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Scottish Parliament 

Forth Crossing Bill Assessor 
Hearing 

Wednesday 1 September 2010 

[The Assessor opened the hearing at 09:30] 

The Assessor (Professor Hugh Begg): Good 
morning. I notice that it is 9.30 am. Accordingly, 
we can begin. 

I welcome everyone to this hearing in respect of 
consideration of objections to the Forth Crossing 
Bill. At the first hearing, I made a number of 
remarks about the conduct of participants at these 
meetings and provided further information about 
my role as assessor. There is no need for me to 
repeat that detailed information, as copies of my 
remarks have been made available to all who are 
here today. 

Turning to a few domestic matters, I point out 
that there are toilets nearby to which, if necessary, 
staff can direct you. If we hear a fire alarm, it will 
not be a drill and we should leave the room 
without delay, in an orderly fashion and following 
the signage, which is clear. All mobile phones, 
BlackBerry devices and laptops should be 
switched off and should remain off for the duration 
of our proceedings. 

As I am keen to make good progress—so far we 
have been very successful in that respect—I 
propose to divide the sitting day into two sessions, 
if that is necessary. The first session will run from 
9.30 am to 1 pm or 1.30; there will then be a lunch 
break of either half an hour or an hour, after which 
I hope to complete the proceedings as soon as 
possible. Only in exceptional circumstances will 
we sit late, although I see no need for that today. 

I have all of the written evidence before me, so 
there is no need to repeat points that are made in 
it unless doing so is directly required to answer 
any questions. I would also welcome brevity in 
questions and answers. 

Group 39: L to L Driver Training 

09:32 

The Assessor: With those preliminary matters 
out of the way, I move to the first group, which is 
group 39. I ask those who are leading the case to 
introduce themselves. 

Ian Stevenson (L to L Driver Training): My 
name is Ian Stevenson from L to L Driver Training. 
I am a local driving instructor in the South 
Queensferry area. I am representing the local 
driving instructors with regard to this objection. 

The Assessor: Good morning, Ms Crawford. 
Will you be leading the case? 

Ruth Crawford QC: Yes, sir. Good morning. My 
name is Ruth Crawford, Queen’s counsel 
practising at the Scottish bar, and I represent the 
bill’s promoter. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Are there any 
matters on which I should be updated? I 
understand that the matter at issue is the bridge’s 
status as a motorway and associated loss of 
earnings that might result not only to the lead 
objector but to the group that he represents. 

Ian Stevenson: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: That is my understanding, sir. 

The Assessor: I am obliged. 

The next step is to look at the objection. First, 
on a preliminary issue that need not necessarily 
come out in evidence, I understand that there are 
two testing stations; one in Currie and the other in 
Dunfermline. Is that correct? 

Ian Stevenson: Yes. 

The Assessor: Are the driving instructors whom 
you are representing located in the vicinity of your 
own home? In other words, how big a catchment 
are we talking about? 

Ian Stevenson: In the limited time that we have 
had, we have managed to get together 20 names. 
However, more people will be affected, mainly 
those around the South Queensferry area who 
drive across to the Dunfermline test routes and 
areas around Rosyth. 

The Assessor: My understanding was that 
there would be at least six instructors within your 
immediate vicinity, but you are telling me that you 
are representing a group of about 20. 

Ian Stevenson: Yes. Those are the names that 
we have managed to collate, but more than that 
are involved. 

The Assessor: In that case, we are ready to 
commence. 
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Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. Good morning, 
gentlemen. I wish to pick up a couple of points 
following on from the promoter’s written evidence. 
First, will you explain further the comment in your 
written submission that 

“The classification of the replacement crossing as 
motorway is a fundamental part of the scheme to provide 
for cross Forth traffic”? 

Why is that considered “fundamental”? 

Lawrence Shackman (Transport Scotland): 
Good morning. As everyone is aware, Scotland 
has an extensive motorway network, otherwise 
known as the strategic road network, and we see 
the section of road stretching from the M90 down 
to the M9 as part of that. The network has missing 
links that are gradually being filled; for example, 
the M80 is being filled at the moment via a major 
construction effort, and it is hoped that the M8 will 
follow suit in due course. Fundamentally, the aim 
is to try and fill the missing gaps in the motorway 
network and to give a level of service that is 
commensurate with a road network of that scale 
and standing. 

Ruth Crawford: What do you mean by “level of 
service”? 

Lawrence Shackman: It is a well-known fact 
that in the hierarchy of roads—from local roads, 
through more primary routes up to motorways—
motorways are the safest routes. The figures back 
that up. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you able to provide the 
assessor with a flavour or indication of how much 
safer a motorway is compared with other roads? 

Frazer Henderson (Transport Scotland): 
Perhaps I can help with that. Each year the 
Scottish Government publishes figures in a 
publication called “Reported Road Casualties 
Scotland”, which is available both on our website 
and in hard copy from Her Majesty’s Stationery 
Office. In that publication, there are tables that set 
out rates for accidents that were fatal, serious or a 
combination of both on the basis of 100 million 
vehicle kilometres on each of the designated 
roads. With regard to fatal accidents, the rate for 
motorways is 0.13; for a dual carriageway in a 
non-built-up area—that is, a rural area—it is 0.74; 
and for a dual carriageway or trunk A road in a 
built-up area, it is 0.49. 

The rate is much higher for non-fatal but serious 
accidents. For example, for motorways, it rises to 
0.87. However, on a trunk A road, including dual 
carriageways, in a non-built-up area, the rate 
approaches 2.96; and in a built-up or urban area, it 
rises to 5.71. For all severities—fatal, serious and 
other—the rate on a motorway is 7.07; on a trunk 
road or dual carriageway in a non-built-up area, it 
is 14.67; and for a trunk road or dual carriageway 
in a built-up area, it is 34.67. Those figures clearly 

illustrate that there is a degree of safety on a 
motorway, derived perhaps from the fact that the 
users of motorways are restricted and that 
vehicles are precluded from facing oncoming 
traffic, which certainly happens on trunk A roads. 

Ruth Crawford: You mentioned users of 
motorways. In this group, we are dealing with 
people who come under the broad term of driving 
instructors. Are learner drivers able to travel on 
motorways? 

Frazer Henderson: No. 

Ruth Crawford: The assessor asked for 
clarification about the location of test centres in the 
area of the proposed Forth crossing, and we 
understand that there is one in Dunfermline and 
one in Currie. Are there any other test centres in 
the vicinity? 

Frazer Henderson: The assessor is quite right. 
There is a test centre in Dunfermline, which is 
about 7 miles from South Queensferry, there is 
one in Currie, which is 10 miles from South 
Queensferry, and there is one in Bathgate, which 
is 17 miles from South Queensferry. There is also 
a test centre further away, in Musselburgh, which 
is probably outwith the scope of the area. 

Ruth Crawford: Are there test routes that relate 
to the centres that currently include the existing 
Forth road bridge? 

Frazer Henderson: No. The test routes that the 
Driving Standards Agency publishes do not 
include the Forth road bridge. 

Ruth Crawford: Does the DSA issue any 
guidance on instruction on practising on those test 
routes prior to the test? 

Frazer Henderson: I am not aware of any 
policy position by the Driving Standards Agency, 
but there appears to be anecdotal evidence that 
driving instructors are not encouraged to practise 
solely on test routes. Perhaps the objector is 
better placed than I am to answer that question. 

Ruth Crawford: Could the objector cross the 
proposed new Forth crossing with a learner driver 
under instruction? 

Frazer Henderson: No, we could not cross with 
a driver under instruction on the new bridge. The 
driver would have to have a full licence, not a 
provisional licence. 

Ruth Crawford: So from a practical point of 
view, how would Mr Stevenson, for example, take 
a learner driver across the Forth if he wished to do 
so? 

Frazer Henderson: If the learner driver was in 
the vehicle on the south shore—for the sake of 
argument and for illustrative purposes—the driver 
would have to change at an appropriate location to 
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enable Mr Stevenson to take the wheel to cross 
the bridge. Mr Stevenson could then leave the 
motorway at Ferrytoll and the driver could be 
changed at a suitable location. Such a location 
could be Ferrytoll park and ride, although other 
roads would be available around Rosyth and 
Inverkeithing for a change to occur. 

Ruth Crawford: Would the process simply be 
reversed for the return journey. 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. The drivers would 
have to change after the proposed South 
Queensferry roundabout. That could occur on the 
A904 to the west, perhaps at the lay-by if that was 
convenient. There could be a stop on a road to 
transfer the driver. 

Ruth Crawford: I imagine that a time delay 
would be involved in changing the driver. 

Frazer Henderson: I imagine that there would 
be. If we take into account the exchange and the 
3.5km of the bridge and the other elements of the 
road—I might be slightly out on that—I imagine 
that the change could take five or six minutes. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I have no 
further questions. 

The Assessor: Mr Stevenson, you know the 
procedure. You now have an opportunity to 
question the witnesses. 

Ian Stevenson: I have a couple of extra 
comments to make. It was said that the change 
would take five or six minutes, but it would 
actually— 

The Assessor: You will get your shot at giving 
evidence. I know that the procedures are quite 
complicated, but you should ask questions now. 
You could probably use phrases such as “Is it the 
case that” to get what you want. 

Ian Stevenson: On another subject, are the 
statistics that the witnesses have for the whole 
country? Are they for Scotland, England and 
Wales? 

Frazer Henderson: They are figures for 
Scotland only. 

Ian Stevenson: Right. I do not have any other 
questions at the moment. 

The Assessor: Would you like to give 
evidence? 

Ian Stevenson: Most of my evidence is 
contained in the witness statement. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you for that. 

Ian Stevenson: There is not really much more 
that I could add to that, apart from on what has 
already been said in questioning. I have a few 
comments on that. 

09:45 

The Assessor: Yes. Does Ms Crawford have 
any questions that she would like to address to Mr 
Stevenson? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. There is one aspect that 
Mr Henderson indicated that Mr Stevenson might 
be able to assist with: the Driving Standards 
Agency’s guidance, indications or encouragement 
for learner drivers practising on test routes. Can 
you help the inquiry with that? 

Ian Stevenson: Yes. The DSA recommends 
that we try to avoid using the test routes. That 
said, driving instructors always try to get people to 
know the area in which they will be driving. For 
inexperienced novices, sometimes having a bit of 
experience of the area and a little bit of local 
knowledge can be a big help when it comes to 
sitting the driving test. However, the main issue is 
trying to get access from South Queensferry to 
drive across to areas and using the dual 
carriageway as a learning curve for people so that 
they are given a shot at driving on a dual 
carriageway and can eventually get on to 
motorway driving. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, Mr Stevenson. 

The Assessor: I would like to ask a question. I 
might have cut Mr Stevenson off at one stage. We 
heard that the driver changeover might take 
around five to six minutes. Do you have any 
observations on that? 

Ian Stevenson: It would probably take five or 
six minutes at either end. It would be very difficult 
to find a safe place to change drivers. That was 
included in the witness statement. At the moment, 
there is an area for parking on the north side of the 
Forth road bridge where drivers can change over 
before the motorway is reached. 

The Assessor: Yes. I am familiar with that. 

Ian Stevenson: However, under the plans for 
the new bridge, people would have to come off at 
a slip road, park in South Queensferry and change 
over. That would take a couple of minutes for 
experienced drivers, but a little longer for novice 
drivers. The seat would have to be reset, the 
mirrors would have to be redone and the driver 
would have to pull away safely into the traffic. That 
could take a lot longer during peak traffic times. 

The Assessor: Yes. Do you dispute the 
mileages that were mentioned? I think that 7 
miles, 10 miles and 17 miles were mentioned. 

Ian Stevenson: I think that it is 7 miles from 
South Queensferry to Dunfermline, but I think that 
the distance to Currie is slightly further than was 
mentioned. 

The Assessor: Is that closer to 14 miles? 
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Ian Stevenson: Yes—it is 14 or 15 miles by 
driving. It is perhaps 10 miles as the crow flies, but 
nearer to 14 miles by road. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

The effect of the increase in mileage, the 
inconvenience and the loss of earnings are pivotal 
to your case. I can see the inconvenience to you 
and your colleagues, but can you take me a wee 
bit further down the loss-of-earnings route? 

Ian Stevenson: We would have to change what 
we do. What has been proposed would not so 
much affect earnings, but pupils would not want to 
change drivers and sit for 15 to 20 minutes while 
we drove across the road bridge. There would be 
more of an effect on the pupils than on the driving 
instructor’s earnings. There would be 
inconvenience as a result of not being able to use 
something that we use already. 

The Assessor: So the inconvenience would be 
to your clients rather than to suppliers of the 
service. 

Ian Stevenson: There would be inconvenience 
to both because a lot more time would be taken in 
trying to get to the Currie test-route areas as 
opposed to driving across to Dunfermline, as we 
do at the moment. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Stevenson. 

Ms Crawford, do you have any submission to 
make? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. I am content to rest on 
the written evidence as amplified by the oral 
evidence in which it was explained why Transport 
Scotland submits that it is fundamental to have the 
crossing classified as a motorway crossing. 

The Assessor: The essence of that is safety. 

Ruth Crawford: It is about safety and the 
linking of the strategic road network. 

The Assessor: Yes, of course. I am obliged. 

Do you have a closing submission to make to 
draw matters together, Mr Stevenson? There is no 
necessity to do so, but you are more than 
welcome to make such a submission. 

Ian Stevenson: The statement has a part on 
learner motorcylists on 50cc and 125cc 
motorbikes, who would also be unable to use the 
new motorway. 

The Assessor: I understand that, but in saying 
that you are looking out for another group of 
people, who I do not think have objected. 

Ian Stevenson: That point was in our 
statement. 

The Assessor: Yes, I know that it is in your 
statement. I do not think that we need take this 

any further. Thank you very much for coming 
along, Mr Stevenson. 
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Group 33: Cramond and Barnton 
Community Council 

09:52 

The Assessor: Good morning, Mr Mather. 

Andrew Mather (Cramond and Barnton 
Community Council): Good morning. 

The Assessor: I understand that you are 
representing Cramond and Barnton community 
council. I think that Ms Crawford has already 
introduced herself. I am sure that by now she is 
well known to you. Are there any matters on which 
I should be updated by either the promoter or the 
community council? 

Ruth Crawford: I think that you will be aware 
that there is only one issue outstanding—no doubt 
Mr Mather will correct me if I am wrong—which is 
the impact of traffic increases. 

The Assessor: Indeed. Would that be 
particularly at the Maybury roundabout and in the 
immediate vicinity? 

Andrew Mather: That is correct. 

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case we can 
move on to you, Ms Crawford. I see that your 
witness is Mr Duff. 

Alan Duff (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): Good 
morning. 

Ruth Crawford: Good morning, Mr Duff. 
Obviously the assessor has Transport Scotland’s 
written evidence. I think that the objector agrees 
that the increase in traffic levels at the Maybury 
junction that would be occasioned by the new 
scheme would amount to approximately 1 per 
cent. 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: To put that into context, we can 
see that the forecast as set out in your written 
evidence—if the scheme was not provided—is an 
increase to 37,500 vehicles per day. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: If the scheme is provided, the 
number of vehicles forecast is 38,000 per day. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: The written evidence advises 
the assessor that Transport Scotland does not 
consider that increase to be significant. Will you 
explain why you do not consider it to be 
significant? 

Alan Duff: Yes. The situation at Barnton is that 
most of the growth is due to developments in the 
wider area and will happen regardless of whether 

the new bridge is built. When you add in the new 
bridge, there is a degree of people changing 
routes but, by and large, it is a swings-and-
roundabouts sort of exercise whereby some 
people will start to use the A90 whereas others will 
proceed down to the A8, for instance. All in all, the 
net effect is the 1 per cent increase. It is my 
contention that a 1 per cent increase in traffic 
flows is barely perceptible. If you were standing by 
the roadside, I do not know that you would be able 
to tell the difference between a 37,500-vehicle-
per-day flow and a 38,000-vehicle-per-day flow. I 
fully accept that traffic is increasing in this location, 
but almost all that increase is due to other things 
happening, as opposed to being due to the 
construction of the bridge. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I have no further 
questions. 

The Assessor: Mr Mather, are you aware that it 
is open to you to examine the witness? 

Andrew Mather: Yes. I would just like to ask 
one or two simple questions. Would it be fair to 
say that, in broad terms, the design capacity of the 
existing bridge is common with that of the 
proposed bridge? 

Alan Duff: It is broadly similar, but the new 
bridge will have a higher capacity because it has 
hard shoulders, which means that there will be 
less of what we call lateral interference, which is to 
do with the fact that there will not be a barrier 
close to you. Broadly speaking, the capacity is of 
the same order. There are two running lanes in 
each direction. The new bridge will have slightly 
more capacity. 

Andrew Mather: Given that the existing 
crossing is operating at significantly above its 
design capacity, I think that you are saying that the 
new bridge will start off operating well above its 
design capacity. Would that be fair? 

Alan Duff: It depends how you define design 
capacity. I do not want to be obstructive, but 
equally I do not want to go into a lot of technical 
detail. For rural roads, we tend to define design 
capacity in terms of the daily flow that they will 
carry. When we get into urban roads and peri-
urban roads that act more like urban roads, we 
tend to look more at peak-hour flows. Arguably, 
the existing bridge is at, or about at, its capacity 
now. With the introduction of things like intelligent 
transport systems, which are proposed for the new 
bridge, we believe that the new bridge will operate 
within its capacity at the year of opening. Does 
that help? 

Andrew Mather: It does help a little bit. As I 
understand it, there is still a reserve opportunity to 
use hard shoulders to increase the capacity, if you 
get into serious trouble. Would that be fair? I am 
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not saying that you plan to do so, but there is that 
reserve capacity. 

Alan Duff: Do you mean that we could start 
running traffic on the hard shoulder? 

Andrew Mather: Yes. 

Alan Duff: We could, but as you say—and as I 
understand it—there is no intention to do so. 

Andrew Mather: Will you clarify what you 
intend to use your spare bridge for? It is a very 
expensive spare bridge. 

Alan Duff: The existing bridge will be used as a 
public transport route. 

Andrew Mather: Very lightly loaded. 

Alan Duff: In terms of dynamic loading of the 
bridge, yes it will be, but we hope that in due 
course quite a few buses will be trundling back 
and forth. 

Andrew Mather: Right, fair enough. Thank you. 
I have no further questions at this time. 

The Assessor: I do not want you to go into this 
in any detail, Mr Duff, but we have had evidence 
before on the modelling. I think that you have told 
me that you are satisfied at what is a fairly local 
level—in the vicinity of the Maybury roundabout—
that your modelling is robust. Is that correct? 

Alan Duff: Yes, on the principal road network—
on the A90 into Edinburgh—the modelling is 
robust. 

The Assessor: You mentioned that there would 
be redistribution of traffic. That is one of the iffy 
parts of the modelling. Can you give me your view 
on the redistribution of traffic? Likewise, you 
believe the modelling to be sound. 

Alan Duff: The model is robust in terms of 
people changing the route that they take going into 
and out of Edinburgh. I am content that the model 
is robust in terms of predicting how people will 
change between the various ways of getting into 
Edinburgh. 

The Assessor: I think the promoter is solid on 
the 1 per cent figure. 

Andrew Mather: No argument. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Do you wish to give 
any evidence yourself, Mr Mather? 

Andrew Mather: I would like to make a final 
statement if I may, at the appropriate time. 

The Assessor: You can indeed. 

Ruth Crawford: Excuse me one moment, sir. I 
was just wondering whether I had any further 
questions, but I do not. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. In that 
case, we can move to statements, if parties wish 
to. 

Ruth Crawford: I do not know whether Mr 
Mather wishes to give evidence. 

The Assessor: I had the impression that you 
were going to make a closing statement, Mr 
Mather. 

Andrew Mather: Yes, I will make a closing 
statement. 

10:00 

Ruth Crawford: The promoter’s position on the 
objection is that it has undertaken traffic modelling 
of the impact on traffic flows down the A90 to the 
junction that concerns Mr Mather and his 
community council. That modelling has been 
described as being “robust” and suggests a barely 
perceptible change of 1 per cent. Mr Duff has 
explained that the increase in traffic flows will be 
due largely to other developments that are 
happening in and around the network. That being 
so, it is suggested that the proposal will create no 
problem at the Barnton junction. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. You 
have the chance to have the last word, Mr Mather. 

Andrew Mather: Thank you. I make it clear that 
Cramond and Barnton community council does not 
object in any way to the bridge, which we 
encourage, support and hope will succeed. We 
also do not object to or question the 1 per cent 
increase in traffic that Mr Duff presented. In 
isolation, the bridge meets all the criteria that have 
been described, but the bridge does not exist in 
isolation—it exists in the parameters of the 
communities that it involves. 

Our concern is that additional traffic that is not 
generated by the bridge could frustrate the 
bridge’s aims and objectives. If we allow for a 
natural increase in traffic, we reckon that we will 
experience a significant increase from various 
routes and causes—not just the promoter’s bridge. 
There is the 1 per cent increase—fine; but 2 or 3 
per cent will come from natural inherent growth 
around the area. One broken-down car between 
Cramond brig and Blackhall could create a traffic 
jam back to Kinross. That would not be the 
promoter’s fault on the bridge at all; that would 
result from the traffic that was building up round 
about and which would therefore frustrate the 
bridge’s economic benefit. 

The terms of reference for the study were too 
narrow and embraced only the bridge in isolation, 
which was an error of judgment. The terms should 
be extended to consider traffic as a whole, in order 
to facilitate the bridge’s working as planned. 
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That is the sum and substance of our case. We 
do not object to the bridge—we support you. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much indeed, 
sir, for coming along this morning. 

Andrew Mather: It was a pleasure. Thank you 
very much. 

The Assessor: That concludes group 33. Our 
next group is group 5, before which we shall take 
a break of about 10 minutes. 

10:02 

Hearing suspended. 

10:09 

On resuming— 

Group 5: Dundas Home Farm 
Residents 

The Assessor: Two issues seem to be 
outstanding from the array with which the 
objectors began: light pollution, particularly from 
the gantries; and the mitigation that the promoter 
suggests could be put in place for noise and light 
pollution. Is that correct? I am sorry—I should first 
have invited Mr Miller to introduce himself. That 
was very rude. 

Mark Miller: I am from 14 Dundas Home Farm. 
I represent numbers 13 and 14. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Miller—my 
apologies. You know, of course, that Ms Crawford 
is leading for the promoter. Was I correct in 
identifying the issues that are before us? 

Mark Miller: Yes. 

The Assessor: In that case we are ready to go. 

Ruth Crawford: My first question might most 
appropriately be directed to Mr Henderson. It 
relates primarily to his understanding of the issues 
in dispute. The rebuttal mentions that the objectors 
wish a commitment to consultation as regards 
siting of the gantries. Can you give the assessor a 
picture of the consultation that has taken place to 
date, if any? 

Frazer Henderson: There has indeed been 
consultation to date. In 2009, meetings were 
conducted with the residents of Dundas Home 
Farm. The residents brought to our attention their 
substantial concerns about the location of a 
gantry, which would have been due north of their 
properties. After due consideration of their 
concerns we repositioned the proposed gantry 
further to the west, away from the properties. As 
we have marked on the map—and shared with the 
residents—the gantry is item 305N, to the west. 

Recently, in August, after we had resolved other 
matters in dispute, I received a communication 
from Mr Payne at 13 Dundas Home Farm, who 
expressed concern about the location of gantry 
305N, which we had previously moved due west. 
He brought to my attention his concerns that the 
residents of numbers 14 and 13 Dundas Home 
Farm would be able to view the gantry from the 
bedrooms of their property, to the extent that two-
thirds of the gantry could be seen during the winter 
months, when the trees were not in leaf, and about 
one-third of the gantry could be seen at other 
times. 
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In light of the representations that were made to 
me on 17 August, I commissioned further work 
from our environmental team and our roads 
engineers. That work incorporated a review of the 
proposed position of the gantry, the output of 
which was reported to Mr Payne, and I believe that 
the objectors have seen all the correspondence. 
We felt that the gantry had been located in the 
optimum position, taking account of both the visual 
impact and, importantly, compliance with relevant 
road design standards. I advised Mr Payne on 25 
August that it was not possible for the gantry to be 
moved 50m further west, as he suggested. 

I therefore contend that we consulted the 
residents in 2009 and that in the light of the 
representations that were made in August we 
conducted a further review and provided the 
output from that review to the residents—the 
output being the reasons why we do not believe 
that it is possible to move the gantry. Accordingly, 
we do not believe that there is an opportunity for 
us to engage in further consultation, as the 
objectors desire, if indeed that was to be a 
provision in the bill or an obligation in terms of the 
code of construction practice. 

10:15 

Ruth Crawford: You indicated that the review 
took account of the visual impact and, most 
important, compliance with good design 
standards. Can Mr Gillies help the assessor with 
the design standards aspect of the matter? 

Alan Gillies (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Yes. There are various design standards in the 
“Design Manual for Roads and Bridges” and there 
are interim advice notes from the Highways 
Agency that set out the requirements for gantries. 
The standard approach is to have four gantries on 
approach to a junction. We have adopted a three-
gantry approach, to try to minimise the impact and 
reduce the number of gantries in the scheme 
design. 

The gantries are spaced at 1 mile and 0.5 miles 
and on the slip road. The gantry in question is 
what we call a superspan gantry, which goes over 
both carriageways and carries the 0.5 mile 
information on approach to the Queensferry 
junction and the 0.5 mile information on approach 
to the Scotstoun junction. That leaves us very little 
flexibility to be able to move the gantry and still 
comply with the standards—there would be safety 
implications of moving beyond that position. 

The Assessor: Where would I see one of those 
gantries? Do you have an example in one of your 
exhibition panels? 

Alan Gillies: I think that there is a montage on 
one of the panels from the exhibition. I do not 
know whether you are familiar with the M8 in 

Glasgow, where the gantries are of a similar form, 
although ours will be slightly different. 

The Assessor: I am obliged. I just wanted to 
have a visual in my head. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Gillies, thank you for 
assisting us with the aspect of design standards. 
Mr Lancaster might be able to help us in relation to 
the assessment of the visual impact. 

Mark Lancaster (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
The gantries were included in the visual impact 
assessment, along with the road lighting. Certainly 
they are tall structures, so there is visibility from 
surrounding areas. The current location, after the 
relocation away from the immediate view north 
from Dundas Home Farm, is adjacent to a strip of 
mature woodland. In fact the route cuts through an 
L-shaped piece of woodland, so there is woodland 
on both sides of the road. 

We carried out an exercise in which we looked 
at the siting of all the gantries, to identify the best 
positions for them in relation to landscape and 
visual impacts. Existing woodland is a feature that 
we tend to try to move towards, rather than have 
the gantries in open landscape, because that 
minimises the visual impact, providing screening 
and a backdrop to views. Having said that, 
because of its height, the gantry will not be 
completely screened from view from Dundas 
Home Farm. 

The Assessor: I understand that two thirds 
would not be screened from view in winter and 
one third in summer. 

Mark Lancaster: That might be a reasonable 
estimation. One element of the mitigation design is 
a belt of woodland that will run along the new 
motorway and on to the noise attenuation bund. 
Over time, that will grow taller and reduce the 
degree of visibility of the gantry, so— 

The Assessor: Excuse me for interrupting. Will 
the proportions that I mentioned apply from day 
one of opening? Will the gantries be less visible as 
time goes on? 

Mark Lancaster: No, those will not apply from 
day one. It is important to note that the noise 
barrier and bund will be 4m high, so that will 
provide screening of the lower part of the gantry 
as from day one. However, the actual gantry 
structure and signs will be visible above that. 

The Assessor: So the proportions that I 
mentioned—the two thirds and one third—will 
come into play when the tree cover is fully in 
place. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes, that is right. 

The Assessor: Before that, the gantry will be 
more visually intrusive, as far as the objectors are 
concerned. 
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Mark Lancaster: Yes, that is correct. Some 
screening will be provided by existing woodland, 
but that will not provide full screening. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Lancaster, we try to avoid 
looking at documents in this inquiry, but we might 
make an exception just so that we can get a 
picture. Sir, figure 12.4g in the environmental 
statement might provide the inquiry with some 
assistance on the issue of screening and 
woodland. 

The Assessor: Just give me one minute while I 
find figure 12.4g. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Lancaster, I see that you 
have figure 12.4g in front of you. It might assist the 
assessor—if it does not, no doubt he will swiftly tell 
me—if you could indicate, by reference to figure 
12.4g, the precise area that we are talking about 
where existing woodland will provide an element 
of screening, the barrier and bund that you 
mentioned and where it is envisaged that further 
planting will take place. 

Mark Lancaster: First, it might be helpful to 
indicate the position of the gantry. The drawing—
figure 12.4g—includes the chainage markings 
“2200” and “2300”. Slightly to the left of halfway 
between those two points will be the line of the 
gantry, which will be roughly in line with the 
western edge of the existing belt of woodland that 
runs north-south, to the south of the road there. 
The bund and barrier will run from where chainage 
marking “2350” would appear on the map, which is 
beyond that point, towards the east and will stop 
just beyond chainage marking “1800”, so they will 
be fairly extensive. They will run 4m—2m of bund 
plus 2m of barrier—above the road level. The 
existing woodland is a fairly mature strip, as those 
who have visited the site will be aware, so it 
should provide a reasonable amount of screening. 
I know that the objectors have raised concerns 
about the impact in winter when there is less 
vegetation to provide screening, but the strip is of 
a reasonable width of about 50m. The proposed 
planting along the south side of the road, as 
shown in figure 12.4g, will be slightly narrower, I 
think, than what has been agreed with the 
residents. That 30m-wide strip of planting will run 
along the road between the existing woodland, 
moving eastwards. 

The area of concern for those who have 
properties on the west side of Dundas Home Farm 
that have a west-facing view—numbers 13 and 14, 
I think— 

The Assessor: Yes, we are dealing with 
numbers 13 and 14. 

Mark Lancaster: The people in those properties 
will have, at an acute angle, a diagonal view of the 

gantry from their windows. From day one, the 
gantry will be partially screened by the existing 
and proposed planting. However, as I said, the 
proposed planting will take time to mature, 
although it will include, for example, larger 
feathered trees that will be 2.5m high on planting 
to provide a quicker screening effect. 

Ruth Crawford: On the issue of visual impact, 
the environmental statement reached the 
conclusion that those west-facing houses, as you 
have described them, will suffer even with the 
planting that is proposed in the ES. What degree 
of impact do you consider they will suffer? 

Mark Lancaster: They will suffer a substantial 
degree of impact from the scheme as a whole, if 
we take into account the lighting and the wider 
visual impacts of the road rather than just the 
impact of the gantry, although that was included in 
the assessment. 

Ruth Crawford: So the assessment that the 
scheme will have a substantial adverse impact 
took account of the gantries. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes, the assessment took 
account of the gantries. 

Ruth Crawford: And it also took account of the 
lighting. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes, it took account of the 
road lighting as well. 

Ruth Crawford: While we are looking at that 
drawing—figure 12.4g—I want to move on to the 
slightly different topic of the bund and barrier and 
the landscape impact. What mitigation measures 
will be used to address any landscape impact in 
this area? 

Mark Lancaster: In this location, the road is at 
the edge of Dundas estate’s designed landscape, 
so we have had to take cognisance of the pattern 
of that designed landscape. We have had 
consultation—indeed, we have had a walk over—
with Historic Scotland as part of the process. The 
concept has generally been to tie in with the 
boundary features of the designed landscape. 
Hence, we propose belts of woodland planting to 
reflect those woodland belts. Further to the west, 
where the bund and barrier end—for noise 
mitigation, it was not considered effective to 
provide additional bund and barrier there—the 
landscaping will be more open in nature, with 
hedgerow and hedgerow trees. We felt that it 
would be appropriate to reflect existing patterns 
within the estate further to the south, where not all 
the landscape is wooded. 

That provides the opportunity to provide 
travellers along the road with a view of the estate, 
which rises up a hill. In terms of weighting, we 
obviously need to consider the impacts on the 
visual receptors and the landscape very carefully 
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before saying that travellers along the road should 
have a nice view. 

The weighting tends to be in favour of the 
receptors rather than the drivers. Having said that, 
the position of that more open treatment is a good 
distance away from the visual receptors. We felt 
that a continuous belt of planting was not 
necessary or the right approach to take in the 
area. I add that Architecture and Design Scotland 
was one of the key consultees on the project and 
we had several meetings with it. Its approach 
tends perhaps more towards the driver 
experience, and it is less in favour of screening 
than we are, so, in some cases, we had to explain 
to it why we need planting alongside the road. 
However, in this case, we did not feel that it was 
particularly important to have a solid belt for the 
purposes of visual mitigation. 

10:30 

The Assessor: Not all travellers are drivers. 

Mark Lancaster: Not all travellers are drivers. 

The Assessor: Even if a driver was paying full 
attention to the road, his passengers would get the 
benefit of what you have just been talking about. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes, that is true. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Lancaster, am I right in 
understanding from your evidence that, with 
reference to figure 12.4g and planting for 
landscape and visual impacts, you were 
undertaking a delicate and finely judged balancing 
exercise? 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. We were definitely trying 
to respond to the character of the landscape. It is 
a fairly blunt instrument to mitigate the visual 
impact of a road by planting on both sides of it so 
that nobody sees it. That approach has been 
taken in the past in some areas, but it is definitely 
the view of Scottish Natural Heritage and 
ourselves that developments need to respond to 
the landscape that they are passing through and 
remain in keeping with the character of the 
landscape, while recognising that there must be 
an assessment of visual impacts. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. Let us move on 
more directly to the gap in the bund and barrier. In 
Mr Lancaster’s evidence in chief, he mentioned 
noise mitigation not being effective. At this stage, 
therefore, it might be appropriate to direct my 
questions to Mr Greer so that he can explain 
things to us. One of the objectors’ concerns is the 
gap, which they would like to be closed. 

Richard Greer (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Indeed. Good morning. There has been extensive 
consultation with the objectors, much of which has 
been about noise. Rightly, we have been asked to 

explain and set out the assessment methodology 
that leads to the conclusions in the environmental 
statement and which directly defines the need for 
mitigation, the scale of that mitigation and its 
effectiveness. You heard evidence on that on 
Monday, sir; therefore, unless there is any need to 
do so, I do not propose to go back through the 
methodology. 

I reiterate two key points. First, the main driver 
of the noise assessment is our looking at long-
term noise change. We want to err on the side of 
caution and foresee the worst-case scenario, to 
which purpose we have compared the noise in 
2032—15 years after the road will have opened, to 
allow for traffic growth—with the noise that would 
exist in the year of opening if the scheme were not 
built. Secondly, in accordance with best practice in 
other infrastructure projects, the key marker for a 
significant change is an increase of more than 
3dB. The issue is addressed in paragraphs 5.2.5 
and 5.2.6 of our written submission. We have 
confirmed that the 500m length of 4m-high noise 
screen—being part bund and part barrier—will 
reduce the noise level increases for the vast 
majority of the Dundas Home Farm estate to less 
than 3dB. However, we have confirmed that the 
westernmost properties will still receive increases 
slightly above 3dB. 

In the rebuttal, it is noted that there could be a 
large increase of up to 4.9dB, but I reassure the 
objectors that the increase will not be that large. 
Under the “Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges”, we must classify noise increases into 
groups. A “minor” impact is an increase of 
between 1dB and 2.9dB; a “moderate” impact is 
an increase of between 3dB and 4.9dB; and a 
“major” impact is an increase of more than 5dB. 
The figure of 4.9dB relates simply to that band—
the actual increases in noise levels 15 years from 
the opening of the road are predicted to be 
between 3dB and 3.5dB, not 4.9dB. 

We considered the effect on noise levels of 
closing the gap between what is called the east 
Dundas barrier, which is adjacent to Dundas 
Home Farm, and the west Dundas barrier, which 
is further west along the route. That is reported in 
paragraph 5.3.3 of our written statement. We 
identified that, for those westernmost façades of 
Dundas Home Farm, a further reduction of 0.6dB 
would be brought about by closing the gap, which 
would be an imperceptible change. Were we able 
to magic ourselves forward to the point at which 
the road was operational and we were standing 
outside the westernmost properties, we could 
close the gap and re-open it and nobody would be 
able to hear the difference. So, although a numeric 
reduction would be brought about by closing the 
gap, my professional advice is that that would not 
provide any benefit to the residents. 
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The Assessor: Can you remind us about the 
3dB level? Is that the significant threshold? 

Richard Greer: It is the significant threshold for 
change based on many years of experience and 
the best practice guidance in the “Design Manual 
for Roads and Bridges”, and it is common to other 
projects. It may assist if I put it in less technical 
language. A change of 1dB, if heard instantly, may 
be perceptible to some; a change of 3dB is the 
point at which the majority of people would start to 
say that they had heard a difference. A change of 
10dB is required for a subjective doubling of 
loudness. 

The Assessor: The figure that you cited is 
considerably below 3dB, is it not? 

Richard Greer: The figure is considerably 
below 1dB, sir. 

The Assessor: Okay. Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: You say that the figure is 
considerably below 1dB. In your evidence in chief, 
you said that there would be a reduction of 0.6dB. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: For clarification, that reduction 
of 0.6dB at the westernmost façades of Dundas 
Home Farm takes account of both the bund—
which, Mr Lancaster has told us, will be 2m high—
and the noise barrier above that, which will be a 
further 2m high. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Have you considered whether 
it would make any difference to the reduction of 
0.6dB if only the noise bund was factored into the 
calculations, without the barrier on top? 

Richard Greer: As Mr Lancaster said, we have 
looked at many options for mitigation to find the 
best balance between protecting people from 
noise and considering the visual landscape 
impacts for road users and the like. We have 
considered extending the barrier into the 200m 
gap in a number of different ways. The further 
reduction of 0.6dB would result from filling the gap 
with the 4m screen—the bund with the barrier on 
top. If we were to fill the gap with just the 2m-high 
bund, there would be a further reduction of 0.3dB. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Lancaster, you could 
perhaps help the inquiry from the landscape and 
visual point of view, or perhaps just the landscape 
point of view—no doubt you can clarify that. What 
would the consequences be if the gap were to be 
closed with, first, the bund and barrier, or, 
alternatively, simply the bund?  

Mark Lancaster: The bund and barrier would 
give a top height of 4m above the road, which 
would to a large extent block the views into the 
estate—the designed landscape—particularly for 

westbound and northbound traffic and, to a slightly 
lesser extent, for traffic moving in the other 
direction. A 2m-high bund would lessen the 
amount of screening visually, so you would tend to 
see more of the estate looking to the south, 
particularly since it rises up the hill further south.  

Ruth Crawford: In his rebuttal, I think that the 
objector is looking for justification of the gap in the 
bund and barrier. We have heard evidence from 
Mr Lancaster and Mr Greer, but perhaps Mr 
Henderson or Mr Gillies could explain the overall 
rationale or justification for the gap.  

Frazer Henderson: The overall rationale takes 
all matters into consideration in respect of the 
environmental aspects, the noise aspects and the 
gantry. I come back to what occurred in the review 
that we provided to Mr Payne at 13 Dundas Home 
Farm. Taking all of those matters into account, we 
think that the proposal that we have put forward is 
the most appropriate one. Another element to bear 
in mind is that of the public purse. There would be 
a considerable cost to putting the bund in. As we 
have heard in evidence from Mr Lancaster, there 
would be no benefit to the estate or to travellers. 
We have heard from Mr Greer that a bund would 
not contribute markedly to any reduction in the 
experience of noise. Taking that into account, we 
think that it would perhaps be better if the money 
that would have to be spent filling the gap is either 
not spent or used elsewhere.  

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief.  

The Assessor: Mr Miller, you now have the 
opportunity to question the witnesses. 

Mark Miller: We originally asked for a 
commitment at least to be consulted on the 
placement of the gantries, if only because at that 
point we could not be told where the gantries 
would be sited. We have now been told. Our 
request was that the gantry should be moved by a 
further 50m, effectively to tuck it out of vision into 
the existing woodland. We have been told that its 
current site is the optimum site, which meets 
operational standards. Do those operational 
standards make it illegal or impossible for the 
gantry to be moved by 50m, or is it just 
undesirable?  

Alan Gillies: It would be outwith the limits set in 
the standards—anything outwith that would have a 
detrimental impact on safety. You can apply for 
departures from standards but you have to 
balance it with a reason. Having consulted the 
visual team, we do not believe that there is 
suitable justification for the reduction in safety 
associated with moving the gantry 50m.  
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10:45 

Mark Miller: I think that the original siting of the 
gantries was meant to be at the more northerly 
aspect of the properties and that, after a large 
amount of visual modelling, the gantries were, with 
agreement, moved to the west, which affects 
properties 13 and 14. Is it fair to say that because 
it was not anticipated that the gantries would be 
put there, the same level of visual modelling was 
not carried out? 

Alan Gillies: I will let Mark answer on the visual 
modelling. 

Mark Lancaster: Sorry, are you suggesting that 
we have not assessed the gantry— 

Mark Miller: All the visuals in the 
photomontages have been taken from the 
northerly aspect. From day one, we requested that 
the same be done from a westerly aspect. That 
has been refused. Was that because initially you 
did not intend for the gantry to be there? Now, we 
are having to find retrospective justification that it 
is okay. 

Mark Lancaster: No. The way in which the 
visual assessment is undertaken is that we have 
people who go out in the field with standard 
checklists and look closely at all the different 
views. There are clearly limitations in that we 
cannot go into everyone’s house and look from 
every window. You go close to the receptor and 
close to where the road will be, and you look in 
both directions. We also use visual envelope 
modelling, to help to define the potential views.  

In producing photomontages, it is not normally 
best practice to take every receptor that has a 
view and model the visual impact—that is just not 
a practical solution. What we do is to identify 
representative viewpoints and use them to assist 
us. Some of the visual modelling that you are 
referring to was done during the consultation 
stage, when we produced views from windows—
on the north side, I think, but they did span a 
reasonably wide view. We had sufficient 
information to assess the impacts on the west-
facing properties, and we are quite content that 
that has been done in a robust and fulsome 
manner. Sometimes we draw the line at producing 
views from every different angle, and we have to 
rely on the assessment process for that.  

Mark Miller: Although we agree that it would be 
unreasonable for us to ask for views to be 
produced from every possible angle, there are 
only two angles, north and west. You only did 
north. The view west is from a north-facing 
property, not from a west-facing property.  

Mark Lancaster: Yes, I understand that, but as 
I said it is about trying to get representative views, 
and we examined the views carefully from the 

west-facing properties as well as the north-facing 
properties.  

Mark Miller: Okay. You talk about the mitigation 
in terms of the woodland, which—if you agree with 
the assessment—will eventually grow up to reduce 
the visual impact of the gantry to half or a third. 
That assessment had to be carried out by us 
because there have been no visuals, drawings or 
help to ascertain that.  

I point out also that if the mitigation work is not 
completed until 2017 or 2018 and we allow 20 
years for the woodland to grow, as per some of 
your correspondence, I will be 72 and my one-
year-old son will be nearly 30. 

The Assessor: Could you make sure that you 
are asking questions? 

Mark Miller: My apologies. 

Is that correct? 

Mark Lancaster: Sorry, I lost the thread of that. 
I was slightly distracted by— 

Mark Miller: That is okay. I am talking about 
mitigation. Is it correct that the mitigation will not 
come into full effect for some considerable time? 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. The planting will take 
time to grow. After 15 years, we would expect a 
reasonable height on top. If you take the bund and 
barrier plus the planting, I think that two thirds of 
the gantry is a reasonable estimate of the height. 
However, we consider all those aspects in making 
judgments in the assessment. 

Mark Miller: Okay. I will move on to the second 
point, which is the gap in the bunding. Our 
concern has been why there needs to be a gap in 
the bunding at precisely that point. We are 
concerned because of the noise and light 
pollution. Our suggestion is to close or reduce the 
gap—or even just shifting it further west would 
help without affecting the public purse. 

Our other concern is that the woodland area, 
which we have been talking about, is not wholly 
owned by Transport Scotland. I am not sure how 
you can guarantee its long-term existence as 
mitigation when the drawings show that you do not 
have ownership of it. 

Mark Lancaster: That is a valid point. Looking 
at the issue in the wider context, the reality is that, 
when we do our assessment, we cannot predict 
exactly how the landscape might change. We 
have to go on our best guess and what is there at 
the moment. There is no reason for us to suppose 
that the woodland belt will not be maintained or be 
there in 15 years. It is one of those things: if you 
secure every piece of planting for screening and 
the existing woodland in the surrounding area, it 
becomes more and more onerous. We have to go 
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on the basis of probability that the woodland will 
still be intact. 

Mark Miller: But you are using it as mitigation at 
this point, or justification— 

Mark Lancaster: It is not mitigation as such. It 
is existing woodland that is helping to provide 
screening.  

Mark Miller: Our question was: can we be given 
some reassurance on its longevity? That would 
then give us peace of mind that the gap in the 
bunding will not affect us quite so much.  

Mark Lancaster: That is probably a question for 
Transport Scotland, in relation to land purchase 
and the rest of it. We do not believe that it is 
justifiable to purchase the land on that basis. 

Frazer Henderson: That is right, and on that 
basis I do not think that we can give the solace 
that you are looking for. 

The Assessor: Is the wood part of the designed 
landscape? 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. 

The Assessor: What can we take from that in 
terms of the longevity of the wood? 

Mark Lancaster: I think that it is far less likely to 
disappear overnight because the designed 
landscape is protected. The particular area of 
woodland in question is a 19th century addition to 
the estate that was partly to define the boundary, 
so it has an importance to the estate. 

The Assessor: What process, if any, would the 
owner of the ground have to go through if they 
were to decide that it was in their interest to have 
the wood, in part or in whole, taken down? 

Mark Lancaster: I do not believe that it is 
covered by any tree preservation order, so they 
would not have to apply for a licence for felling in 
those terms. As far as I am aware, there is no 
specific protection in place for those particular 
trees, but the wood is part of a designed 
landscape, which is in itself protected. 

The Assessor: What process would the 
planning authority have to follow to secure a tree 
preservation order? Sorry if you cannot answer 
these questions straight off the cuff—I am trying to 
establish the degree of comfort that the objector 
could get from the established position. 

Mark Lancaster: The objectors could certainly 
go to the planning authority to request that trees 
be put under a tree preservation order for a 
particular purpose. Amenity is one purpose, and 
the visual screening aspect could be brought into 
that. 

Mark Miller: Could I ask why, on one of the 
drawings, the northern portion of a strip of 

woodland has been marked for compulsory 
purchase and the southern portion has been 
marked for compulsory purchase but there is a 
small gap in the middle? It makes up about 25 per 
cent of the woodland and is giving us concern. 

Mark Lancaster: I will probably have to refer to 
someone else. 

Frazer Henderson: I can answer that. Things 
have been moving in respect of land acquisition as 
we have addressed issues with various objectors. 
I understand that the northern part is required for 
aspects connected with the road, and I believe 
that the southern part is required for environmental 
mitigation in relation to bat habitat. It is now our 
policy not to acquire land by compulsory purchase 
for bat mitigation if we can obtain a lease with 
landowners. Therefore, the maps that have gone 
out reflect the position that compulsory purchase 
is our default position only if a lease cannot be 
obtained with individual landowners. 

Mark Miller: Could that central portion not form 
part of that? I have a drawing here. It seems like a 
very small portion, but it would have a significant 
impact if it were removed. 

Frazer Henderson: The answer to that is 
simply that our environmental team, which looks at 
where the appropriate mitigation should take 
place, has identified those areas that it thinks have 
the correct characteristics, particularly for bat 
mitigation purposes. I cannot really go any further 
than its assessment on that.  

We have already specified in the bill the land 
that we are going to acquire, and we cannot 
change the bill at this stage to acquire more land. 
As I mentioned, our approach is not to acquire 
land but to take it by lease—by coming to some 
arrangement with the existing landowner. Clearly, 
the landowner would need to enter into that 
voluntarily, if indeed it were deemed necessary. 
However, I return to the original issue, which is 
that our environmental assessment is that the land 
is not required. 

Mark Miller: I have nothing further to add. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Gillies, you were asked in 
cross-examination about non-compliance with 
standards and whether that resulted in illegality or 
impossibility. You mentioned something about 
having to apply for a departure if the gantry in 
question were to be moved further from its present 
position. You have also told us something about 
the “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges”. What 
factors are taken into account when seeking 
justification for a departure? 
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11:00 

Alan Gillies: It is usually considered that there 
would have to be a significant environmental or 
cost implication for properties or people. At issue 
is the definition of “significant”. Based on the 
evidence that others have given, we would not be 
able to justify a reduction in safety by moving the 
gantry 50m. 

Ruth Crawford: You may not be able to assist 
the inquiry with my next question, which also 
relates to safety. Let us hope that this never 
happens, but if there were to be a serious or fatal 
accident on a part of the road where there had 
been a departure from or non-compliance with 
standards, would that be taken into account at any 
subsequent inquiry? 

Alan Gillies: It would. That is why Transport 
Scotland has a thorough process. An independent 
standards branch reviews all departures, to ensure 
that they are robust and necessary. If an incident 
were to happen, the issue of the departure would 
be brought up in any subsequent cases. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Lancaster, I may have 
misunderstood the tenor of at least some of the 
questions in cross-examination, but I think that it 
was suggested that you, in co-operation with your 
team, had not assessed the westernmost 
properties. Can you clarify whether you did so? 

Mark Lancaster: We did. 

Ruth Crawford: It was also suggested that 
neither you nor the objector knows exactly what 
the position will look like on the ground in 2035. I 
understand that you are a qualified landscape 
architect. 

Mark Lancaster: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Does your training as a 
landscape architect encompass looking into the 
future? 

Mark Lancaster: It has to, because we are 
designing for the long term. Our experience in 
undertaking assessments has allowed us to gauge 
how things progress over time. 

Ruth Crawford: So landscape architects such 
as you use your skills, qualifications and 
experience when carrying out assessments. 

Mark Lancaster: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: You used the term 
“professional judgment”. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Ultimately, that professional 
judgment is brought to bear on the assessment. 

Mark Lancaster: That is exactly right. 

Ruth Crawford: Although it may be difficult for 
a layperson such as I to telescope into the future, 
to see how something will look, your discipline of 
landscape architect qualifies you to do that. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: We were looking at the 
drawing in figure 12.4g. We can see that the bund 
that is presently shown extends through the 
existing area of planting. As far as you are aware, 
will that area include new planting that is to be 
maintained by the ministers? 

Mark Lancaster: Are you referring to the 
planting to the south? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. 

Mark Lancaster: The land within the land take 
affected area will be replanted. New planting will 
not extend further south. 

Ruth Crawford: The objector also sought 
comfort on what would happen to the woodland. 
On the plan, towards the south, there is a letter 
that is indicative of a bat box. Am I right in 
understanding that the intention is to put a bat box 
in that area? I am not sure whether anyone who is 
presently in the witness team can answer that 
question. 

Frazer Henderson: The plan shows a B in a 
circle, which indicates where bat boxes for bat 
mitigation will go. 

Ruth Crawford: Are bats protected species? 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Can we draw any conclusion 
regarding the longevity of the trees and woodland 
in the area from the fact that bats are protected 
species and that there is the mitigation measure of 
putting in a bat box? 

Frazer Henderson: We can draw the 
conclusion that, because bats are protected, the 
trees cannot be felled if bats are present. 

Ruth Crawford: So the fact that a bat box is 
indicated in the area may provided an added 
degree of comfort in relation to the longevity of the 
woodland. 

Frazer Henderson: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: That may be added to the fact 
that it forms part of the designed landscape. 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: Does Mark Miller wish to give 
evidence on his own behalf? 

Mark Miller: No, I will just close. 
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The Assessor: We will come to that, but I have 
a question for you. Are the rooms that look out 
towards the proposed gantry on its new siting 
living rooms or bedrooms? 

Mark Miller: The rooms on the top floor of the 
two properties in question, which will have line of 
sight, are all bedrooms. The entire back wall of the 
ground floor of the two properties—kitchen space, 
living space and dining space—is glass, so there 
is no hiding from the view. 

The Assessor: So your concern about visual 
impact does not relate solely to the upper part of 
the properties—you are also concerned about 
living rooms on the bottom floor. 

Mark Miller: At the moment, we can find no 
indication that we will not be affected on the 
ground floor, too. It is absolutely clear that we will 
be affected on the first floor. 

The Assessor: We move to closing statements. 

Ruth Crawford: The concerns relating to this 
objector group boil down to two issues, the first of 
which is the siting of the gantry. We have heard 
evidence, which is reflected in a written 
submission, that the gantry in question is sited in 
the optimum position, having regard to the difficult 
balancing act that must be performed from a visual 
point of view and, most crucially, in respect of 
safety issues. Mr Gillies, in particular, explained 
that siting the gantry 50m further west would give 
rise to the need to seek a departure from 
standards and that the criteria that must be 
present before one can justify a departure are not 
satisfied in this case. There would be no 
significant environmental benefit, having regard to 
the cost that would be involved. 

The second issue of concern is the gap in the 
bund. The ministers’ evidence was clear. The gap 
in the bund is there to provide mitigation of the 
impact on the Dundas estate’s designed 
landscape and visual mitigation for road travellers, 
both drivers and passengers. The layperson might 
find it a bit strange that both landscape and drivers 
and passengers are given more weighting, as it 
were, than those who reside in nearby properties, 
who might be subject to an adverse noise impact. 
Although that might seem a strange proposition at 
first, you, sir, might also recall the evidence of Mr 
Gillies to the effect that, if one were to fill in the 
gap at the location, that would give rise to an 
imperceptible change, or a decrease, I should say, 
in the noise impact that will be suffered at those 
properties. Mr Gillies also advised that, albeit that 
the band of the noise impact is 3dB to 4.9dB, that 
being a significant impact, the actual impact at the 
properties that we are talking about is more in the 
region of 3dB to 3.5dB. The reduction, at best, that 
being with bund and barrier, would be 0.6dB. 
Therefore, the ministers respectfully submit that 

any benefit to be achieved from closing the gap is 
outweighed by the benefit that inures to both the 
landscape and the visual receptors described in 
the evidence. 

Sorry—I mentioned Mr Gillies, but I meant Mr 
Greer. Sir, that is the closing submission for the 
ministers. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Mr Miller, you have 
the last word. 

Mark Miller: In summary, we have had a great, 
significant consultation. We have tried to take a 
pragmatic approach throughout. We have asked 
for the gantry to be moved further west by 50m 
and we have asked for the bunding to be closed, 
reduced or shifted west, or indeed for the 
woodland to be protected as part of the mitigation. 
I am sure that those two points seem relatively 
insignificant in the grand plan, but for us, the 
decision on them is significant. I simply ask for 
your judgment on the matter. 

The Assessor: Thank you for coming along this 
morning and giving evidence, Mr Miller. I think that 
that is all we need to do at the moment on group 
5. 

Hearing closed at 11:13. 

 





 

 

 


