued with an offer on 22 December 2006. 
 
Q. What responses to date have there been? 
A. In the case of Mrs McFarlane and Mr Sweeney, we have provided them with further 

information and they are currently considering the offer.  Mr & Mrs Macvicar have 
accepted the offer and will be issued with draft missives in the next few days.  Mr 
McNeil is currently considering the offer and also the offer to rent back the property, 
and Mr & Mrs Jamieson again are considering the offer and we have responded to 
further information requested by them. 

 
Q. If any of the four Objectors in this group decided not to take up the offer made to 

them under the advance purchase scheme, would they nonetheless have rights in 
the event that the Bill was put into effect? 

 
Ms Gribben:  Yes, that is correct.  Their position would remain that the Code of 

Compensation in relation to compulsory purchase would remain regardless and they 
would benefit from that arrangement. 

 
Q. Thank you very much.  There are no further questions. 
 
Assessor:  I believe I have asked my questions and we have referred to Millstream 

Crescent residents in the previous group, so that is all very helpful.   
 

Could I move on now to the second matter which I have here which is:  
 
 2. Noise and vibration 
 
 I understand, and I stand to be corrected, that the Promoter has provided no written 

evidence on this matter, so I shall not be inviting Mr Lake to question the witnesses.  
Is that correct?  [Yes]  I do have some questions.  Will the noise impact at these 
properties be substantial? 

Ms Gribben: Yes. 
 
Q. Would it be possible to mitigate the noise and vibration impact at these properties? 
A. We do not consider it would, and that is part of the reason why the properties have 

been included in the APS. 
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Q. So there could be mitigation but it will still lead to an exceeding of trigger levels? 
A. Yes.  If I give an example, the amount of impact that there would be in trying to install 

an acoustic barrier at that location would remove what was left of the homeowners’ 
gardens, and it would not achieve the appropriate levels of reflection and attenuation, 
so it would serve no practical purpose in that situation.   

 
Q. So you have gone into some detail here so as to reach a conclusion? 
A. Yes.   
 
Q. That is fine, thank you very much.  I think we can move on to the next topic, which I 

have down as: 
 
 3.  Loss of amenity 
 
 Again, there is no written evidence on this matter and, at this stage, I have no 

questions except, let me ask you what investigations did the Promoter make in 
assessing whether and how it could lessen the impact of the railway at these 
properties, not just noise and vibration but also the general loss of amenity?  You 
answered me and said you had done some but I would like to hear a little more about 
how it was done. 

 
Mr McAulay:  One of the investigations we carried out was to see if we could move the 

alignment of the track further to the North, if we take it that the plan is in a North-
South direction.  However, what we discovered with that was that the environmental 
impact would increase, because there is a large retaining wall on the far side of the 
railway that holds up Station Road on the North side of the railway.  We would find 
that the level of noise would bounce off this retaining wall and create an even greater 
impact.   

 
Q. Thank you.  I have had the benefit of an unaccompanied inspection and I can 

understand what you say. 
 
Mr Lake:  Sir, there is something that I could raise that might be of assistance in relation to 

the question of other amenity impacts.  You were explained already that some space 
is to be acquired from the Objectors’ back gardens for works required to the railway? 

Ms Gribben: Yes. 
 
Q. And this would shorten, to some extent, their back gardens.  I believe the Objectors 

have stated in their evidence the extent to which it would shorten them. 
A. Yes, that is correct. 
 
Q. Has there been consideration as to whether within the remaining space of the back 

garden, or the space on the railway side, it would be possible to provide any planting 
to provide screening? 

A. We have considered it and, again, we have considered the impact it would have to 
choose something that is meaningful, for them to make beneficial use of their 
property, so it would defeat the purpose of installing it. 

 
Q. Thank you. 
 
Assessor:  That is very helpful.  We could move on now to the fourth topic which I have as: 
 
 4.  Access 
 
 Again, no evidence here and I have no questions. 
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 5.  Health and safety 
 
 On this fifth topic, again I have no questions and the same goes for the final topic: 
 
 6.  Pollution 
 
 Unless there are any matters, Mr Lake, I believe that concludes this. 
 
Mr Lake:  There is nothing else I have to raise. 
 
Assessor:  Thank you very much.  Thank you very much for Group 27 and many thanks to 

the witnesses for their evidence, which was particularly helpful. 
 
[Group 27 concluded at 10.50 am] 
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