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Forth Crossing Bill Committee Survey 

1. Please let us know which of the following categories best describes you (Question 1).

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Community Council representative 21.4% 6

Business representative 7.1% 2

Member of the public 71.4% 20

Public sector employee   0.0% 0

MSP   0.0% 0

Other (please specify) 

 
3

  answered question 28

  skipped question 4
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2. In which local authority area do you live? (Question 2)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Aberdeen City   0.0% 0

Aberdeenshire   0.0% 0

Angus   0.0% 0

Argyll & Bute   0.0% 0

Clackmannanshire   0.0% 0

Dumfries & Galloway   0.0% 0

Dundee City   0.0% 0

East Ayrshire   0.0% 0

East Dunbartonshire   0.0% 0

East Lothian   0.0% 0

East Renfrewshire 3.7% 1

City of Edinburgh 66.7% 18

Eilean Siar   0.0% 0

Falkirk   0.0% 0

Fife 3.7% 1

Glasgow City   0.0% 0

Highland   0.0% 0

Inverclyde   0.0% 0

Midlothian   0.0% 0

Moray   0.0% 0

North Ayrshire   0.0% 0

North Lanarkshire   0.0% 0

Orkney Islands   0.0% 0

Perth & Kinross   0.0% 0

Renfrewshire   0.0% 0
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Scottish Borders   0.0% 0

Shetland Islands   0.0% 0

South Ayrshire   0.0% 0

South Lanarkshire   0.0% 0

Stirling   0.0% 0

West Dunbartonshire   0.0% 0

West Lothian 25.9% 7

  answered question 27

  skipped question 5

3. Did you lodge an objection to the Forth Crossing Bill? (Question 3)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 96.3% 26

No 3.7% 1

  answered question 27

  skipped question 5

4. Please state a positive aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process 

and give reasons for this (Question 4).

 
Response 

Count

  10

  answered question 10

  skipped question 22
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5. Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process 

and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

 
Response 

Count

  14

  answered question 14

  skipped question 18

6. Public meetings were held by Scottish Parliament staff to explain the hybrid bill process (24 September 

2009 in the Scottish Parliament, 1 October 2009 in the Rosebery Hall Community Centre, South Queensferry 

and 10 December in the Queensferry Hotel, North Queensferry) (Question 6). Did you attended any of these 

meetings? 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 66.7% 16

No 33.3% 8

  answered question 24

  skipped question 8

7. Did you find the meeting useful? (Question 7)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 69.2% 9

No 30.8% 4

Can you provide a reason for your answer? 

 
12

  answered question 13

  skipped question 19
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8. Were the handouts provided by the Scottish Parliament at the meeting clear and informative? (Question 8)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 54.5% 6

No 45.5% 5

Please give a reason for your answer. 

 
8

  answered question 11

  skipped question 21

9. Please state a positive aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process 

and give reasons for this. (Question 9)

 
Response 

Count

  8

  answered question 8

  skipped question 24

10. Please state a negative aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process 

and give reasons for this, indicating what would have improved the experience for you. (Question 10)

 
Response 

Count

  13

  answered question 13

  skipped question 19
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11. A ‘drop-in’ session was held on 11 January 2010 in the Orocco Pier, South Queensferry. Did you attend 

this meeting? (Question 11)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 52.2% 12

No 47.8% 11

  answered question 23

  skipped question 9

12. Did you find the drop-in session useful? (Question 12)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 87.5% 7

No 12.5% 1

Please give a reason for your answer. 

 
5

  answered question 8

  skipped question 24

13. Please state a positive aspect of your experience of using the Parliament’s website and give reasons for 

this. (Question 13)

 
Response 

Count

  9

  answered question 9

  skipped question 23
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14. Please state a negative aspect of your experience of using the Parliament’s website and give reasons for 

this. (Question 14)

 
Response 

Count

  7

  answered question 7

  skipped question 25

15. How would you describe your experiences of contacting the Parliament? (Question 15)

 
Response 

Count

  10

  answered question 10

  skipped question 22

16. How could the Scottish Parliament improve its service for objectors and potential objectors in relation to 

hybrid bills? (Question 16)

 
Response 

Count

  12

  answered question 12

  skipped question 20

17. Name

 
Response 

Count

  13

  answered question 13

  skipped question 19
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18. Finally, we would welcome any other comments you have on the hybrid bills process. 

 
Response 

Count

  9

  answered question 9

  skipped question 23

1.  Please let us know which of the following categories best describes you (Question 1).

1 ECCA chairman Jan 18, 2011 5:20 AM

2 Resident directly affected by the proposed construction. Jan 24, 2011 1:54 AM

3 affected home owner Feb 3, 2011 2:22 PM

1.  Please state a positive aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this (Question 4).

Response Text

1 There was none Jan 17, 2011 1:34 AM

2 Non. Jan 18, 2011 5:25 AM

3 helpful staff at the Scottish Parliament especially the Bill Clerks. Jan 19, 2011 3:44 AM

4 There were no positive aspects. Jan 20, 2011 2:59 AM

5 There was no positive experience. Jan 24, 2011 1:56 AM

6 That one did not feel alone,that other parties were as concerned as
ourselves.

Jan 24, 2011 6:48 AM

7 none Jan 25, 2011 7:51 AM

8 Meetings were arranged for evenings to allow wider audience attendance
due to work commitments

Jan 25, 2011 2:42 PM

9 There were no positive aspects of my experience of the pre-introduction
stage of the bill process.  Inadequate advice was made available.

Feb 6, 2011 1:05 PM

10 None Mar 23, 2011 5:38 AM

2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

Response Text

1 To put together a comprehensive objection requires a great deal of work
form the individual or party. The reports produced by Transport Scotland and
their consultants were contradictory and often completely devoid of facts. In
particular to the costs of similar projects throughout the World

Jan 17, 2011 1:34 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

Response Text

2 I was completely unaware that our house was to be severely affected by the
Bill due to lack of information until end of October.

Jan 17, 2011 7:36 AM

3 I found it difficult to determine from the drawings alone what restrictions to
existing roads were being created. There was no summary stating what
exisiting routes would not be available after the proposed changes. Although
no doubt illustrated on drawings, these require interpreting.

Jan 18, 2011 3:44 AM

4 The system was far to complex and the process rushed for political reasons. Jan 18, 2011 5:25 AM

5 I sometimes found the information a bit vague. Jan 19, 2011 3:44 AM

6 I found the whole consultation and objection process unhelpful, unwieldy,
frustrating and unsatsifactory. The consultation process was not a
consultation - the project was presented almost as a fait accompli. Residents
who objected came up against a brick wall in trying to challenge Transport
Scotland.

Jan 20, 2011 2:59 AM

7 The information was kept from the public until what appeard to be the latest
opportunity.  the arrogance from some of the Senior Transport Scotland staff
was disgraceful.

Jan 24, 2011 1:56 AM

8 That Transport Scotland very much had an agenda,and it was unfortunate if
we by location were to have our lives disrupted let alone face the fact that
the value of our property would be considerably less.

Jan 24, 2011 6:48 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

Response Text

9 The groupings decisions, the witness statements , and the assessor hearing.

The assessor mentioned in his report that "This group found some difficulty
in reaching an agreed position on all matters. The Committee may be
disappointed that separate lists from each of objectors 65, 66, 67 and 74
were presented on which it must now arbitrate. Altogether they raise
objections relating to 26 individual matters; and a very considerable body of
written evidence has been provided in support of their various positions
some of which are conflicting. The promoter likewise has provided written
material running to over 100 pages of script. Much of that evidence from the
objectors and the promoter is repetitive of what is brought forward in relation
to other groups of objectors. In the light of all of the above, I have not been
seduced by the parties into the provision of excessive detail in my reasoning
and conclusions."  Our group agreed with the assessor that there were
conflicting objections within this grouping, but when this was raised with the
clerks we were informed that the grouping had been made on geographical
grounds and not on an issues basis. The assessor's comments appear to
assume that groupings were made on an issues basis. I find his criticism of
the group therefore misplaced.  

The timing of the collection of witness statements over the summer holidays
period made our job excessively difficult and stressful. Many objectors were
away, those who were away had little chance to communicate with the rest
of the group or to put together witness statements. The reason for timing this
stage over the summer was apparently (as stated by the clerks at the South
Queensferry public briefing) to speed the Bill process up. It certainly did that
effectively by excluding us from meaningful participation.

The assessor hearing: as requested, we had submitted a list of witnesses for
all the objections that were confirmed as being heard at the assessor
hearings. On the day, our witnesses were permitted a very short time to
speak, especially considering that witnesses had been sitting waiting for
hours in the hearings room. Additionally, on the day of the hearing and
without prior warning to us, it was decided by the assessor that one of our
objections (for which witnesses had been confirmed, and for which these
witnesses were attending) would not be heard, and would not be
rescheduled. Finally, while the promoter of the Bill employed, out of public
funds, a QC to cross examine objectors and their witnesses, those witnesses
attending the hearings had all taken time out of work to attend, and were
offered no expenses to cover the costs of attending. Attending the hearing
was therefore a personal financial cost to all witnesses, no public funds at all
were made available to us. 

Improvements: 
Clearer indications about groupings (i.e. we were first told we would be
grouped on an isses basis and then that were had been grouped largely on
geographical grounds, and that conflicting objections within the group would
not be a problem).

Better timing of the period for collation of witness statements.

Clearer and accurate information about which objections would be heard by
the assessor, and some consideration of the cost that participating in this
process has for ordinary people.

Jan 25, 2011 7:51 AM

10 TS had made their minds up already about many aspects of the Bill and
sometimes we felt like we were talking to a brick wall

Jan 25, 2011 2:42 PM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

Response Text

11 Transport Scotland's lack of engagement from the outset with affected
communities.  The local community and directly affected homeowners could
have improved gaps in information.

Feb 3, 2011 2:25 PM

12 There was a clear lack of understanding by those administering the bill as to
how a hybrid bill would proceed.  That in turn meant objectors had no idea
what to expect.

Feb 6, 2011 1:05 PM

13 During the pre-introduction stage of the Bill, we are told that the consultation
process was 'exemplary'. Unfortunately, from our point of view this was far
from the case; specifically, the design change which doomed our community
to ever-increasing Crossing-related traffic was not discussed with us prior to
its late introduction (June 2009). Indeed, the promoter had not met with the
Community Council at all prior to that time, so residents were unaware until
too late of technical activities and resulting documents associated with the
Scheme, and the documents themselves were only available online and not
advised to us. In our view, the promoter of a Hybrid Bill should be required to
engage with local communities at the the earliest possible time (certainly
before major investment in engineering studies is undertaken), and
continued proactively throughout the pre-introduction stage. 
The most serious aspect of problems with the pre-introduction stage,
however, arose due to omissions from the process itself. For the Forth
Crossing Bill (FCB), the details of the scheme were published very late, and
then all documents were provided at the point of introduction of the Bill (but
none beforehand).  In fact, for anyone (MSPs, the public, a commercial
interest etc.) to challenge aspects of a scheme successfully with alternative
proposals, meaningful and 'final' information regarding that scheme must be
available approximately one year prior to introduction of the Bill to enable
realistic technical investigation and production of an Environmental
Statement in support of them. Practically speaking, we believe that the
following should be required to be in the public domain well in advance of
introduction of a Hybrid Bill:
•	the sample Scheme itself (including Maps, Plans and Sections)
•	the principles of the Policy and Financial Memoranda and the Heritable
Interests Statement
•	the draft Code of Construction Practice
•	the draft Noise and Vibration Policy 
•	an indication of the provisions of the intended Bill

It was also the case for the FCB that little 'plain English' guidance was
available for the public on the Hybrid Bill Process sufficiently in advance of
the introduction of the Bill. The information for objectors provided by the
NEBU is excellent on the subject of the objection process, but cannot cover
all that is required. The additional need is for a published explanation of the
implications of the Standing Orders for Hybrid Bills for the affected public.
The absence of this information until Stage 3 of the FCB resulted in literally
hundreds of wasted hours by the volunteers of our Community Council
amassing information, attending meetings etc. for an objective which already
could not be realised when the Bill was introduced, due to the current
interpretation of Rule 9C.14.6(e). We recommend that a 'plain English'
version of the Guidance on Hybrid Bills be produced, with emphasis on the
perspective of the affected public, and made available well in advance of the
introduction of the next Hybrid bill.

Mar 23, 2011 5:36 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

Response Text

14 A significant shortcoming with the current Standing Orders for the pre-
introduction stage is the omission of community councils from the group of
mandatory consultees to which consultation material must be provided by
the Promoter.  Community councils, while comprising of volunteers, are
statutory bodies with rights granted under legislation.  They play a vital role
in ascertaining and coordinating the views of local communities and
expressing these to a range of organisations, but the Scottish Parliamentary
process does not seem to recognise this.  This is illustrated with the Forth
Crossing Bill by the fact that local authorities were provided with copies of
the Environmental Statement 60 days before the introduction of the Bill and
given 28 days to comment, ES 6.2.19 – 6.2.22, but community councils were
not given the same opportunity because the Standing Orders do not require
it.  Had QDCC been given the opportunity to see the Environmental
Statement in advance, it is possible that the number of objections lodged
could have been reduced.  Clearly, community councils are likely to lodge
objections on behalf of their communities against future hybrid bills for major
infrastructure projects and it is suggested that including them in the group of
mandatory consultees could help reduce the number of objections, by giving
community councils the chance to query and possibly resolve issues before
the parliamentary process commences.  It could be said that the current
arrangement actually encourages objections by excluding community
councils from the statutory process.
Another negative aspect of the pre-introduction stage of the Bill for QDCC
was the misleading information issued by the Scottish Parliament which
raised some doubt over whether community councils could actually object to
the Bill.  Again this appears to be another area where the unique role of
community councils is not properly considered.  The Scottish Parliament
publication ‘Hybrid Bills – The Proposed Forth Crossing Bill: Information on
the Objection Process’ (B61343 6/09) had a section of questions and
answers and under the question “Who Can Object” stated that “any
individual, company or group of people who consider their interests would be
adversely affected by the Bill can object”.  This confusion was exacerbated
by email communications from NEBU to our colleagues at Newton
Community Council which stated “any person who considers that a Bill may
adversely affect their private interests may lodge an objection to the Bill”.
Clearly, community councils do not have any private interests in the way that
local authorities do (ownership of land, roads, properties etc) but do have a
duty, under legislation, to ascertain, coordinate and express the views of
their community.  It took a few enquiries with NEBU to confirm for definite
that objections from community councils would be admissible.
Throughout the parliamentary process, there was a lot of criticism made of
the consultation process carried out by the Promoter prior to the introduction
of the Bill and several of the objections lodged related to the perceived lack
of consultation on the scheme.  While QDCC appreciates it is the
responsibility of promoters to determine how to carry out consultation, there
are clearly improvements that could be made by the Scottish Parliament to
the Standing Orders to ensure a fairer consultation process and therefore
help reduce the number of objections.  A particular shortcoming is the lack of
a sufficient consultation requirement for the Code of Construction Practice.
For this bill, there was no public consultation on the draft Code of
Construction Practice ES 6.2.15.  QDCC was consulted but given only 14
days to read the 60+ page document and comment.  The Forth Crossing Bill
has demonstrated how critically important this document is in allaying
objectors’ concerns, and was revised five times during the parliamentary
process.  Had there been the opportunity for public consultation, there might
not have been as many objections.  QDCC was prevented being able to
carry out a full consultation of the community due to the limited time given by
the Promoter of the Bill for responses.

Recommendations: A: Community councils to be provided with the same
consultation

Mar 23, 2011 5:38 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of the pre-introduction stage of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this indicating what would have improved the experience for you (Question 5).

Response Text

14 material and opportunity for comment as given to local authorities, where a
hybrid bill affects their community council area.B: Information for objectors
issued by NEBU to make clear that community councils can object to hybrid
bills. C: Standing Orders be amended to require a 28 day public consultation
on the Code of Construction Practice accompanying future hybrid bills.

Mar 23, 2011 5:38 AM

1.  Did you find the meeting useful? (Question 7)

1 The scope of these meetings were ridiculously tight. Discussion that took
place outside the scope laid down by Transport Scotland were rudely
terminated with treats of terminating the meetins if the discussions were not
termentated

Jan 17, 2011 1:39 AM

2 A Clerk provided information regarding how to lodge an objection and helped
us understand how we would be affected by the FRC.

Jan 17, 2011 7:37 AM

3 It gave me an opportinity to visit the Parliament Building prior to my giving
evidence to Prof.Beggs.

Jan 19, 2011 3:45 AM

4 One meeting which I attended in South Queensferry was particularly
frustrating. It was well attended, and consequently a lot of people had a lot to
say. But we ran out of time, and the 'panel' were not prepared to extend the
meeting to accomodate this.

Jan 20, 2011 3:01 AM

5 Meeting was targeted on forcing information at the attendees and npt at
answering questions and issues

Jan 23, 2011 6:03 AM

6 The meetings went some way to highlighting just how much the scheme was
likely to disrupt our community and lives both during the construction of the
new crossing and into the operational period.

Jan 24, 2011 1:58 AM

7 Enabled one to obtain a clearer picture ,about how far the procedure had
already progressed

Jan 24, 2011 6:53 AM

8 provided me with information about the process Jan 25, 2011 7:51 AM

9 Helped explain the Bill Jan 25, 2011 2:42 PM

10 We found it useful to understand the political arguements and how each
party viewed the impacts.

Feb 3, 2011 2:26 PM

11 Complete lack of any meaningful information. Feb 6, 2011 1:06 PM

12 Throughout the FCB process, we were indebted to the patient help provided
by the Clerks of the NEBU, who provided endless technical assistance as
well as an invaluable guidance service, pointing us towards the correct
responsible parties as we navigated our way through close to a year's
involvement with the Parliament. At least one Newton Community Council
representative attended one session of every meeting offered by the Clerks,
and we found them unfailingly useful and informative. We recommend that
such meetings and support be retained as integral to the Hybrid Bill Process,
and that wherever appropriate (e.g. in the form, content and timing of
information publication) specific provision be made for the “lay public” as well
as for professional and commercial interests participating in it.

Mar 23, 2011 5:36 AM
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2.  Were the handouts provided by the Scottish Parliament at the meeting clear and informative? (Question 8)

1 There were a strong dias in all of the public information towards the preferred
solution of a bridge, initially the larger £3.7 to £4.3 million solution and latterly
to the reduced bridge solution. If an impartial compariso were to be done
between the information supplied on the preferred solution and other it would
be evident that those other solutions were given scant consideration.

Jan 17, 2011 1:39 AM

2 The compensation systems are far from clear.
Even legal experts spent hours trying to understand them.

Jan 18, 2011 5:51 AM

3 I found them ok Jan 19, 2011 3:45 AM

4 I honestly don't recall being given any handouts at the meeting (other than
stuff we had already been sent in the post).

Jan 20, 2011 3:01 AM

5 They were clear enough and provided relevant if not thorough information. Jan 24, 2011 1:58 AM

6 We could identify areas of concern more easily from the diagrams provided. Jan 24, 2011 6:53 AM

7 Backed up the content of the meeting Jan 25, 2011 2:42 PM

8 Very basic leaflets.  Did not deal with real questions and answers as to how
proceedings would develop.

Feb 6, 2011 1:06 PM

1.  Please state a positive aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this. (Question 9)

Response Text

1 There was none, giving evidence to the Bill Committee was badly managed
and the counter evidence was full of opinion, devoid of fact and heavily
biased toward the chosen solution

Jan 17, 2011 1:42 AM

2 Non. Jan 18, 2011 5:54 AM

3 Nothing particularly positive Jan 19, 2011 3:46 AM

4 Nothing. Jan 20, 2011 3:02 AM

5 None. Jan 24, 2011 2:00 AM

6 Scottish Parliament staff very approachable Jan 25, 2011 2:43 PM

7 There were no positive aspects of stages one, two and three.  The whole
process was extremely stressful due to the extraordinarily short deadlines.

Feb 6, 2011 1:12 PM

8 At Stage 1, the proof-reading of objections by NEBU clerks for admissibility
prior to submission was particularly appreciated and the clerks did try to help
ensure objections were suitably written in order that they would be
considered.

Although not specific to the hybrid bill process, the information provided for
witnesses giving oral evidence to the committee at Stage 1 was very clear
and helpful.

Throughout stages 1, 2 and 3 the NEBU clerks were always extremely
helpful when contacted, whether by telephone, email or letter, and always
took time to fully answer any queries in a customer service-like manner.

Mar 23, 2011 5:40 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this, indicating what would have improved the experience for you. (Question 10)

Response Text

1 The whole process was devoid of facts from Transport Scotland reps and
their consultants

Jan 17, 2011 1:42 AM

2 The Promoter of the Bill showed a reluctance to address specific issues
raised, and preferred to continually refer back to the FRC Documents.

Jan 17, 2011 7:38 AM

3 I feel that the whole process has got a momentum of it's own & entirely
devoid from the matter at hand, as this survey which is examining the actual
process & not the plans themselves is an example.

Jan 18, 2011 3:46 AM

4 The whole process stinks. This hybrid bill enables the parliament to over ride
anything it pleases, but the parliament is totally unwilling to alter things like
the period for compensation for loss of property value instead making them
wait until completion.
This bill is different, no other project has affected members of the public for
six to severn years. 
In future any one being threatened with a Hybrid Bill would be advised to
take to the streets and riot because the outcome of the bill is totally biased.

Jan 18, 2011 5:54 AM

5 Nothing particularly negative Jan 19, 2011 3:46 AM

6 The whole experience has been a negative one. Jan 20, 2011 3:02 AM

7 I gave evidence at the Scottish parliament and it was clear this was a waste
of time as decisions had already been made regarding pursuing this £2.3bn
(approximately) project.  An extortionate waste of public money on a project
which will not provide a crossnig for all to use and will not solve current
problems experienced by those using the existing bridge e.g. high winds
restrictions etc.

Jan 24, 2011 2:00 AM

8 I am sorry but by the time the process had got to these stages all I could feel
was helpless.

Jan 24, 2011 6:58 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this, indicating what would have improved the experience for you. (Question 10)

Response Text

9 The groupings decisions, the witness statements , and the assessor hearing.

The assessor mentioned in his report that "This group found some difficulty
in reaching an agreed position on all matters. The Committee may be
disappointed that separate lists from each of objectors 65, 66, 67 and 74
were presented on which it must now arbitrate. Altogether they raise
objections relating to 26 individual matters; and a very considerable body of
written evidence has been provided in support of their various positions
some of which are conflicting. The promoter likewise has provided written
material running to over 100 pages of script. Much of that evidence from the
objectors and the promoter is repetitive of what is brought forward in relation
to other groups of objectors. In the light of all of the above, I have not been
seduced by the parties into the provision of excessive detail in my reasoning
and conclusions."  Our group agreed with the assessor that there were
conflicting objections within this grouping, but when this was raised with the
clerks we were informed that the grouping had been made on geographical
grounds and not on an issues basis. The assessor's comments appear to
assume that groupings were made on an issues basis. I find his criticism of
the group therefore misplaced.  

The timing of the collection of witness statements over the summer holidays
period made our job excessively difficult and stressful. Many objectors were
away, those who were away had little chance to communicate with the rest
of the group or to put together witness statements. The reason for timing this
stage over the summer was apparently (as stated by the clerks at the South
Queensferry public briefing) to speed the Bill process up. It certainly did that
effectively by excluding us from meaningful participation.

The assessor hearing: as requested, we had submitted a list of witnesses for
all the objections that were confirmed as being heard at the assessor
hearings. On the day, our witnesses were permitted a very short time to
speak, especially considering that witnesses had been sitting waiting for
hours in the hearings room. Additionally, on the day of the hearing and
without prior warning to us, it was decided by the assessor that one of our
objections (for which witnesses had been confirmed, and for which these
witnesses were attending) would not be heard, and would not be
rescheduled. Finally, while the promoter of the Bill employed, out of public
funds, a QC to cross examine objectors and their witnesses, those witnesses
attending the hearings had all taken time out of work to attend, and were
offered no expenses to cover the costs of attending. Attending the hearing
was therefore a personal financial cost to all witnesses, no public funds at all
were made available to us. 

Improvements: 
Clearer indications about groupings (i.e. we were first told we would be
grouped on an isses basis and then that were had been grouped largely on
geographical grounds, and that conflicting objections within the group would
not be a problem).

Better timing of the period for collation of witness statements.

Clearer and accurate information about which objections would be heard by
the assessor, and some consideration of the cost that participating in this
process has for ordinary people.

Jan 25, 2011 7:51 AM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this, indicating what would have improved the experience for you. (Question 10)

Response Text

10 This was a David and Goliath battles with lay people up against a QC and
the assessor.  A level playing field with much more assistance from the
clerks would have helped.

Feb 6, 2011 1:12 PM

11 The timeline of the process made it very difficult for community councils, who
are vounteers usually with full time jobs, to effectively prepare and respond
whilst Transport Scotland had significant resources at their disposal.

Feb 19, 2011 2:25 AM

12 At Stage 1 of the Bill, we appreciated the opportunity to appear before the
Bill Committee, but were surprised that the Committee's questioning
concerned only to 'part-Bill' issues raised in our objections, and not at all the
broader strategic and design issues which we had raised both in our
objections and in our general evidence submission. These related
specifically to road infrastructure design aspects of the scheme and the
manner in which baseline technical data had been developed and presented
by the promoter in support of them. In our view, the fact that this was a
Hybrid Bill seemed to result in excessive focus on the details of part-Bill
objections at Stage 1, and relatively little on whether the scheme as
proposed fulfilled the strategic objectives set out for it in the National
Planning Framework (NPF2). We believe that, just because a Bill is a Hybrid,
discussion of it should not be limited to impacts on individuals: the Bill should
be scrutinised in the same way as any other, while additionally addressing
concerns of adversely-affected individuals.
We were also disappointed that, during Stage 1, there was little independent
(i.e. non-promoter) evidence taken on contentious matters of this sort. The
Government may have resolved to go ahead, but the Parliament had not
even agreed in principle until the debate at the end of Stage 1, and had not
agreed to details of the scheme until the debate at the end of Stage 3. There
was strong community feeling, however, that the Bill was managed on the
basis that the details of the scheme were a 'done deal' from the point of its
introduction. In future, we believe that there should be greater emphasis on
examining the content of a Hybrid Bill objectively on its merits, not on the
assumption that it would pass unchanged and that community-affecting
design and other technical issues raised by objectors are merely “noise” to
the process.
Our surprise at the Bill Committee's approach towards the issues we had
raised became alarm in Stage 2, when it became clear that there is no
mechanism at all at this stage for such matters to be discussed publicly, and
finally frustration and disillusionment with the process at Stage 3 when we
learned that Standing Orders prevent their being raised as Bill amendments
at Stage 3 by non-Committee MSPs. We believe that the process should be
changed and extended to recognise that there may be scheme-related
issues which are not so important as to affect the “go / no-go” decision which
is the deliverable from Stage 1, but which, in order to deliver successful
mitigation of negative community impacts, require broader consideration
than can be provided by negotiations between individuals and the promoter.
Furthermore, we note that there is no meaningful guidance either to MSPs or
the affected public as to how such a challenge could be progressed by
Parliament (as opposed to the Committee), although there is specific
provision for this in Standing Orders.
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this, indicating what would have improved the experience for you. (Question 10)

Response Text

13 At the beginning of Stage 1, the lack of any advanced sight of consultation
material from the Promoter, as identified at 3.5.1 above, meant a significant
proportion of the objection period was taken up with reading and analysing
the Bill and supporting documents, reducing the time available to actually
prepare the objection.  It must be remembered that community councils are
made up of volunteers who often have work and family commitments, and
the sheer volume of information accompanying the Bill placed members
under significant pressure to have the objection prepared in time.
At the end of Stage 1, there was a lot of confusion caused by a letter issued
by NEBU dated 12 May 2010 informing QDCC that its ‘whole bill’ objections
had been dismissed.  QDCC had not lodged any ‘whole bill’ objections and
the letter caused confusion for saying these had been dismissed.  Enquiries
with NEBU subsequently revealed that certain objections lodged by QDCC
as ‘part bill’ had been determined by the Committee to be ‘whole bill’ and
were therefore dismissed.  QDCC was never informed of this, which was
why the 12 May 2010 letter caused so much confusion, and QDCC members
had to spend a considerable amount of time telephoning and emailing NEBU
to clarify the situation.  Such poor communication is inexcusable.
QDCC also requested on several occasions for NEBU to confirm precisely
which of its objections had been dismissed at Stage 1, as some of the
headings in the Annex of the Stage 1 report were quite generalised, but this
request was never met. 
Stage 2 was the most onerous and intense stage for objectors and needs a
complete overhaul for future hybrid bills as it is flawed in its current setup.  In
particular, the grouping arrangements and the role of the ‘lead objector’
seem to have been created solely to minimise the amount of work for the
NEBU clerks, while placing a great burden on objectors.  QDCC was
grouped with three other objectors and was proposed as lead objector by the
Committee for the ‘Queensferry’ group.  QDCC accepted the role of lead
objector and had to coordinate the witness statement for the group.  This
proved to be a very onerous and frustrating task as certain objectors in the
group interpreted the instructions for this stage differently and this caused
some problems collating the witness statement.  
There were differences of opinion within the group which created a further
complication when trying to lay out the witness statement where there was
commonality of issues but differing outcomes sought.  It was infuriating to
later see the Assessor single out the Queensferry group for criticism in his
report for not having an agreed position, when the Committee knew full well
at the point of grouping objectors that the Queensferry group would not be
seeking the same outcomes, there being clear differences on at least two
issues.  This appeared to unfairly disadvantage the objectors in the group, as
the Assessor stated he had not been encouraged into reading the witness
statement in great detail as a result.
The actual purpose of the witness statement remains unclear and again it
seems this is to minimise the workload for the NEBU clerks, while providing
no benefit to objectors.  Given no new issues were allowed to be introduced,
this seemed to be no more than a repetition of issues already raised at Stage
1 and an opportunity to inform the Committee of any issues no longer in
dispute.  While there is clearly a benefit to grouping objectors with common
issues or from a similar geographic area for the oral evidence sessions, the
witness statement seems an unnecessary part of this process.
The format for hearing oral evidence at Stage 2, with an independent
Assessor and ‘lead questioners’ places objectors at an unfair disadvantage
and should be abolished.  For this bill, the Promoter employed a highly
experienced QC, supported by solicitors, to act as questioner.  Clearly, the
costs to individual objectors of employing legal counsel were prohibitive and
objectors had to do their best using a nominated questioner in their group.
For the Queensferry group, Margaret Smith MSP was effectively acting as a
poor man’s QC up against the experienced questioner employed by the
Promoter.  The formality of the session and the
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of stages one, two and three of the hybrid bill process
and give reasons for this, indicating what would have improved the experience for you. (Question 10)

Response Text

13 quasi-judicial nature of the proceedings were clearly quite intimidating to
some objectors and witnesses.  It could be said this places objectors at an
unfair advantage as they are unlikely to have access to the same expertise
and resources as promoters of such bills and may not be experienced in
such formal procedures.  
The use of an ‘independent’ Assessor to hear evidence at Stage 2 and then
report to the Committee is also something that should not be used again.
There was a feeling amongst some objectors that this was seen as an ‘easy
way out’ for the Committee by appointing someone else to do the work and
write a report, which the Committee ultimately accepted the findings of in its
entirety.  It is also questionable as to whether the Assessor could truly be
considered ‘independent’ when he was being paid by the Parliament, and in
the case of this bill the scheme proposed already had the overwhelming
backing of the Parliament at that stage.  The use of an Assessor effectively
reduces the process to a glorified public inquiry which is not how other
primary legislation is dealt with. Hybrid bills deserve just as much scrutiny
and consideration by MSPs as public bills receive.          
Recommendations: A: At the beginning of Stage 1, objectors should be
provided with a list of the objections identified in their objection and given the
opportunity to agree and if necessary query them with NEBU, to assist with
identifying objections dismissed or resolved later in the process. B: Objectors
should be informed before the end of Stage 1 if any of their objections have
been interpreted differently to how they were submitted, eg a ‘part bill’
objection interpreted as ‘whole bill’. C: The role of ‘lead objector’ within
objector groups should be abolished.  D: The requirement to produce a
witness statement for Stage 2 should be removed and objectors instead
required to submit separate update letters to NEBU prior to the oral evidence
sessions commencing, to identify issues to be pursued in questioning and
any issues no longer in dispute. E: The role of ‘lead questioner’ for the Stage
2 hearings should be abolished.  Questions should be asked directly by
objectors and witnesses for the promoter, to ensure a level playing field.   F:
The option to appoint an outside Assessor should be removed.  Stage 2
hearings should be conducted and heard by the committee MSPs, in the
same format as the Stage 1 hearings, to ensure full accountability in the
decision making process.

Mar 23, 2011 5:40 AM

1.  Did you find the drop-in session useful? (Question 12)

1 Further advice received about objection process. Jan 17, 2011 7:39 AM

2 Yes, I was able to raise my objection & pay my £20 but again, there was no
concise explanation of what facilities would be lost, only drawings to show
what was being planned.

Jan 18, 2011 3:47 AM

3 The images that were available were helpful but also alarming.  The
Transport Scotland staff that were present were very helpful.

Jan 24, 2011 2:01 AM

4 It was more informative than Transport Scotland were telling us directly.  We
also found it useful to hear how TS were promoting this to the wider
community and the needs of the scottish ecomony, however the needs of
affected homeowners was brushed aside.

Feb 3, 2011 2:28 PM
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1.  Did you find the drop-in session useful? (Question 12)

5 Representatives of the Newton Community Council attended the drop-in
session in January 2010 and found it very helpful. The opportunity to meet
Clerks face-to-face humanised the objection process, and it was reassuring
to determine that we had not completely misunderstood what was required.
The only disadvantage to the session for us, in retrospect, was that we did
not fully appreciate the extent to which Clerks could not comment on the
content (as opposed to form) of objections, and so did not understand the full
extent of what we did not know, and so which questions we should have
asked, and of whom.

Mar 23, 2011 5:37 AM

1.  Please state a positive aspect of your experience of using the Parliament’s website and give reasons for
this. (Question 13)

Response Text

1 None, the evidence I gave to the Bill Committe had not even been loaded
onto the web page properly, I complained but nothing happened!

Jan 17, 2011 1:45 AM

2 was able to watch video of Committee hearings and read minutes, etc. Jan 17, 2011 7:40 AM

3 Non Jan 18, 2011 5:55 AM

4 I did not use the site often enough to form an opinion Jan 19, 2011 3:48 AM

5 None Jan 24, 2011 2:02 AM

6 It provides a very good and thorough record of meetings, minutes and
correspondence.

Jan 25, 2011 7:57 AM

7 Examples of objections from other bills were useful source of reference Jan 25, 2011 2:48 PM

8 Fairly bog standard, easy to find via Google. Feb 6, 2011 1:19 PM

9 Availabilty of information regarding the members of the bill committee and
documents relating to the process.

Feb 19, 2011 2:25 AM

2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of using the Parliament’s website and give reasons for
this. (Question 14)

Response Text

1 There was not evidence of any form posted by TRansport Scotland in
support of the claims they made.

Jan 17, 2011 1:45 AM

2 When wishing to attend hearings you can not find out without attending if
subjects are to be held in private.

Jan 18, 2011 5:55 AM

3 see previous answer Jan 19, 2011 3:48 AM

4 I found it quite difficult to navigate on accasions. Jan 24, 2011 2:02 AM

5 Very little information available on how the assessor was selected.  Perhaps
a CV would be useful to outline his track record and past experience

Jan 25, 2011 2:48 PM
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2.  Please state a negative aspect of your experience of using the Parliament’s website and give reasons for
this. (Question 14)

Response Text

6 Information on website was poorly organised or not up to date and often
difficult to find

Feb 6, 2011 1:19 PM

7 We made extensive use of the Parliament's website during the process. We
found it very informative, but difficult to navigate initially; a 'quick start guide'
for lay people to the 'language' of the Parliament and the organisation of the
site would be very helpful. We note particularly the absence of PDF files for
leaflets, reports and transcripts; this makes downloading for review and
dissemination unnecessarily cumbersome, and caused us on more than one
occasion to overlook initially the subsequent pages of reports or transcripts.
We would recommend introduction of (searchable) PDF versions in addition
to the current information provision method

Mar 23, 2011 5:37 AM

3.  How would you describe your experiences of contacting the Parliament? (Question 15)

Response Text

1 The people were polite but the process was heavily stacked against an
objector

Jan 17, 2011 1:45 AM

2 No problems. Jan 17, 2011 7:40 AM

3 Arms-length & profunctory Jan 18, 2011 3:48 AM

4 May as well be part of Transport Scotland. Jan 18, 2011 5:55 AM

5 No problems getting through Jan 19, 2011 3:48 AM

6 Average. Jan 24, 2011 2:02 AM

7 The clerks respond very promptly to email queries, and were helpful. Jan 25, 2011 7:57 AM

8 Very good Jan 25, 2011 2:48 PM

9 we filtered all of our community concerns collectively Feb 3, 2011 2:30 PM

10 Extremely poor.  Seems to be underresourced Feb 6, 2011 1:19 PM

4.  How could the Scottish Parliament improve its service for objectors and potential objectors in relation to
hybrid bills? (Question 16)

Response Text

1 By making sure that there is a balance in everything put on the web site Jan 17, 2011 1:45 AM

2 Don't know. Jan 17, 2011 7:40 AM
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4.  How could the Scottish Parliament improve its service for objectors and potential objectors in relation to
hybrid bills? (Question 16)

Response Text

3 Try listening. The use of an assessor who has a semi permanent 3-5 year
contract with the parliament can not be seen as unbiased.
This was reflected in his arogant approach to members of the public and the
fact that not one single objection was accepted. The whole hearing was a
complete and utter farce.

Jan 18, 2011 5:55 AM

4 I dont have an opinion on this Jan 19, 2011 3:48 AM

5 Make the system easier to follow and understand.  There is too much jargon
and it is far too cumbersome.

Jan 24, 2011 2:02 AM

6 By meeting with the objectors and hearing their case at a local level. Jan 24, 2011 7:03 AM

7 It seemed to us that there was some confusion or lack of information within
the parliament about some of the hybrid bill procedures, especially
concerning the assessor hearings.  As a result we were given some
conflicting information which made participation difficult and frustrating at
times. I also feel that requiring objectors to pay to be able to continue with
the consultation process (as stated by Transport Scotland) is discriminatory.

Jan 25, 2011 7:57 AM

8 Explain the role of the Assessor and the format of the hearings to discuss the
objections in far greater detail.  We had no idea the meetings would be
almost courtroom drama format with public gallery.  How the assessor is
selected would also be useful since every objection was rejected, there is a
general feeling that the assessor was not as impartial as we were led to
believe, clearly he had future contracts with Scottish Parliament in mind and
wanted to remain in favour ...

Jan 25, 2011 2:48 PM

9 Actually take on board the information people provide, and listen to the
genuine issues.

Feb 3, 2011 2:30 PM

10 Make time available to objectors and provide full and complete information.
The sessions held were too short to be of any benefit.  If the deadlines are to
be tight, then the Scottish Parliament must have more staff and resources
available to deal with such tight deadlines and be able to assist objectors.
Independent legal assistance and representation should also be available to
objectors, with their own QC appointed for the hearings.

Feb 6, 2011 1:19 PM

11 It was not made clear that if a topic was raised as an objection that at a
subsequent stage of the process, i.e. stage 3, the same topic could not be
made as an amendment to the bill. For example, according to feedback
given an objection relating to the lack of adequate links at the south end of
the bridge at stages 1 and 2 meant that it could not be tabled as an
amendment at stage 3.

Feb 19, 2011 2:25 AM
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4.  How could the Scottish Parliament improve its service for objectors and potential objectors in relation to
hybrid bills? (Question 16)

Response Text

12 Throughout the Hybrid Bill Process, there in no recognition of the resource
and expertise disparity between the promoter and the affected public. There
has been much discussion of a 'level playing field' but in practice the deck is
currently so heavily stacked against objectors (they must prove that they are
affected and define and defend a remedy) that many simply do not enter the
process. For those who do, the experience for a significant number was so
negative as to 'turn them off' from any further involvement with the
Parliament, the FRC or local democracy in Scotland. This disparity should be
recognised, and in the name of fairness addressed throughout the process.
For example, access to appropriate independent expertise should be made
available to the affected public. For the FCB, input was needed from a
variety of professionals, but independent specialists were difficult to identify
and potentially expensive to engage. The existing rules on compensation are
narrow, and certainly do not afford support in matters of this kind.
Furthermore, many professionals were reluctant to advise objectors because
they had or wished to have professional ties to the promoter, and so would
or could not give (or be seen to give) independent or contrary advice. It is
essential that this expertise is provided by other than civil servants employed
by the Scottish Government, who have an inherent conflict of interest.  We
suggest that consideration be given to a cost-effective mechanism to
address this issue for future Bills.
Similarly, throughout the process it is considered 'fair' to provide like-sized
time slices to promoter and objectors, although the promoter will always be a
funded professional organisation of some kind whose mission includes the
success of the Bill in question, while the affected public will always largely
comprise individuals whose livelihood derives from something quite different
and yet who, solely because of the Bill, must find non-working time and
personal resources to address issues which may be fundamental to their
quality of life. Since the process also benefits from the grouping of like-
affected people into a single objecting entity, it should recognise the extra
time required for achievement of consensus on submissions from such
entities. Accordingly, the size of the time slices within the process should be
adjusted to accord more elapsed time at each stage to objectors than to the
promoter, with the ratio defined for each Bill according to its characteristics.
Overall, there seems to be a 'one size fits all' approach to the process,
whereas we believe it would be sensible for the process to be more flexible
and scaled to each particular case. The example of adapting the length of
the time slices within the stages of the process is given above; the public
would benefit similarly from allowance being made for the impact of public
(e.g. Christmas / New Year) and school holidays within the timeline of a
specific Bill. While we recognise the need to plan Parliamentary time, we
believe that the process would also benefit from adapting the relative size
and length of the Stages for each Bill to accommodate the specifics of the
scheme it puts forward and the issues which it engenders.
Fairness and the promoter
The objection process within the Hybrid Bill Process depends upon the
promoter acting in good faith with individual objectors, but there is no
mechanism within the process to assess or enforce this. In common with
many 'lay' objectors, we experienced:
- extended periods of non-engagement by the promoter, particularly in
respect to the more difficult road infrastructure issues;
- very long delays (such as from March to August) in receiving answers to
queries;
- very slow production of draft minutes / notes from meetings which did occur
(rarely within the 20-day guideline);
- excessive and unnecessarily confusing responses when they were required
and visible, such as a Stage 2 response of more than 100 pages, supported
by at least as much again in appendices, ordered completely differently from
the submission to which it was supposed to be an answer and including long
sections relevant only to the objections of others, from which they had been
reused
We recommend that the process be amended to

Mar 23, 2011 5:37 AM
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4.  How could the Scottish Parliament improve its service for objectors and potential objectors in relation to
hybrid bills? (Question 16)

Response Text

12 require timely and appropriate engagement and compliance by the promoter.
This could be achieved by separating the process into 'engagement' and
'submission' time slices, so that the activities and responsiveness of the
promoter could be monitored by the Bill Committee; if, at the end of an
engagement time slice, there were significant matters outstanding, the
Committee should then be empowered either to extend the time slice or
recommend immediately to the full Parliament that the Bill should fall. The
negative impact on objectors of the behaviour of the promoter during the
FCB process cannot be overstated.
Assessor Hearings
For us, in common with many objectors, the process surrounding the
hearings before the assessor was also most unsatisfactory for a variety of
reasons:
Although rules for the hearings were provided to objectors well in advance,
the Assessor issued his own rules on Day 1 of the hearings which changed
many of them, and most of the rest were ignored during the hearings
themselves. 'Lay' objectors simply cannot respond that quickly to a rewriting
of the rule book. In future, we recommend that 'rules' are agreed in advance
with the assessor, and then enforced even-handedly during the hearings.
For the hearings, objectors were grouped (in spite of protests) mostly
geographically, irrespective of the size or complexity of the objections within
the group, or of differences between objectors, and the administrative
responsibility for the group gifted to one member of the objector group.  This
was an administrative convenience for the promoter, Clerks and assessor
which imposed an unrealistic burden on already beleaguered lead objectors,
and led to most objectors being poorly or under-represented during the
hearings.  It also led to over-staffing of sessions by the promoter, and topic
repetition from the perspective of the assessor who then denied a hearing to
a number of objectors on a variety of topics. We believe that hearing
sessions should be grouped by topic only, and all affected objectors should
participate equally in the relevant topic session(s). For objectors with multiple
objection topics, this organisation would be more onerous in terms of time
commitment but still far superior in terms of coherence for both the assessor
and themselves. If absolutely necessary, topic groups could be sub-divided
by geography or another discriminator to achieve a manageable group size,
but if this were required, it is essential that the sessions be sufficiently
separated for the transcript(s) of the earlier hearing(s) to be available for
several days prior to the start of the subsequent session(s); this was not the
case, to the significant detriment of numerous objectors, during the FCB
hearings.
There was a strong sense during the FCB hearings that there was no 'level
playing field' for objectors, because the promoter was permitted to:
A. give evidence with no limit of time, content, relevance or repetition 
    (while objectors' time and scope were repeatedly restricted)
B. request adjustments to the schedule (specifically denied to objectors)
C. introduce new evidence
    (objectors had been directed by the Clerks that this was forbidden)
D. use as much summation time as deemed needed
    (objectors were limited to 5 minutes , regardless of the number of
objectors
      or issues in the 'group')
E. give oral evidence on objections where the objector had rested on written
    evidence only (so disadvantaging objectors who has been assured this
would
    not be permitted and had rested on that basis)
We believe that, in future, the assessor should be required to enforce a level
playing field as far as possible.
We see no reason why QCs should be permitted at the hearings at all. Use
by the promoter of a QC made the sessions extremely intimidating to lay
people such as ourselves. If the Assessor requires legal support, then it
should be provided, and nothing prevents either promoter or objectors taking
advice, and indeed  submitting such advice in evidence, prior to the
hearings. Discussion of points of law between the assessor and the QC for
one party only is unfair to unrepresented parties, as there is no possibility to
prepare and no right of reply. Furthermore, during the FCB hearings the
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4.  How could the Scottish Parliament improve its service for objectors and potential objectors in relation to
hybrid bills? (Question 16)

Response Text

12 impression of a favoured relationship between the assessor and the
promoter was reinforced by repeated use of the promoter's QC rather than
Clerks to track progress, and refusal to take evidence from objectors on
issues where the assessor and promoter's QC agreed that evidence had
already been given (whether or not objectors were aware of that evidence, or
had differing information to put before the assessor).
In summary, we recommend most strongly that the hearings process should
be a fully “lay” process, with rules defined and enforced appropriately to the
situation with a view to ensuring fair treatment of the affected public.

Mar 23, 2011 5:37 AM

1.  Name

Response Text

1 John R T Carson BSc CEng FICE FICHT Jan 17, 2011 1:46 AM

2 Joan Pennie Jan 17, 2011 7:40 AM

3 Sean Frost Jan 18, 2011 3:49 AM

4 Leslie Chapman Jan 18, 2011 5:57 AM

5 Douglas McInnes Jan 19, 2011 3:49 AM

6 Desmond Coyne Jan 24, 2011 2:03 AM

7 R Kirkwood Jan 24, 2011 7:05 AM

8 Juliette Summers Jan 25, 2011 7:58 AM

9 Laurie Brown Jan 25, 2011 2:48 PM

10 George Mason Feb 6, 2011 1:20 PM

11 Janet Thornton Feb 19, 2011 2:25 AM

12 Newton Community Council Mar 23, 2011 5:37 AM

13 Queensferry and District Community Council Mar 23, 2011 5:40 AM

1.  Finally, we would welcome any other comments you have on the hybrid bills process. 

Response Text

1 The whole process was worse than a kangaroo court. The evidence
presented by competent objectors was substantialy rebuffed by biased
opinion totally unsupported by evidence.

Jan 17, 2011 1:48 AM
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1.  Finally, we would welcome any other comments you have on the hybrid bills process. 

Response Text

2 I was told by the Clerks by email that my interests would not be adversely
affected by my not giving oral evidence to the Assessor Hearings. However, I
feel in hindsight that this was not the case. I watched the Assessor Hearing
with regard to my objection and felt that the Promoter was given an
advantage by presenting his evidence verbally and the Assessor appeared
to accept the Promoter's evidence without question.

Jan 17, 2011 7:44 AM

3 A full discussion /debate on this particular bill should be held, but why waste
more time.

Jan 18, 2011 5:59 AM

4 None Jan 19, 2011 3:49 AM

5 Pay more attention to the public when they raise issues Jan 23, 2011 6:04 AM

6 Build a tunnel. Jan 24, 2011 2:03 AM

7 I believe the whole process needs reviewed.  Transport Scotland seemed
sympathetic to some of our objections during private meetings but with no
background knowledge of how the hearing works we were woefully
unprepared and it was an impossible task.  There is clearly a way to impact
legislation and introduce thoughtful discussion around budgets but the
hearing was blatantly one sided and we never got the opportunity to do so.
And with the assessor in the pay of scottish parliament, his impartiality must
surely come into question. He did himself no favours by rejecting every
single objection.  Vast improvements can and should be made to this part of
the process

Jan 25, 2011 2:58 PM

8 This survey has been too short to provide any meaningful feedback.  The
whole process has demonstrated how inexperienced and incompetent the
Scottish Parliament is.

Feb 6, 2011 1:22 PM

9 Newton Community Council represents residents in the north-east corner of
West Lothian. The community council lodge objections to the Forth Crossing
Bill on behalf of its residents. It is also an active participant in BRIGS, the
voluntary group comprising multiple community councils and residents'
associations within the area south of the Forth including the Almond and
West Edinburgh Neighbourhood Partnerships within City of Edinburgh
Council and West Lothian's Ward 1.
Finally, we are grateful to the Forth Crossing Bill Committee for providing us
with this opportunity to provide feedback on the Hybrid Bill Process. We
hope that the Parliament finds this submission useful in understanding the
experience of some community-based objectors during its first use, and we
commend the changes we have suggested for its consideration.

Mar 23, 2011 5:37 AM


