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Scottish Parliament 

Forth Crossing Bill Assessor 
Hearing 

Friday 3 September 2010 

[The Assessor opened the hearing at 09:32] 

Group 38: Linlithgow Cycling 
Action Group 

The Assessor (Professor Hugh Begg): Good 
morning and welcome to the hearing. To allow us 
to get ahead, Mr Morrison, I will give my opening 
remarks later. You will have heard them 
yesterday. 

Thank you for returning today, Mr Morrison; I am 
sorry for any inconvenience that has been caused 
to you. The approach that I will take this morning 
is to ask you to continue questioning Mr Mackay. I 
believe that you have already dealt with provisions 
A, C and D and now want to find out a little bit 
more about the promoter‟s position on the first, 
second, fourth, fifth and seventh minor changes of 
wording mentioned in your rebuttal. 

Alastair Morrison (Linlithgow Cycling Action 
Group): That is correct. 

The Assessor: Once you have questioned Mr 
Mackay, I will ask Ms Crawford whether she 
wishes to re-examine her witness. When she 
completes her re-examination, I will ask you to 
confirm that the approach that we adopted 
yesterday allowed you to give your evidence at a 
time that was suitable to you and in a manner with 
which you were comfortable. If so, I will then move 
on and ask Ms Crawford to make her closing 
remarks with regard to group 38, after which you 
will have an opportunity to summarise for me your 
own points. I hope that that will allow you to get on 
record the best evidence on those matters that are 
still of concern. 

Objector 7 is resting. My understanding is that 
that objector has elected not to come here and, 
accordingly, does not want any oral evidence to be 
heard from any source.  

Alastair Morrison: That is right. 

The Assessor: Thank you. If that is a 
satisfactory process for you, Ms Crawford, we can 
move on. Is that helpful? 

Ruth Crawford QC: Yes, sir. As I flagged up 
yesterday, I may have one or two questions—and 
I think it would be only one or two—to ask in chief 
relative to objector 7. 

The Assessor: Thank you all for your patience 
and for getting us back into the swing of things. Mr 
Morrison, will you continue your questioning of Mr 
Mackay? 

Alastair Morrison: Yes. I will start with the first 
minor change of wording. The original wording at 
issue was altered in revision 1 of the code of 
construction practice and has not been 
subsequently altered in revision 2. The most 
recent version of the wording is: 

“to mitigate disruption to road, cycle track, other path, 
waterway and other users.” 

That is what appeared in revision 1.  

We are not entirely happy to agree with that 
because cyclists on roads and other paths might 
be forgotten. A cyclist on a cycle track will be 
remembered, but it might be assumed that users 
of roads are vehicles and users of other paths are 
pedestrians. We therefore suggested, I think in our 
written evidence, that the following wording might 
be used, and I ask the promoter whether any 
problem would arise if the suggested wording was 
adopted. That wording is: 

“to mitigate disruption to motor vehicles, cyclists, 
pedestrians, waterway and other users”. 

Andy Mackay (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
As I stated in evidence yesterday, the promoter 
has considered the amendment that was proposed 
by the objector. I refer to my evidence yesterday, 
when I stated the reasons why the promoter is not 
content to incorporate the suggested amendment 
in the code of construction practice. 

Alastair Morrison: Okay. May I move on to the 
second minor change, sir? 

The Assessor: If that is all that you wish to ask 
on the first, please do so. 

Alastair Morrison: On the second minor 
change, the definition of “traffic” has been added 
to the glossary: 

“„Traffic‟ and „road users‟ shall be taken to include both 
motorised and non-motorised users such as pedestrians, 
cyclists and horse riders.” 

There is no harm in including that definition of 
traffic in the glossary, but it does not solve the 
problem. A reader would refer to a glossary only if 
they met a technical term that they were not 
familiar with. It is likely that an engineer would 
believe that he knows the meaning of “traffic”. He 
would therefore not consult the glossary and 
would not be reminded of cyclists if he had already 
forgotten about them. 

There needs to be something in section 4 of the 
code of construction practice to make the engineer 
consult the glossary. One possible method has 
been mentioned in our written evidence—general 
comment 6—but I feel that that is a sledgehammer 
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to crack a nut. Our original suggestion seems 
simpler and more likely to solve the problem. My 
question is: how will the promoter ensure that the 
engineer remembers that “traffic” includes 
cyclists? 

Andy Mackay: Sir, I covered this point 
yesterday in my evidence. I add to that only to 
clarify that the code of construction practice is a 
document in its entirety. Compliance with the code 
is covered as a requirement in section 67 of the 
Forth Crossing Bill, and that section does not 
exclude any part of the code from consideration. 
The engineers who are involved in constructing 
the project would take forward traffic regulation 
orders and the like. Engineers with that experience 
well understand and know that traffic includes all 
the users mentioned in the definition in the 
glossary, to which I also referred yesterday.  

The Assessor: So the answer is that you will 
rely on the engineers‟ professional experience and 
expertise. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. 

Alastair Morrison: The third minor change has 
been agreed. We move on to the fourth and fifth 
minor changes. They are perhaps the two most 
important of the minor changes and neither was 
addressed in revision 2. The problem to be solved 
in the first was explained in the written evidence 
and we suggested that a compromise solution 
would be to add the sentence: 

“If there is a conflict between the Traffic Signs Manual 
and the safety of cyclists, the safety of cyclists will take 
precedence.” 

However, the response in the promoter‟s written 
evidence was brief and did not take up that 
suggestion. If there was a conflict between the 
“Traffic Signs Manual” and the safety of cyclists in 
a particular instance, which should take 
precedence? 

Andy Mackay: The “Traffic Signs Manual”, 
which sets out the requirements for traffic 
management, has considered the needs and 
safety of all road users, including cyclists. That is 
one of the key reasons why there is such a 
document, which sets out the standards that are to 
be applied for all traffic management measures.  

I gave evidence yesterday on specific concerns 
about departing from the recognised standards 
that are to be applied and I do not envisage that 
there would be a significant safety gain to cyclists 
in not following the set standards. Rather, there 
might be a heightened risk to them if an ad hoc 
approach to standards were taken. 

Alastair Morrison: Is there any way of anyone 
being certain that rigidly following the “Traffic 
Signs Manual” will never prejudice the safety of 
cyclists? 

Andy Mackay: There is a risk to all road users 
when they take to the road. That is precisely the 
reason why significant time has been spent 
developing standards that are to be applied 
consistently. The application of consistent 
standards to traffic management on different 
sections of the road network increases safety and 
awareness of what may be expected ahead. 

Alastair Morrison: Our difficulty arises in part 
because we have not read the whole of chapter 8 
of the “Traffic Signs Manual” but, even if we had, it 
would not be conclusive because a situation might 
still arise that had not been envisaged. Will you 
reassure me that the specific example given in our 
written evidence could not have been caused by 
rigidly following the “Traffic Signs Manual”. That is 
the sign that indicated “no right turn” with no 
exclusion for cyclists. It left the matter at that—no 
right turn, full stop. 

Andy Mackay: Is that in your written evidence 
or the rebuttal submission? 

Alastair Morrison: It is in our written evidence 
of 19 July. 

The Assessor: Does it refer to something that 
happened on 19 September 2007? 

Alastair Morrison: Yes, that is right. 

09:45 

The Assessor: It is on page 3 of the document 
that I have, Mr Mackay—I do not know whether 
that takes you anywhere. 

I point out that this is dealing with Kincardine 
bridge again, and yesterday I put it fairly strongly 
that we would not deal further with Kincardine 
bridge. However, you might be making a general 
point, so I will allow it to proceed. 

Alastair Morrison: Yes, it is a hypothetical 
example. 

Andy Mackay: Sir, I think that Mr Morrison is 
suggesting that a specific non-standard sign 
should be used. However, the use of signs is 
covered by the regulations that are referred to in 
the code of construction practice and it is a matter 
of law that non-standard signs cannot be used, as 
they are not enforceable. If someone were to 
follow directions from what might be construed as 
an information sign rather than a sign that was 
approved by the regulations and an incident arose 
from that circumstance, that would be a very 
serious matter indeed. 

Alastair Morrison: If a serious accident 
happened because the information was not 
supplied, would that also be a serious matter? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that would be a serious 
matter. As I explained yesterday, any inquiry into 
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an incident, if there were one, would consider 
whether the standards and regulations had been 
applied correctly and appropriately. 

Alastair Morrison: I will leave the fourth 
suggested minor change there and move on to the 
fifth suggested minor change, concerning the 
make-up of the traffic management working group. 

The Assessor: For the record, it is a suggested 
minor change to paragraph 4.2.3—is that correct? 

Alastair Morrison: Yes, to paragraph 4.2.3 of 
the code of construction practice. The present 
wording states that the traffic management 
working group will be formed of 

“representatives from roads authorities and the emergency 
services.” 

We originally suggested that Cycling Scotland 
might be added to that list, but we withdrew that 
and made a compromise suggestion that the 
wording should state that the traffic management 
working group would include at least one person 
who had an incentive to make sure that cycling 
was considered separately. That was not followed 
up by the promoter. Am I right in thinking that the 
term “roads authorities” would include Transport 
Scotland and the local authorities that are 
responsible for particular roads? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct—it would. 

Alastair Morrison: Supposing that wording 
were accepted, would there be anything to prevent 
the traffic management working group from 
including someone who has an incentive to make 
sure that cycling is separately considered, and 
choosing that person either from Transport 
Scotland or from one of the local authorities in the 
relevant area? 

Andy Mackay: In my evidence yesterday, I 
explained that those organisations have a 
statutory responsibility for the safe operation of 
roads for all road users, including cyclists. The 
only evidence that I would add to that is the fact 
that local authorities have their own cycling 
officers and pedestrian officers. 

Transport Scotland has significant experience of 
providing cycle provision associated with trunk 
road schemes. I do not think that adding the 
specific reference would add anything to the level 
of protection that cyclists would be offered under 
the code. I do not think that it would add to the 
level of consideration that cyclists would be given 
as road users. 

Alastair Morrison: I will leave that point there. 

The sixth minor change was withdrawn at an 
early stage, so we are left with the seventh minor 
change—paragraph 4.2.3 of the code of 
construction practice—which is part of the bulleted 

list. This minor change was not in the original 
objection but was added in the written evidence. 

The Assessor: I am sorry. Could you tell me 
where I might see the seventh change? 

Alastair Morrison: It appears in the objector‟s 
written evidence, towards the end. It is the last 
item in our written evidence. 

The Assessor: You have withdrawn the 
Sustrans one—paragraph 4.3.9. 

Alastair Morrison: That is right. 

The Assessor: I am not quite sure where you 
go after that. 

Alastair Morrison: That was the end of the 
minor changes that were listed in our original 
objection. In our written evidence we added this 
one request for a minor change, which I think is 
permitted. 

The Assessor: Could you just link it in to where 
you have been before? I do not have an 
immediate record of what you are suggesting as 
an amendment. In fact, I think that it runs contrary. 
The papers that I have in front of me are 
voluminous. You tell us in your first rebuttal that 
the seventh minor change was not in your original 
objection. 

Alastair Morrison: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am inclined to hear what you 
have to say, but you have to remember that it was 
not in your original objection. 

Alastair Morrison: No, but we are allowed to 
give written evidence at the time of written 
evidence submission. 

The Assessor: Yes. 

Alastair Morrison: We asked for clarification of 
the meaning of the item in the bulleted list that 
simply said that there are factors that the traffic 
management working group has to take into 
consideration. One of them was “pedestrian, 
equestrian and cyclist routes”—as simple as that. 
Our request was that the meaning of that should 
be clarified. We pointed out that at least three—
and probably more—possible meanings could be 
understood from that wording. We were concerned 
that although the promoter might have an intention 
that was satisfactory to us, the contractor might, in 
applying the rules, take a totally different 
interpretation, so a legal argument could result. 
Clarification was requested. 

The response was to put in the glossary a 
definition of what was meant by pedestrian, 
equestrian and cycle routes. The definition is that 
they are routes that are used by pedestrians, 
equestrians and cyclists. I think that you would 
probably wish that definition to be removed from 
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the glossary immediately, given that it is absurd. I 
would wish it to be removed. It is better for it to be 
removed, because I am afraid that it brings the 
whole glossary into disrepute. 

The Assessor: What do you understand to be 
the meaning of “pedestrian, equestrian and cyclist 
routes”? 

Alastair Morrison: I have given three possible 
meanings. There is one meaning that I would like 
and there are two other meanings that I would not 
wish. On a suggested solution, it seems to me 
from the definition in the glossary that Transport 
Scotland does not know what it means by the 
wording. Would not it be simpler to alter the bullet 
point to refer to pedestrians, equestrians and 
cyclists, which the traffic management working 
group would then have to consider? 

The Assessor: Mr Mackay, will you take that 
question? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. I refer to paragraph 4.2.6 in 
revision 2 of the code. The bullet point list is a list 
of information to be included in the traffic 
management plan. I do not see how that could 
include pedestrians, equestrians and cyclists per 
se, but it could include details of the routes that 
they use—existing routes and proposed diversions 
for those routes. Perhaps we can give a slight 
clarification that it is pedestrian, equestrian and 
cyclist routes, and clarify that both existing routes 
and proposed diversions to those routes are 
meant. 

We may be able to find wording to clarify that 
routes could be jointly used by those groups or 
individually used—a cycle track could be used 
jointly by pedestrians and cyclists, whereas a 
footway could be used by pedestrians only, for 
example. We can probably amend the wording to 
cover that point. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Given that we are 
talking about work in progress, would you be 
content for Transport Scotland to bend its mind to 
that matter, Mr Morrison? 

Alastair Morrison: Yes. That would be 
satisfactory. Even what has just been said would 
be a better definition than what is in the bullet 
point as it stands. 

The Assessor: That is very helpful. Thank you 
very much, Mr Morrison and Mr Mackay. 

Alastair Morrison: That is the end of the list of 
my changes. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much, Mr 
Morrison. We move on to questions in re-
examination, but only on the objection that we are 
discussing. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. Can you hear 
me, Mr Morrison? 

Alastair Morrison: I can at the moment, but I 
am using my hearing aid, so it would help if you 
spoke to me rather than to the microphone. 

Ruth Crawford: Certainly. 

Good morning, Mr Mackay. I would like to take 
up a couple of points with you. First, who is to 
chair the traffic management working group? Is it 
Transport Scotland? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. It is my understanding that 
Transport Scotland will chair it. 

Ruth Crawford: We know from the evidence 
that has been given thus far that Transport 
Scotland is very much aware of cyclists‟ needs. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: On concerns that may arise as 
the project progresses, you told us in an earlier 
session that there is provision for a 24-hour hotline 
in the code of construction practice. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. I referred to paragraph 
2.3.1 of the code. 

Ruth Crawford: If, for whatever reason, an 
unforeseen problem arose that related to cycling 
safety and/or convenience, could that be raised 
via the 24-hour hotline? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, it could be. It may be of 
assistance to the objector to know that the hotline 
number will be on the project website. 

Ruth Crawford: We have also heard something 
about the education centre. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. An education centre has 
been proposed. It is hoped that it will be located at 
the Forth Estuary Transport Authority‟s office, but 
the location is yet to be decided. 

Ruth Crawford: Would it be possible to intimate 
any concerns at the education centre as the 
project goes forward? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: No doubt you have listened 
carefully to the concerns that Mr Morrison has now 
articulated. You have indicated one manner in 
which you propose to revise the code—at 
paragraph 4.2.6, I think—to provide clarification. 
Having had regard to the concerns that Mr 
Morrison has aired, are there any other revisions 
that could be or ought to be made to the code? 

10:00 

Andy Mackay: No. I am content that the code 
provides adequately for the safety of cyclists and 
other road users. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding 
that, if somebody complains in relation to a cycling 
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matter via the hotline, that complaint will be 
directed to the traffic management working group? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. The traffic management 
working group would consider complaints in 
relation to cycling. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I have no 
further questions in re-examination. 

The Assessor: In that case, given the 
procedure that I have identified and to which I 
understand the parties have agreed, when you are 
ready, will you move on to your closing 
submission? 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. The objection 
has been concerned with various fears that Mr 
Morrison raised in relation to the code of 
construction practice. We have heard from Mr 
Mackay that full account has been taken of those 
fears and anxieties. Certain revisions have been 
made in revisions 1 and 2 of the code. It was 
explained clearly in evidence that the promoter 
has an obligation to ensure the safety of all road 
users, including cyclists, and that the code of 
construction practice has that very much at the 
forefront. 

As was also explained, the code has been built 
on experience from projects, including that at 
Kincardine. Another point of relevance to the 
group is that the code complies with certain 
signage manuals and guidance, which set out the 
standard practice and are therefore known to 
contractors and road users. The standard practice 
takes account of the use of roads by all, and does 
not ignore cyclists. Transport Scotland‟s 
submission is that it would be undesirable to 
depart from previous practice and guidance, the 
latter of which ensures continuity and certainty of 
approach for all. 

As the project progresses, unforeseen problems 
may arise. In that case, there is provision in the 
code of construction practice to address those 
concerns, in particular via the 24-hour hotline. If 
there is a complaint relating to cycling issues, that 
would be directed to the traffic management 
working group, as we heard from Mr Mackay in re-
examination. I remind the inquiry that that group 
will be chaired by Transport Scotland, which of 
course is very much aware of the cycling 
community‟s concerns. 

Therefore, other than the revisal that Mr Mackay 
suggested in cross-examination to clarify the 
fourth bullet point in paragraph 4.2.6 of the code of 
construction practice, the promoter submits that 
there is no need to change the code to ensure 
safety. Indeed, the changes that Mr Morrison has 
suggested might be undesirable, in that they might 
lead to greater uncertainty. 

The Assessor: Mr Morrison, you have the final 
words. 

Alastair Morrison: We have said in our written 
submission and elsewhere that we are testing the 
adequacy of the provisions in the code of 
construction practice according to whether they 
will ensure that the problems that occurred in an 
unmentionable previous project cannot occur 
during the construction of the approaches to the 
Forth replacement crossing. 

The provisions that are currently offered do not 
pass that test for all cycle trips. It is true that 
because several national cycle routes converge on 
the Forth bridge and because cyclists are 
excluded from the A90, an unusually high 
proportion of cycle trips that intersect the 
construction zone will enter and leave it by 
national cycle routes and should therefore be free 
from problems. 

However, many cycle trips will not enter and 
leave the construction zone by national cycle 
routes. I do not know whether that figure is 50 per 
cent or 5 per cent of trips, but a substantial 
number of trips will not be undertaken on national 
cycle routes. That is because in many cases there 
is no practical alternative route, which is a 
completely justifiable reason. A few cyclists might 
enter the construction zone by road unwittingly, 
because they are not aware of safer alternative 
routes. A few might simply have lost their way. A 
cyclist should not be penalised for making a poor 
choice of route by being knocked off his bike by a 
lorry. 

For those reasons, we believe that all diversion 
routes should be considered separately from the 
point of view of cyclists, whether they are on a 
road or a path, and regardless of whether that 
road or path is a designated cycle route. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much indeed, 
Mr Morrison. Thank you for attending; I am sorry 
that we had to bring you back—I hope that it did 
not inconvenience you. 

Alastair Morrison: I am glad to have been 
brought back to get things off my chest rather than 
to have been cut short in the middle. 

The Assessor: I hope that you feel that the 
process has been adequate for that purpose. 

Alastair Morrison: Are you now proceeding to 
deal with objection 7? 

The Assessor: Yes, we are. I invite you to retire 
from your current seat—although if you can hear 
better from there, that is fine. I simply remind you 
that you will not be giving any oral evidence. 

Alastair Morrison: I am now an observer. 

The Assessor: You are, indeed. 
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Alastair Morrison: Okay—fair enough. 

The Assessor: With that useful preface, we 
move on to objection 7 which, as I understand it, 
concerns traffic impact on Builyeon Road. You will 
have to keep me right on the pronunciation, Ms 
Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: That is how I pronounce it, but 
I am not sure that my pronunciation is correct. 

The Assessor: That is two of us, at least. 

Ruth Crawford: Good morning, gentlemen. You 
will see, sir, that Messrs Duff, Shackman and 
Gillies will be giving evidence on this group. 

The Assessor: I should apologise to Mr Duff; I 
did mean Mr Mackay. 

Alan Duff (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): That 
is okay. I have slightly more hair than Mr Mackay. 

The Assessor: At my age, I make no comment. 

Ruth Crawford: I have only one or two 
questions that I would like to put to you. You will 
have seen the response to the promoter‟s written 
evidence in relation to the objector‟s concern 
about the impact of diverted motor traffic on 
cycling on Builyeon Road and its continuation at 
the B8020 north of Winchburgh. Now that you 
have considered that response, does the promoter 
alter the view that is expressed in paragraph 3.2.2 
of its written evidence, which says that the 
increase in traffic will be a low-volume increase 
that 

“will not significantly impact recreational and cycling 
safety”? 

Lawrence Shackman (Transport Scotland): 
We do. 

Ruth Crawford: That being so, does the 
promoter consider it necessary to accede to the 
changes that are sought by the objector, which are 
that a new access road to Builyeon Road should 
not be built; that as much as possible of the 
existing poor-quality Builyeon Road should remain 
on its present alignment, crossing the new 
motorway by a small bridge; and that 
cycleways/footways should be provided on a 
section of the B820 or on a section of the A904, as 
described in the response? 

Lawrence Shackman: We believe that the 
proposals are adequate and proportionate to 
satisfy the requirements of cyclists traversing the 
scheme. 

Perhaps I could go into a bit more detail on the 
background. I re-emphasise the fact that cyclists 
are an extremely important part of the community 
traffic, however you want to describe them, and 
that they will be given proper consideration in the 
development of the scheme. Given what Mr 
Mackay said in the last part of his evidence, 

particularly the fact that Transport Scotland will 
chair the traffic management working group, I 
believe that cyclists will be given appropriate 
consideration in all traffic management schemes. 

The criteria for establishing the need or 
otherwise for cycling and footpath facilities are 
contained in “Cycling by Design”, which is the 
recognised Scottish design standard for such 
facilities. It has been developed in consultation 
with the various cycling bodies and through 
feedback on the previous version of the standard, 
which was issued in 1999. 

By way of a brief description, I should say that 
“Cycling by Design” contains a hierarchy of design 
features that can be determined on the basis of 
cycle and traffic flows on a particular link. At the 
lower end of the hierarchy, cyclists would share 
road space with vehicles, while at the upper end 
cycle facilities would be fully segregated from 
those of the road. That provides an appropriate 
balance of infrastructure provision with regard not 
only to safety and cost, but to other factors, 
including environmental factors, that are also 
taken into consideration. A similar hierarchy exists 
for footpaths and the combination or separation of 
cycle and footpath facilities. 

With regard to the scheme in the objector‟s area 
of interest, we have stated that 3m-wide 
cycleway/footways are proposed around the South 
Queensferry junction, which will provide 
substantial additional capacity compared with the 
criteria that are set out in “Cycling by Design”. 
Additionally, a 0.5m-wide separation strip is being 
provided between these footway/cycleways and 
the running carriageway that will carry the cars. 
The idea will be to provide connectivity with not 
only the Builyeon Road, which is referred to in the 
objection, and the A904 to the west, but with the 
roads to the east of the junction. In addition, there 
will be on-call facilities—in other words, traffic 
signal controls—that cyclists or pedestrians can 
press to guide the traffic to red as it comes to the 
top of the slip roads that the footway/cycleways 
cross, allowing those cyclists or pedestrians to 
cross safely. 

We believe that the footbridge that is suggested 
in the rebuttal as a possible link across the new 
route to provide a separate facility for cyclists and 
pedestrians cannot be justified under the criteria in 
“Cycling by Design”. The real criterion for making 
such a move viable is that flows should exceed 
200 cyclists an hour, and I believe that our figures 
for cyclists‟ movements in the area fall will below 
that level. 

Existing traffic flows on the A904 are clearly 
towards the upper end of the hierarchy that is 
stated in “Cycling by Design” but, as I made clear 
in relation to the footbridge, cycle flows are much 
too low to justify a separate segregated cycle 
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provision. The overall effect of this project—Mr 
Duff might be able to amplify this in a moment—is 
that there will be a small increase in relative terms 
in existing traffic. I also believe that there are a 
number of alternative cycling routes between 
Linlithgow and the Kirkliston and South 
Queensferry area. As has been previously 
recorded at the inquiry, the fact is that flows will 
increase on the A904. 

We are not aiming to provide a new area-wide 
cycle network or to re-examine the cycle network 
on associated roads well off the line of the 
scheme. However, as part of the project, we 
intend to provide cycle facilities appropriate to the 
existing road network that will be affected by the 
works. On the local roads, efforts to promote 
cycling in the form of new cycleways and, indeed, 
footpaths are really matters for the relevant local 
authority. 

I think that is all I wanted to get off my chest. 

Ruth Crawford: It seems to be a morning for 
getting things off our chests. 

I have no further questions in chief, sir. 

The Assessor: I have no questions for Mr Duff 
or Mr Shackman. 

As there are no further matters to be taken up 
with regard to this objector and hence this group, I 
thank Mr Morrison again for his attendance. 
Before we move on group 46, who are Mr and Mrs 
Mcluskey, we will have a five-minute break. 

10:14 

Hearing suspended. 

10:19 

On resuming— 

Group 46: Mr and Mrs  
M Mcluskey 

The Assessor: Good morning. If everyone is 
ready, I would like to press ahead. As a matter of 
convention, I will read my introductory remarks, 
which are as follows. As you know, at the first 
hearing I made a number of remarks regarding the 
conduct of participants at these hearings and 
provided further information about my role in the 
process. I will not repeat that information today, 
because copies of it are readily available to all. 

I turn to some domestic matters. There are 
toilets nearby, to which staff can direct you. If we 
hear a fire alarm today, it is not a drill—we should 
leave the room without delay and in an orderly 
fashion, following the signage of which most of us 
are now fully aware. I ask that all mobile 
telephones, BlackBerry devices and laptops be 
switched off and remain off for the duration of the 
proceedings. 

As you have probably gathered, I am keen to 
make good progress. I propose to divide our day 
into two sessions. We have already had an hour. I 
hope to continue until about 1 o‟clock—perhaps 
1.30—to have a break of about half an hour or an 
hour for lunch and to complete the proceedings 
well before 6 pm. As you know, I have all the 
written evidence before me. There is no need to 
repeat any points that are made in the written 
evidence, unless that is required for direct 
answers to questions. I welcome brevity and 
clarity in both questions and answers. With those 
matters out of the way, I ask Ms Crawford to start 
us off. 

Ruth Crawford: Good morning. You will have 
seen from the timetable that the outstanding 
matter in the group is construction working 
hours—it seems be the only matter in dispute 
between the parties. Mr Mackay is probably best 
able to provide you with further information on the 
matter. 

Good morning, Mr Mackay. You will know from 
the rebuttal that there is a question mark against 
the start-up time for construction. The objectors 
seek revisals in relation to that and an overall 
reduction in the number of working hours. What 
are your comments on the issue? 

Andy Mackay: There is one matter that is worth 
drawing to your attention in relation to the start-up 
time. On Monday, when I explained to the hearing 
the revisions that had been made to the code of 
construction practice, I made reference, in relation 
to revision 2, to a change in paragraph 3.4.1 of the 



335  3 SEPTEMBER 2010  336 
 

 

code of construction practice. I explained that the 
normal working hours on Saturday had been 
amended to end at 6 pm, which was in line with 
the committee‟s request at stage 1. I also 
explained that, in revision 1, the normal working 
hours for the road-building sections had been 
amended to start at 8 am, with a 30-minute start-
up time prior to that, and that that was in line with 
the normal working hours for the Airdrie to 
Bathgate scheme. There were questions about 
whether that was in fact the case. In the letter to 
the minister with the stage 1 report, the committee 
asked for a start-up time of 8 am but went on to 
say that it wanted the normal working hours to be 
wholly in accordance with those for the Airdrie to 
Bathgate scheme. 

I have a copy of the relevant extract from the 
Airdrie to Bathgate railway code of construction 
practice. The second, third and fourth lines of the 
first paragraph of section 4.1 of the document, on 
page 30 of 103, state: 

“the normal hours of work will be between 0800 and 
1900 Monday to Friday and between 0800 and 1800 on 
Saturdays.” 

The amendment to 18:00 in revision 2 was made 
to be in line with that requirement. 

The second paragraph clarifies that 

“On weekdays there will be a half hour start up period 
between 0730 and 0800.” 

That was in advance of the commencement of 
normal working hours at 8 am.  

I advise that there will have to be a further 
revision to the code of construction practice for 
this project, because we also have the start-up 
time commencing 30 minutes in advance of 
normal working hours on a Saturday, so we would 
have to amend that to be wholly in line with the 
committee‟s wishes that the provisions in the 
Airdrie to Bathgate code of construction practice 
are reflected accurately. 

The Assessor: Just in summary, the warm-up 
time is to be taken away. Is that right? 

Andy Mackay: On Saturdays. 

Ruth Crawford: On that point, I take it that, as 
you indicated, a further revision would be 
submitted to the committee for its consideration 
and, if it is so minded, approval. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: The other area of concern for 
the objectors in their rebuttal appears to relate to 
seeking to exclude Saturdays entirely and to have 
work on the site directly behind their properties 
and to either side of their properties restricted to 
Monday to Friday between 8 am—inclusive of 
warming-up time—and 5 pm. What is the 
promoter‟s response to that suggestion? 

Andy Mackay: I think that it is worth restating 
part of the provisions that are in the code on 
working hours and the level of protection that is 
offered to adjacent residents. This relates to the 
approvals that are required for all construction 
activities through the noise management 
procedures in section 5, which apply to all works 
and not just working hours. 

In relation to a reduction in the scope of normal 
working hours so that they end at 5 pm and 
exclude Saturdays, one key factor that has to be 
remembered for all road construction projects is 
that some, or indeed a lot, of the construction 
works are weather dependent. At times it is 
necessary to work for longer periods, for example 
up to 7 o‟clock in the evening or on a Saturday, to 
get the work done efficiently and effectively. 

Linking into that, almost the flip side of the coin 
is that during winter periods, for example, when 
weather conditions are not as good, 
notwithstanding that normal working hours may be 
longer and include Saturdays, it is quite common 
on road construction projects for the actual 
construction activities to be of much shorter 
duration and quite often not to take place at 
weekends because of the weather conditions. 

Ruth Crawford: Taking up that point, we know, 
because we have heard something on the matter 
already from you in other sessions, that there are 
commitments in the code of construction practice 
to liaise and engage with communities affected by 
the project. For example, in paragraph 2.2.2 of the 
code of construction practice, we see in the third 
bullet point that the strategy 

“will include details of the procedures to ... consult with and 
inform affected communities about the timetable of the 
construction works”. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, we do. 

Ruth Crawford: Information will also be 
provided 

“on the enquiry and complaints procedures.” 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: So can we take it that a 
community such as that covered by group 46 
would be told about the timetable applicable to the 
area in which they live? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, we can. 

10:30 

Ruth Crawford: Do you understand this group 
to have been advised by Transport Scotland that 
the project manager will communicate with them 
directly prior to the works starting in the area that 
is immediately affected? 
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Andy Mackay: Yes, that undertaking has been 
given. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
in chief. 

The Assessor: Let me follow that up a little. 
From my reading of the code of construction 
practice, I understand that there is also an 
obligation to take into account the cumulative 
effect of working hours that are longer than 
normal. Is that correct? 

Andy Mackay: That is correct. That 
requirement is brought through from the 
environmental statement, which also assesses 
cumulative impacts. 

The Assessor: So, the objectors not only would 
be informed, but would have some comfort that 
their views would be taken into account if they 
were able to demonstrate that there had been a 
large number of extensions to the normal working 
hours. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. 

The Assessor: You have given a ball-park 
figure for the problem of delay. You have also 
indicated that the length of normal working hours 
might be extended because of bad weather, which 
I can well understand. What would be the 
additional cost to the project of, let us say, just one 
day‟s delay? 

Andy Mackay: The figure that was given at 
stage 1 was around £1 million per day. 

The Assessor: That is the figure that I 
remember. That helps me to understand the 
evidence that you have just given. Thank you very 
much. I have no further questions. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no re-examination, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, we conclude 
consideration of this group and can move on to the 
next one. I will give us five minutes to arrange 
ourselves. 

10:31 

Hearing suspended. 

10:36 

On resuming— 

Group 30: Kirkliston Community 
Council 

The Assessor: If we are ready, we can proceed 
to group 30. I have here a list of eight matters that 
are outstanding. Perhaps we can review our 
understanding of them, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: I would be obliged if Mr 
Henderson provided the inquiry with an update of 
where we are at with group 30. 

Frazer Henderson (Transport Scotland): 
Good morning. We have contacted the lead 
objector, Mr Steve Lee, and have made him aware 
of undertakings that we have already given in 
respect of the community of Kirkliston. The first 
undertaking is that a prohibition will be placed on 
heavy construction traffic travelling through the 
village. The second undertaking is that we will 
provide a 2.5m high barrier running approximately 
250m along the M9 behind the properties of 
Kirklands Park Grove. Thirdly, we have advised 
the community that there will be a prohibition on 
the parking of vehicles belonging to construction 
staff within a 2-mile radius of Kirkliston—that is 
referenced in paragraph 4.6.8 of the code of 
construction practice. We have also advised the 
community of a further revision to the code of 
construction practice, which Mr Mackay mentioned 
earlier in the week, whereby the community 
council is now specifically mentioned in paragraph 
2.2.3 as a participant in a specific community 
forum. 

The Assessor: Along with other community 
councils in the area. 

Frazer Henderson: Yes, sir. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I will advise you of the 
evidence that I intend to take from the promoter in 
relation to group 30. I intend to rest on the written 
evidence on issue 6, the redesign of the M9 
junction 1A. I also intend to rest on the written 
evidence on issues 1, 2 and 3. However, I invite 
the inquiry, in considering issues 1, 2 and 3, to 
take account also of the undertakings to which Mr 
Henderson has just referred and the evidence that 
I intend to lead relative to the Control of Pollution 
Act 1974 and the code of construction practice, as 
that might have an impact and bearing on the 
points that are raised by issues 1, 2 and 3. For 
example, it is my submission that the effects on 
Kirkliston will be affected by some of the revisions 
to the code of construction practice. Indeed, the 
code of construction practice is relevant in that 
regard. 
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The Assessor: Yes, I understand the link. I am 
obliged. 

Ruth Crawford: The witness for this session 
will primarily be Mr Mackay, but we might also 
hear from Mr Greer, from whom you have already 
heard evidence, sir. 

The Assessor: Good morning, Mr Greer. 

Richard Greer (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good morning, sir. 

Ruth Crawford: As I understand the objector‟s 
evidence, the objection is to the exemption from 
sections 60 and 61 and 63 to 67 of the Control of 
Pollution Act 1974. We might have touched on this 
in the first hearing this week, but I understand that 
certain revisals have been made to the code of 
construction practice on that point—or, rather, that 
certain revisals are to be made to the bill. Is that 
correct? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. In fact, it is both. I will start 
with the bill. The promoter intends to lodge an 
amendment for consideration by the bill committee 
at stage 2 that would change the provisions that 
have been referred to as restricting the local 
authorities‟ ability to serve notice under the Control 
of Pollution Act 1974. It is intended to leave that 
ability with the local authorities. As part of that 
proposed amendment, it is intended to introduce a 
defence for the contractor in relation to any notice 
that is served that the works are being carried out 
in accordance with the code of construction 
practice. That includes, for example, the 
provisions in the working hours and noise and 
vibration sections, which are of particular 
relevance. 

Ruth Crawford: Is it your understanding that, 
next week, we will consider groups of objectors 
who have an issue in relation to that proposed 
defence? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. Groups 35 
and 36 cover that matter in their written evidence. 

The Assessor: That is Newton and 
Queensferry community councils, is it not? 

Ruth Crawford: No, it is the City of Edinburgh 
Council and West Lothian Council. 

The Assessor: Oh well—near enough. 

Ruth Crawford: With your leave, I propose to 
deal with that particular aspect in next week‟s 
hearings, rather than get into a detailed exposition 
now about the proposed defence and the reason 
for it. 

The Assessor: Thank you for keeping me right. 

Ruth Crawford: At any rate, the promoter 
proposes to lodge an amendment to section 70 of 

the bill, albeit with a defence provision being 
introduced as well. Is that correct, Mr Mackay? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

The Assessor: Sorry, but as I am not legally 
qualified, can you say whether you intend to give 
me evidence that is suitable for a layperson on the 
reason for that defence and what the impact is? 

Ruth Crawford: I intend to do that, but that will 
be next week, because it is a matter of particular 
concern for the two local authorities. 

The Assessor: As long as the issue is covered 
and in a form that will be understandable by the 
laypersons on the bill committee, that is fine. 

Ruth Crawford: Certainly, sir. 

As I understand it, Mr Mackay, certain revisions 
relating to that aspect of local authority control 
have been made to the code of construction 
practice. 

Andy Mackay: That is correct. Those changes 
are listed in the schedule of changes to the code, 
which we provided with revision 2 of the code. In 
particular, I refer to section 5.6, which relates to 
local authority consent. I also refer to the other 
changes to section 5 that are listed in the 
schedule, the majority of which relate to the 
proposed amendment to the bill to which I 
referred. 

Ruth Crawford: Albeit that I have indicated to 
the hearing that I intend to lead further evidence 
on the Control of Pollution Act 1974 next week, in 
broad terms, do you consider that, under the 
proposed amendment to the bill and the revisions 
to the code of construction practice, local 
authorities would be powerless to intervene, which 
appears to be the express concern of group 30? 

Andy Mackay: No. 

10:45 

Ruth Crawford: The next issue that I would like 
to examine with you relates to the code of 
construction practice and also has regard to the 
possible effects on the community of Kirkliston—
increased traffic levels, noise, emissions and 
pollution. When we had the first hearing—on 
group 25—you explained the number of revisions 
that had been made to the code. It might be useful 
to have a look at those. We noted the changes to 
the working hours and that the community council 
is to be a consultee. Can we pause for a moment 
to reflect on the provisions for monitoring and 
construction supervision? There is a whole section 
in the code—section 1.10—on the supervision of 
construction. 

Andy Mackay: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Paragraph 1.10.7 says: 
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“The contractor will make monitoring records available to 
the Employer‟s Representative, local authorities and to 
others identified in paragraph 1.7.7”, 

who are statutory consultees. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: In addition, the code says that 
those 

“Monitoring records will be made available on the 
information website”. 

Andy Mackay: They will. 

Ruth Crawford: Let us go back to the 
environmental management plan, which was a 
particular issue for group 30. We see in paragraph 
1.7.11 of the code that the plan is also to be made 
available on the information website. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: On the monitoring of the 
project‟s environmental effects, am I right in 
understanding that each section of the code that 
deals with specific impacts contains provision for 
monitoring by the contractor? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. It is important to note that 
each of those sections within the individual 
chapters of the code of construction practice has 
to be read against the requirements of section 
1.10—in particular, paragraphs 1.10.3 and 1.10.4. 

Ruth Crawford: In other words, it is not simply 
a question of concluding the contract and handing 
everything over to the contractor to do as he 
wishes. 

Andy Mackay: No. That is correct. Mr 
Shackman covered that at some length on 
Monday. 

Ruth Crawford: Another matter with which we 
dealt on Monday but which might be relevant to 
considering the overall tenor of the objections by 
group 30 is sanctions that may be imposed on the 
contractor. As I understand it, under paragraph 
1.2.3 of the code, the contractor has a contractual 
obligation to comply with the requirements that are 
set out in the code. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, he does. 

Ruth Crawford: I am sorry, Mr Mackay, but I 
looked a bit too quickly at section 1.10 with you. It 
might also be worth while to reflect on paragraph 
1.10.6, which provides: 

“In undertaking the consultations with the local 
authorities and statutory bodies required by paragraph 
1.7.7 of this CoCP, the contractor will ensure that the 
adequacy of monitoring proposals is discussed. Any 
additional monitoring that these, or other relevant bodies 
wish to undertake as part of their duties will be 
accommodated.” 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. The cross-
reference there to paragraph 1.7.7 is particularly 

important and relevant, given the reference to 
those organisations. Following on from that, 
paragraph 1.7.8 also has significant relevance, 
with monitoring being part of the mitigation 
measures that are proposed. The explanation 
given in paragraph 1.7.8 of why that consultation 
is undertaken and its purpose is quite important. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, so when looking at 
paragraph 1.10.6 we read back to paragraph 1.7.7 
and get further information in paragraph 1.7.8. In 
paragraph 1.7.9 we are told in no uncertain terms 
the purpose of the consultation on the 
environmental management plan. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: That being so, having looked at 
the provisions relative to the environmental 
management plan, monitoring, contract 
supervision and the like, and the revisal to 
paragraph 2.2.3, in relation to communication and 
the community council being one of the consulted 
bodies, is it your opinion that the residents of 
Kirkliston will be involved in decisions that have a 
direct impact on them? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Just to complete this evidence, 
we might once again reflect on the objective of 
section 2 relative to liaison and public information, 
having regard to the desire of the residents to be 
involved in decisions that have a direct impact on 
them. The objective in paragraph 2.1.1 of the code 
is: 

“To provide information regarding the construction of the 
Project including works which may affect the public, in a 
timely manner and to facilitate constructive engagement 
with local communities during the construction of the 
project.” 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: With that objective in mind, is it 
your evidence that the residents of Kirkliston can 
be assured that they will be involved in decisions 
that have a direct impact on them? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: It would be fair to say that they 
will not be involved in the decision making, but 
they will be informed about the processes and will 
have an opportunity to have an input. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. I think that 
the relevant part of the code of construction 
practice is paragraph 2.2.2—in fact, section 2.2 in 
its entirety explains consultation and how it would 
be undertaken. 

The Assessor: The obligation is to take 
account of what these persons have to say, but 
there is no obligation on the contractor or 
yourselves to make that contribution decisive. Is 
that really the essence of it? 
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Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. I just did not wish the 
committee to think that I was suggesting that the 
local communities would have that decision-
making power. 

The Assessor: I think that a number of the local 
communities would like to have it. It is helpful to 
have the promoter‟s position made clear. 

Ruth Crawford: I wished to make it clear to the 
committee that the communities will be involved. 

The Assessor: I am sure that that is very clear. 
Thank you very much, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief. As I said, I rest on the evidence in chief that 
I have taken plus the written evidence on the other 
issues that remain in dispute between the 
promoter and this group. You might have 
questions for the witnesses, sir. 

The Assessor: Bearing in mind what you said 
on the Control of Pollution Act 1974 and what I am 
likely to hear later—even if I did not hear it then, it 
would be open to the committee to bring in people 
to speak to it directly—I think that we can let that 
one go. I have no questions. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I do not 
propose to sum up. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. Thank 
you, Mr Greer and Mr Mackay. 

I suggest that we move straight on to groups 28 
and 48. Although they have been separated out, 
perhaps at their own wish, it might be more 
convenient to you, Ms Crawford, to have them 
grouped. I will do it any way you want. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. I have no difficulty in 
addressing both Scotstoun groups 28 and 48 
together. However, I would welcome a five or 10-
minute break. 

The Assessor: Yes. We are well ahead of 
ourselves, so let us make it 10. We will resume in 
10 minutes from now. 

10:56 

Hearing suspended. 

11:19 

On resuming— 

Group 28: Scotstoun 

Group 48: Scotstoun Park 
Residents Association 

The Assessor: We will take groups 28 and 48 
as a combined group. I leave it to Ms Crawford to 
take us forward from there. 

Ruth Crawford: The first thing that I should 
properly do is indicate where I intend to go with 
the two groups. As you will see, some aspects of 
public transport relating to the infrastructure at the 
bus lane off the B800, bridge widening over the 
A90 and changes at the Ferrymuir roundabout are 
relevant to the objections. In one sense, those 
give rise to wider public transport measures such 
as the parallel public transport strategy. It is 
Transport Scotland‟s submission that such wider 
issues are outside the scope of the hearing, 
having been considered at stage 1. That being so, 
I do not propose to take evidence on the parallel 
public transport strategy. In fairness, and by way 
of advance warning, I should say that I understand 
that the City of Edinburgh Council raised such 
issues in its objection and its response. I should 
also flag up the fact that I may have a submission 
to make in relation to that next week, because 
Transport Scotland wishes to adopt the position 
that the matter was considered fully at stage 1 
and, therefore, falls outwith the scope of this stage 
of consideration of the bill. 

The Assessor: It may be useful if I offer a view. 
In paragraph 186 of its stage 1 report, the 
committee agrees that there is no need for a 
public transport strategy to be included in the bill. 
Parliament endorsed that position at the stage 1 
vote, so there is no difference on the issue. 
However, I understand that that does not prevent 
individual public transport measures, set out in 
individual objections, from being pursued. That 
takes us on to the objections of at least one 
community council. Accordingly, I am bound to 
hear and to consider any evidence that is 
presented in support of those measures. However, 
there is no difference in the approach that both of 
us are adopting to the issue. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir—those 
comments are helpful. 

In relation to these two groups of objections, I 
propose to lead some evidence by way of 
clarification of points relating to the infrastructure 
of the area with which the objections are 
concerned. I suspect that Mr Shackman is best 
placed to provide you with an overview of the area 
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that the objections cover and to advise you of what 
the B800 is designed to do post scheme. 

The Assessor: That would be really helpful as 
context. 

Lawrence Shackman: As we mentioned in 
previous evidence, the design of the southern 
approach roads includes the South Queensferry 
junction being positioned in its natural position on 
the A904, to the west of South Queensferry. To 
provide a high standard of connectivity for public 
transport to both the eastbound and westbound 
carriageways of the A90, principally heading into 
and out of Edinburgh, it was thought appropriate to 
provide dedicated links back to the Forth road 
bridge, which will become the dedicated public 
transport corridor for buses, in particular. 

To separate those modes of transport from 
other modes of transport, principally general 
traffic, the designers incorporated a free-flow 
connection from what will be the old A90, along 
the Forth road bridge, down towards the railway 
bridge to the east of Scotstoun junction, to provide 
continuity with the bus lane on the existing A90 
into Edinburgh. That is intended for eastbound bus 
traffic. 

In the other direction, to minimise impact on the 
environment, in particular, and to reduce land 
take, the option is to provide a dedicated bus link 
for westbound buses from the A90 up to the B800 
and to utilise the B800 as the public transport 
corridor or the means of providing bus links back 
to the Forth road bridge, past the Ferrymuir area. 
That is the infrastructure proposed in the scheme, 
but Mr Gillies can amplify on the measures that 
are proposed along the B800. 

Ruth Crawford: Perhaps we should pause 
there, because it is perhaps a little difficult to pick 
that up from the written evidence. What you are 
saying is that there will require to be a realignment 
at the B800/A90 flyover and work to be done to 
the southern approach roads and the Echline 
slips. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I invite Mr Gillies to comment 
on this issue. 

Alan Gillies (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good morning. On the northbound bus link that 
comes off the A90 approaching the B800, there 
will be a signalised bus priority junction to allow 
buses to turn right on to the B800. On the 
approach to the Ferrymuir junction, there will be 
an additional dedicated northbound bus lane about 
200m from the junction. As we said earlier in the 
week, the Ferrymuir junction will be retained as a 
roundabout, but there will be some amendments 
to accommodate the bus lane provision. The bus 
lane will recommence on the north side of the 

roundabout and continue towards the Echline 
roundabout. 

Ruth Crawford: With regard to the Ferrymuir 
roundabout, I understand from the evidence given 
to the Linlithgow Cycling Action Group that there 
will also be footway and cycleway improvements. 

Alan Gillies: That is right. We will provide a 3m-
wide shared surface footway/cycleway. At the 
moment, there is no pedestrian provision on the 
west side of the B800, which causes problems for 
the residents of Dundas Home Farm, who have to 
cross the road to get to the footpath and then 
cross back over again. We will connect with the 
existing footway/cycleway to the south round 
about Dundas Home Farm and that will continue 
up to the roundabout. We will also provide a new 
toucan crossing for pedestrians and cyclists 
across the access to the retail park. 

The Assessor: Can you let me know exactly 
where the toucan crossing will go or are you not 
able to tell us that at the moment? 

Alan Gillies: The toucan crossing is on the arm 
to the retail park about 15m back from the circle of 
the roundabout. 

The Assessor: And that is settled. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: I am asking you about 
improvements for pedestrians and cyclists 
because in its rebuttal group 48 wants to know 
whether there will be a pedestrian crossing 
between Ferrymuir junction and the entrance to 
Dundas Home Farm. 

Alan Gillies: I am sorry—do you mean across 
the entrance to Dundas Home Farm or between 
the junction and the entrance to the farm? 

Ruth Crawford: Between Ferrymuir junction 
and Dundas Home Farm entrance. 

Alan Gillies: There will be a crossing at the 
access to the retail park and dropped kerbs to 
allow pedestrians to cross the access at Dundas 
Home Farm. However, there will not be a 
signalised crossing at Dundas Home Farm. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I am sorry for 
interrupting you. 

I think that in your description of the 
improvements to the B800, you had reached the 
bus lane just after Ferrymuir roundabout. 

Alan Gillies: The buses will continue up to 
Echline, where they will be able to turn right on to 
the Forth road bridge, which is dedicated to bus 
use. 

Ruth Crawford: In its rebuttal, group 28 raises 
an objection regarding the realignment of the 
B800/A90 flyover, saying: 
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“Instead of providing a single carriageway tunnel or 
bridge on the A90 over the new eastbound carriageway for 
buses en route to the Forth Road Bridge, they”— 

that is, Transport Scotland— 

“have opted for a cheaper alternative.” 

Has consideration been given to providing 

“a single carriageway tunnel or bridge”? 

11:30 

Alan Gillies: Yes, we considered that and it 
was covered in paragraph 3.2.1 of Transport 
Scotland‟s written submission. Indeed, we drew up 
a plan of how that might look, which is provided in 
annex C of that written submission. 

What the objectors are really looking for is a 
free-flow connection on to the A90. That would 
require a bridge under the B800 and the road 
would then veer north over the A90, which would 
require quite a large over-bridge. As we explained 
in our written submission, that would incur a 
significant cost. We prepared a cost estimate for 
that and found that it would cost a minimum of 
about £10 million, not taking account of the 
construction complexities due to the presence of a 
major utility pipeline that cannot be diverted and 
the complexity of the structures that would be 
involved in terms of the B800 levels. 

The Assessor: Let us be clear: that would be a 
cost of £10 million on top of the current project 
estimate. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. To provide the link that they 
suggest, as we interpret it in our written 
submission, would cost at least an additional £10 
million. 

The Assessor: Sorry, Mr Gillies. I am sure that 
you said that, but I did not have it in my notes. 

Alan Gillies: There would also be an 
environmental impact associated with that, as the 
new link would need to be located on an 
embankment to get over the A90, and there would 
be an impact associated with the road‟s proximity 
to the properties at Dundas Home Farm. 

Ruth Crawford: Another matter that I would like 
to pick up in the rebuttal from group 28 is a 
statement that the group makes in relation to the 
traffic signalling for the public transport link. It 
says: 

“with the introduction of prioritised traffic lights the route 
would become more attractive and the traffic will 
undoubtedly increase.” 

What is your comment on that suggestion? 

Alan Gillies: As we state in our written 
submission, the traffic on the B800 is expected to 
drop from about 7,500 to about 5,300 vehicles a 
day. In addition, the signals will be there to allow 

the buses priority access on to the B800. So, if 
anything, the signals would delay the general 
traffic using the B800; they would not make it more 
attractive for general traffic to use the B800. 

Ruth Crawford: I asked you earlier about 
crossing facilities and the ease with which 
pedestrians will be able to cross the B800. There 
is one matter of detail that I would like to pick up in 
the written evidence from the promoter. In 
paragraph 3.2.6 of the written submissions on 
groups 28 and 48, it is stated: 

“The Environmental Statement explains that the 
improved accessibility and improved crossing facilities on 
the B800 due to the proposed scheme would result in a 
slight beneficial impact rather than a negative impact.” 

Am I correct in understanding that the 
environmental statement was prepared prior to 
consideration of the crossing facilities that you 
have described in your evidence? 

Alan Gillies: For the toucan crossing, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: So, if we look to the 
environmental statement by way of detail, it refers 
to improved accessibility but not to improved 
crossing facilities. 

Alan Gillies: It does not, but with the addition of 
the footpaths the crossings would provide a 
benefit to the area. 

The Assessor: Could you help me on these 
crossings? I have diagrams in front of me, and let 
us pretend that I live in this area here—I am sorry, 
but I do not know the name. 

Alan Gillies: Queensferry? 

The Assessor: Yes. If I wanted to do some 
shopping, just take me through how I would 
manage that. 

Alan Gillies: In terms of crossing the B800 from 
the east to the west— 

The Assessor: Yes, that is what I am talking 
about. 

Alan Gillies: By retaining the roundabout, we 
are retaining the existing signalised pedestrian 
crossing to the north of the roundabout. We will 
retain that under the proposed scheme. 

The Assessor: When we say north, we are 
talking about the road leading into the houses that 
I am talking about. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

The Assessor: So that would be north-east. 
How would I get across— 

Alan Gillies: Sorry, the signalised pedestrian 
crossing is to the north of the roundabout, 
between it and the Echline junction. 
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The Assessor: Right. So how many of these 
crossings do I have to make? Do I have to 
negotiate two crossings to get from a house in 
Queensferry? 

Alan Gillies: We are, in effect, retaining the 
existing crossings in that area. There is an 
uncontrolled, non-signalised crossing to the south 
side of the roundabout and on the road into the 
housing area. 

Would it be easier if I came up to show you on 
the map? 

The Assessor: Yes. Unsurprisingly for me, I am 
having difficulty with north, south, east and west. 
[Interruption.] Thank you. 

I am being advised that it might be helpful to put 
some of that explanation on the record—if you 
would, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. 

Mr Gillies, you have, by reference to a plan that 
the assessor had in his hands, described where 
the crossing is to be. Perhaps, in language that 
will make sense to those who come back to read 
it, you could describe where those crossings are to 
be. 

Alan Gillies: I will try. 

There are four arms to the roundabout. The arm 
to the south is from Dundas Home Farm to the 
roundabout, and on that arm we will retain the 
existing uncontrolled crossing. There is an arm, 
which we will say goes to the west, that goes into 
the retail park, where we will provide a new toucan 
crossing. To the north of the roundabout, which is 
the connection through to the Echline roundabout, 
we will retain the existing signalised pedestrian 
crossing. To the east, on the arm that leads into 
the residential properties, the existing uncontrolled 
crossing will also be retained. 

Ruth Crawford: So we are retaining three 
existing crossings and providing a new one to the 
west. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: That being so, is it the position 
of the promoter that there is continuing access 
from all directions at this particular location—the 
Ferrymuir roundabout? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: And, from what you have said, 
will there perhaps be slightly improved access? 

Alan Gillies: There is improved access, 
particularly in relation to the B800 and from the 
Dundas Home Farm area. 

Ruth Crawford: On a slightly different topic, the 
group 48 objector states that she would 

“still wish the B800 to be closed for the duration of the 
works to enable construction to take place during normal 
working hours. The road was closed for 1 year for a recent 
project and there is alternative access”. 

Is closing the B800 a possibility? 

Alan Gillies: We consider that to be not 
possible, due to the disruption to residents in the 
Dundas Home Farm area. An extensive diversion 
would be necessary, which would require people 
to go down to Kirkliston before then heading back 
north again. When we spoke to City of Edinburgh 
Council about the matter by phone, the council 
confirmed that it would not favour that option. We 
will maintain access across the B800 at all times 
for vehicles and pedestrians. Although the objector 
suggests that the B800 was closed for one year, 
we believe from our discussion with the council 
that the road was closed for a maximum of two to 
three months during the construction of the M9 
spur. The road was closed then only when it was 
unavoidable—the B800 crosses under the spur—
in order for access to be maintained. 

Ruth Crawford: The concern appears to be that 
construction should be able to take place during 
normal working hours. We have looked many 
times now at the code of construction practice, so 
we know what normal working hours amount to. 
However, the concern is perhaps that the 
contractor will be able to carry out work outwith 
normal working hours. Do you have any comment 
to make on those concerns? 

Alan Gillies: As we discussed with a previous 
objector, the temporary land acquisition to the 
west of the B800 on the north side of the A90 is for 
the purposes of traffic management so as to allow 
the B800 to remain open. That will allow the 
contractor sufficient room to continue construction 
works during daytime hours. However, there may 
still be a need for occasional work outwith daytime 
hours. 

Ruth Crawford: If the B800 was closed for the 
construction of the proposed B800 works, would 
that have an effect on properties at Dundas castle, 
the golf club and Dundas Home Farm? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. As I mentioned earlier, there 
would be quite a severe impact on the ability of 
those residents to access Queensferry and the 
facilities in Queensferry. Their only alternative 
would be to travel south to Kirkliston and then 
back north again to use the alternative route to the 
east. That would be quite a considerable detour. 

Lawrence Shackman: I might comment that 
the change in scope to the works to the Ferrymuir 
roundabout means that the duration of works on 
the B800 will be significantly reduced compared to 
what was previously envisaged. Obviously, 
therefore, there is less need to close the B800. 
Any works on the B800 will maintain traffic flows. 
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Ruth Crawford: Running through both 
objections is a concern that Transport Scotland 
has not carried out sufficiently robust traffic flow 
estimates or surveys. I want to clarify with 
Transport Scotland its view about the robustness 
of its traffic flow assessments. Perhaps Mr Duff 
can help us on that. 

Alan Duff: Sorry, I was not paying full attention 
to what you were saying. 

Ruth Crawford: I am moving on to discuss 
traffic flows along the B800. 

The concern is that Transport Scotland has 
failed to take account of the fact that there will be 
an increased impact around Queensferry, which 
will adversely affect the local residents. The 
environmental statement and the written evidence 
refer to the traffic flow assessments. What is your 
opinion, Mr Duff, on the robustness or otherwise of 
the assessments that you have carried out? 

11:45 

Alan Duff: As I have said several times to this 
inquiry, I believe the assessments to be robust. 
We have taken account of the situation once all 
the works are complete and the situation during 
construction, which is reflected in the various 
documents. 

Ruth Crawford: If we drill down and consider 
the B800 in particular, can you—or anyone else—
advise the inquiry about the growth of traffic on 
that road by 2032? 

Alan Duff: I would have to check the numbers, 
because I do not have them in my head. 

When the scheme opens, the traffic flow on the 
B800 will reduce because traffic will be diverted 
through Newton as opposed to coming through 
Kirkliston. Traffic on the B800 will continue to grow 
into the future from the year when the scheme 
opens, but that is because of natural background 
growth and developments. 

Ruth Crawford: So, the growth is not 
connected with the scheme. 

Alan Duff: It is not connected with the scheme. 
There is significant planned development in the 
West Lothian area, from Kirkliston westwards, and 
in Edinburgh. 

The Assessor: Might the modelling be a little 
difficult in this area because it is difficult to make 
assumptions about the redistribution of traffic? 

Alan Duff: Indeed; that is correct. You have to 
apply a bit of judgment to what the model tells you, 
which is fair enough. In simple terms, we have 
moved the Queensferry junction to the west, which 
means that routes to the west will become more 

attractive for traffic that is cutting across country, if 
that makes sense. 

The Assessor: It makes perfect sense. The 
other side of the coin, however, is the perception 
among people in the vicinity. That might be based 
on their memory of how the A8000 was used and 
their understanding of other roads in the area, but 
it is not a particularly good predictor of future 
movements on that stretch of road. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. There are some 
fundamental changes to what is going on, so if 
those people are thinking back to how life used to 
be, it is probably not a relative comparison. 

The Assessor: Indeed. One understands that 
there might be concerns, but you believe that 
those concerns can be overcome by reference to 
the modelling that you have undertaken and the 
technical expertise that you have applied. 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: I asked Mr Shackman about 
the suggestion that a bridge be provided across 
the A90, over the new eastbound carriageway for 
buses. In response to the promoter‟s written 
evidence that 

“a direct link would not be possible without providing a new 
bridge”, 

the objector states that 

“A direct link would be possible were the Southern 
Approach Roads to be routed east of Dundas Castle to 
provide a direct link with the M9”, 

and goes on to note that 

“Many of the problems associated with the current scheme 
would be averted by establishing a direct link to the M9 
east of South Queensferry.” 

That matter has been addressed in the written 
evidence, and I do not intend to develop it further 
in taking evidence in chief unless the assessor 
wishes me to. 

The Assessor: We have got it, thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: I have been asking questions 
about access. Group 28, I think, has a particular 
concern about access to Dundas Parks golf club. 
Would I be right in understanding from your earlier 
evidence that access to that golf club will be 
maintained? 

Alan Gillies: Yes, it will. 

Ruth Crawford: On the general topic of 
accessibility, what speed limits will be applicable 
on the B800 around the golf club area and the 
whole stretch of the B800 that we have 
discussed? 

Alan Gillies: The current speed limit is 40mph 
up to the south side of the bridge. Under the 
proposals that we have discussed with the City of 
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Edinburgh Council, the intention is to extend the 
30mph limit to the south, which will go just beyond 
the access to the golf club. As a consequence, 
there will be an increased 30mph stretch. 

The Assessor: What is its status? I think that it 
was said in the written evidence that you were 
consulting with the council. Have you firmed things 
up? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. We have agreed with the 
council that the 30mph limit will be extended. 

The Assessor: So that will be the position. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thanks. 

Ruth Crawford: You have described why you 
propose to carry out the various infrastructural 
works in the area that is covered by the Scotstoun 
objections. As I understand it, that is to provide a 
public transport link on the B800. 

Alan Gillies: Yes, it is. 

Ruth Crawford: We can follow how that 
decision was arrived at. From looking back 
through all the documentation, I understand that it 
came about through development of the Forth 
crossing project. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: There is another matter raised 
in the response by group 48 relative to noise on 
which I ought properly to take some evidence. In 
paragraph 5.4(b) on page 5 of group 48‟s 
response, the objectors request a 3m acoustic 
barrier to run the whole length of their western 
boundary from the side of number 46 Scotstoun 
Park to the junction with Scotstoun Green. We 
know from the environmental statement and the 
written evidence that it is not proposed to provide 
an acoustic barrier. It might be helpful if the 
reasoning for that could be provided. 

The Assessor: I might be looking at the wrong 
page. Could you take me to the particular page to 
which you are referring? Are you on the second 
rebuttal? 

Ruth Crawford: I beg your pardon, sir. Yes. I 
realise that the pagination might have gone awry, 
but I am looking at paragraph 5.4(b). 

The Assessor: I have it now. Thank you very 
much. 

Ruth Crawford: You will see that in broad 
terms the objector wishes an acoustic barrier. 

The Assessor: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Greer might be best placed 
to give the reason why it is not proposed to 
provide an acoustic barrier at this location. 

Richard Greer: Good morning again, sir. 

The Assessor: Good morning. 

Richard Greer: You have heard about the 
assessment methodology‟s robustness. 

The Assessor: I have. 

Richard Greer: You have heard about how it is 
based on quantifying noise change in the long 
term, taking account of 15 years‟ worth of traffic 
growth—comparing the scheme in 2032 without 
mitigation with how the world would be if we did 
not build the scheme in 2017. With reference back 
to the environmental statement in this part of 
Scotstoun, the predicted increase in noise levels 
over that period is less than 3dB. Again, sir, you 
have heard in evidence that 3dB is the point, 
consistent with other major infrastructure projects 
and best practice, that triggers the consideration of 
a significant noise effect and, therefore, the 
consideration of mitigation. That is the reason why 
a noise barrier is not proposed at this location. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief. 

The Assessor: I have a couple of questions to 
ask, for completeness. 

There are a number of references, in the fairly 
extensive documentation, to future proofing for 
possible light rail. What is the position on that 
under this scheme? I am referring to trams. You 
will recall that one of the objectors is much 
concerned about that. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you want me to ask the 
question, sir? 

The Assessor: I am not quite sure how to put 
the question in order to get an answer from the 
promoter. I am happy to ask the question of 
whomever you choose. 

Ruth Crawford: I suggest that Mr Anderson 
might be best placed. 

The Assessor: Congratulations, Mr Anderson. 
There are a number of references in the 
documentation to what I am calling future proofing 
for possible light rail. What is the position of the 
promoter on that under the scheme? 

12:00 

David Anderson (Transport Scotland): The 
position is that we are focusing on what is in the 
bill, which are the works that have been described 
this morning. The parallel public transport strategy 
deals with what might happen in the future. Should 
that be a tram-based system, that would be 
subject to a completely separate authorisation 
process and the detail of that would have to be 
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formed at that time. It is not something that we 
could ever know at this point. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. We need 
take that no further. 

Another matter that the promoter records as still 
being in dispute is the 

“Detrimental impact on quality of life for walkers, cyclists, 
joggers, children and golfers due to designation of the B800 
as a bus route.” 

I have heard a lot on that designation, but I would 
like to hear evidence specifically on the 
detrimental impact on the quality of life, just for 
completeness. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I am thinking out loud here, 
so forgive me, but I hoped that we had taken quite 
a lot of evidence to describe the accessibility and 
the fact that pedestrians, cyclists and recreational 
users will be able to continue to cross the road. 

The Assessor: Would you care to draw the 
strands together in your closing submission, if you 
feel that you have covered the matter? 

Ruth Crawford: Perhaps I can deal with it now. 
We have had some explanation of footpaths but, 
by reference to the B800, it might be useful if Mr 
Gillies could provide an explanation of where the 
footpaths are to be and how far they are to extend. 

Alan Gillies: I apologise, but could you repeat 
the last half of the question? 

Ruth Crawford: It might assist the hearing to 
have a bit more detail about where the footpaths 
along the B800 are to be and how far they are to 
extend. 

Alan Gillies: We will in effect extend or link the 
current footpath network along the B800 to 
connect Dundas Home Farm in the south through 
to Ferrymuir roundabout and we will also maintain 
the existing crossings. As I said, overall there will 
be an improvement in the provision for pedestrians 
and cyclists. 

It might be worth adding that the anticipated 
number of buses is about 170 a day. However, if 
we compare that with the reduction in traffic from 
7,500 to 5,300 vehicles a day, we find that there is 
a significant benefit. I do not mean a benefit in an 
environmental sense, but there will obviously be a 
reduction in traffic overall. When that is combined 
with the improvements to the pedestrian facilities, 
the overall effect will be positive. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. My next question, 
which is on amenity, is directed to Mr Weller, who 
is from the environmental team. We have heard 
the evidence regarding noise and we have had an 
explanation of accessibility for pedestrians. Mr 
Weller, could you assist the assessor by speaking 
about the effect on amenity for residents in the 

community, and perhaps also narrow that down to 
pedestrians in and around the community? 

Nigel Weller (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): As 
Mr Gillies explained, we will extend the provision 
to the west of the B800, which will improve 
connectivity from the Kirkliston area up to South 
Queensferry. We will maintain the current access 
and crossing provisions. In the environmental 
statement, we identify that that will have a slight 
beneficial impact on pedestrians. That assessment 
takes into account amenity and the benefits that 
are afforded by the noise reduction and additional 
pedestrian facilities. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, does that assist? 

The Assessor: It does. I draw from it that, far 
from there being a detrimental impact on the 
quality of life for walkers, cyclists and joggers, 
there will be an improvement. I also draw from it 
that the golfers‟ access into and out of the club is 
secure. Thank you for that. 

I am afraid that I have one more matter to scoop 
up. Perhaps a witness could indicate to me the 
position on floodlighting, which is a concern to the 
objectors.  

Ruth Crawford: That is the objection that 
floodlighting should be kept to a minimum and 
hoods put on the lights. I will direct that area of 
inquiry towards Mr Shackman because I 
understand that there are provisions on lighting in 
the code of construction practice. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. They are 
under section 3.7 of the code.  

Ruth Crawford: We will put that section into 
context. The objective under section 3.1 is 

“To design and construct the project having regard to the 
safety and security of the public and construction staff and 
to mitigate the impact of general site operations and 
construction activities on the environment.” 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Section 3 then deals with 
various aspects of site operations and, in section 
3.7, considers lighting. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: One of the specific provisions 
that might be of relevance to the objection is found 
in paragraph 3.7.3, which relates to the provision 
of temporary lighting. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: In the first bullet point in that 
paragraph, we see that 

“The lighting design will seek to reduce visual intrusion and 
light spillage, including avoiding unnecessary use of 
lighting, at nearby residential properties”. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 
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Ruth Crawford: A concern of the objectors is 
perhaps taken up by the third bullet point: 

“Lighting will be positioned and directed to reduce 
nuisance to residents and avoid creating distractions or 
confusion to passing drivers on adjacent public roads and 
railways.” 

Lawrence Shackman: Once again, that is 
correct. 

Ruth Crawford: We have looked at the code of 
construction practice many times and seen how 
one can have confidence that what is set out in it 
will be followed through and adopted. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. The aim is to 
minimise the nuisance or potential nuisance to 
adjacent landowners and residents. Lighting is 
another aspect of which we will take full 
cognisance. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, does that address the 
point? 

The Assessor: It certainly does. We are 
compressing matters today and you have been 
extremely helpful, but I would like to go to point (f) 
for completeness. 

Ruth Crawford: That relates to planting. 

The Assessor: It does and I am sure that, 
again, we can deal with the point quickly. 

Ruth Crawford: With your leave, sir, I think that 
Mr Mackay can provide some evidence on 
planting on the side of B800. 

Andy Mackay: Sir, you may be aware that we 
have provided copies of amended bill plans, which 
take account of commitments that have been 
given to various objectors regarding the extent of 
land to be used for the project. 

The Assessor: Yes. I have here an example of 
such a map. 

Andy Mackay: That is indeed an example of 
such a map. 

The requirement to use the land adjacent to the 
properties at Scotstoun park that was previously 
numbered as plot 926 in the book of reference that 
was provided with the bill when it was introduced 
has been removed and there have been a number 
of other small amendments to plots of land in the 
area adjacent to Scotstoun park. It is intended that 
only land that is approximately 1m outside the 
extents of the existing footway will be used. In 
other words, the land that will be used for the 
project will not impact on the planting and 
vegetation that currently provides screening 
adjacent to Scotstoun park. 

The Assessor: I am reminded that Ms Pennie 
does not restrict her objection to that particular 
plot. She talks about the removal of planting from 
the side of the B800. Are you suggesting that no 

other planting will be removed from the side of the 
B800? You appreciate that I am asking out of 
completeness. I require to have answers to all 
these matters in my report to the committee. 

Andy Mackay: I would like to direct you to the 
relevant drawing in the environmental statement, 
once I have it before me. 

Nigel Weller: Figure 12.4g deals with the 
landscape provision in that area. 

Andy Mackay: Perhaps Mr Weller would be 
better placed to answer the question about the 
measures that are proposed in that area. 

Nigel Weller: With the reduction in land take, 
many of the concerns about screening for local 
residents have been removed because there will 
be far less removal of existing screening. As you 
can see from figure 12.4g, there is a proposal to 
replace trees that are lost, the number of which is 
expected to be reduced. 

The Assessor: “Standard trees to replace lost 
trees and mark transition to urban character” is the 
box that we are looking at. 

Nigel Weller: That is correct. 

The Assessor: That was helpful. 

Ruth Crawford: Has that issue been 
addressed, sir? 

The Assessor: Yes. I do not think that I have 
any further matters to raise. That completes our 
consideration of all the matters that were 
outstanding. 

I appreciate that you have been extremely 
helpful in taking groups 28 and 48 together, Ms 
Crawford. When you are ready, we can move 
straight on to any submissions that you would like 
to make, although I am perfectly happy for us to 
take a break if you would like. 

12:15 

Ruth Crawford: I will make a brief submission, 
if I may. I propose to do so with reference to the 
objector rebuttal for group 48, paragraph 5 of 
which provides a template for the objections in 
groups 28 and 48. Paragraph 5.1 of the rebuttal 
details the change that is sought, which is: 

“Change the scheme to incorporate a direct link to the 
M9 west of Dundas Castle.” 

Having regard to the reasons set out in the written 
evidence, I submit that it has been explained why 
there should not be a direct link to the M9 west of 
Dundas castle. Obviously, that has consequences 
for the infrastructure in and around the B800, 
Ferrymuir and, going further north, the Echline 
junction. We also know from the written evidence 
that, as the project has moved forward, it has 
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become apparent that it will be possible to develop 
the B800 as a public transport link. In turn, that will 
have consequences for the infrastructure, as has 
been explained by the witnesses this morning and 
a few moments ago. 

Of course, that may give rise to impacts on the 
local community, which have been set out in the 
environmental statement and developed in the 
written evidence that has been provided. My 
understanding is that the environmental impacts 
about which the objectors are primarily concerned 
relate to noise and accessibility for pedestrians 
and local residents. On noise, we heard evidence 
from Mr Greer that there will be no significant 
impact. On accessibility, we heard evidence from 
Mr Weller about the improvements that will benefit 
local residents or, rather, pedestrians in the local 
area. Therefore, it is submitted that there will be 
no adverse impact on amenity. 

By way of peripheral matters, the issue of 
floodlighting is dealt with, in my submission, by the 
code of construction practice. On the question of 
working hours and night-time working, we have 
heard thus far a lot of evidence about the code of 
construction practice and about working hours. 
That was amplified on by Mr Greer, whose 
evidence today was similar to that given in other 
sessions. The only other matter related to the 
question of planting, which I trust has been 
answered satisfactorily through the evidence of Mr 
Mackay and Mr Weller. 

Sir, the only other matter that requires comment 
is the issue of a light rapid rail transport system, 
which might more conveniently be described as a 
tram. Mr Anderson provided a full explanation on 
that. As we know, whatever else the scheme is 
concerned with, it is not concerned with the 
provision of a light rapid rail transport link from 
Edinburgh to further north. Thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. That is as far as we 
need go today. I thank all the witnesses who have 
appeared. Thank you indeed for getting through 
this first week. I look forward, with bated breath 
perhaps, to next week. I hope to see most of you 
next Monday, when we will kick off at 9.30. 

Hearing closed at 12:18. 

 



 

 

 


