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Scottish Parliament 

Forth Crossing Bill Assessor 
Hearing 

Monday 6 September 2010 

[The Assessor opened the hearing at 09:30] 

The Assessor (Professor Hugh Begg): Good 
morning and welcome to this hearing in respect of 
consideration of objections to the Forth Crossing 
Bill. 

At the first hearing I made a number of remarks, 
and I have done so on subsequent days, too; I am 
bound to make them again. They concern the 
conduct of participants at these hearings, along 
with further information about my role in the 
process. There is no need for me to repeat the 
detailed information today, as copies of my 
previous remarks have been made available to all 
those who are present. 

Turning to domestic matters, there are toilets 
nearby, and staff can direct you to them if 
necessary. If we hear a fire alarm, it is not a drill, 
and we should leave the room without delay in an 
orderly fashion. The signage in the room is clear. 

I ask everyone to shut off all mobile telephones, 
Blackberry devices and laptops. They should 
remain switched off for the duration of the 
proceedings. 

As ever, I am keen to make good progress. As 
usual, I propose to divide the sitting into two 
sessions. The first will run from 9.30 this morning 
until about 1 o‟clock or 1.30 pm. There will be a 
break of half an hour or an hour for lunch, and I 
hope to complete the proceedings by around 6 
o‟clock. Only in very exceptional circumstances 
will we sit beyond that time. As usual, I am of 
course happy to consider short breaks at 
appropriate intervals, both for comfort and to allow 
us to arrange our papers. 

I have all the written evidence in front of me, so 
there is no need for people to repeat points that 
have been made in written evidence unless it is 
required directly for answering questions. I 
welcome brevity and clarity in both questions and 
answers. 

With those preliminary matters out of the way, I 
move to the first group for today—unless there is 
anything that you wish to say as far as the 
hearings in general are concerned, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford QC: No, sir, thank you. 

Group 27: Springfield 

The Assessor: We move to group 27. I invite 
Ms Crawford to follow our usual procedure and 
establish, with the objector, those matters that are 
still in dispute, and to indicate anything else on 
which I should be updated. 

Ruth Crawford: Good morning. I would like to 
introduce myself to the objector. I am a Queen‟s 
counsel practising at the Scottish bar, and I 
represent the promoter of the bill. 

The Assessor: I now ask Mr Stevens to 
introduce himself. 

Gerald Stevens: I am Gerald Stevens. 

The Assessor: Are you representing all the 
Springfield group of objectors? 

Gerald Stevens: That seems to be the case, 
given other commitments, with people working and 
everything else. 

The Assessor: So the answer is yes. 

Gerald Stevens: The answer is yes. 

Ruth Crawford: As far as the matters in dispute 
are concerned, I will run through the timetable of 
topics; I will also refer to the rebuttal statement. 
Starting with the timetable, I understand that the 
matter headed “structural defects” is still in 
dispute. In fact, matters under all the headings 
shown in the timetable are still in dispute. They 
are: structural defects; property values; pollution; 
loss of amenity and visual/environmental issues; 
working hours; working practices and noise; the 
code of construction practice; and compensation. 

I understand that the following issues are also in 
dispute, albeit that they are not flagged up in the 
timetable because the objectors indicated that 
they would rest on their written evidence. The first 
is the proximity of the replacement crossing; the 
second is the proximity of Echline roundabout; and 
the third is an objection that there is no direct link 
from the southern part of the Forth to the M9. 

As I said, I understand that, on those three 
issues, the Springfield objectors wish to rest on 
their written evidence. That being so, the promoter 
also intends to rest on its written evidence, 
although you, sir, will hear evidence when we 
come to address the objections from Queensferry 
and district community council as well as Echline. 
Some of the evidence that you will hear from the 
promoter this morning may have some relevance 
for those three issues. 

The fourth untimetabled issue that I understand 
to be in dispute relates to increase in traffic. The 
objectors have indicated that they wish to rest on 
their written evidence; the promoter‟s position is 
similar. 
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The fifth untimetabled topic encompasses what I 
have broadly described as health effects. In 
particular, the objectors have concerns as regards 
shift workers and light pollution. I propose to lead 
some brief evidence on those two matters. 

Number six among the untimetabled topics is 
the question of a visitor centre. I hope to take 
evidence from Mr Henderson, who may provide 
the inquiry with an update on the location of the 
visitor centre. 

Number seven is the location of the site 
compound. I think that the concern relates 
primarily to what use, if any, is to be made of 
Echline fields. On that matter, I propose to lead 
some brief evidence from the promoter. 

Number eight of the untimetabled topics is a 
concern that Messrs McLennan and Hunter raise 
in their evidence, relating to the impact on 
pedestrians and non-motorised transport users. I 
propose to lead some evidence on that, although 
the topic may be subsumed under the general 
heading of “loss of amenity”, which is among the 
timetabled topics. 

Finally, there is the question of the location of 
the haul road. The objectors have indicated that 
they are content to rest on their written evidence, 
and the promoter is likewise content to rest on its 
written evidence as regards the location of the 
haul road. 

That is, in the promoter‟s understanding at least, 
where the parties are in dispute. 

The Assessor: Do you agree, Mr Stevens, that 
those 17 matters are in dispute, albeit that for 
some of them your group of objectors and the 
promoter are resting? 

Gerald Stevens: Yes. 

The Assessor: According to my note, number 
nine is proximity to the bridge and number 11 is no 
direct link to the M9, but can you tell me what 
number 10 is again, Ms Crawford? It is the second 
of the issues that have been added to those that 
are timetabled. 

Ruth Crawford: It is the proximity of Echline—I 
am sorry; it is the proximity of Queensferry 
junction. 

The Assessor: Splendid. As you know, Mr 
Steven, the promoter, through Ms Crawford, will 
question witnesses on those matters. That is 
known as an examination in chief. Then it will be 
open to you to question those witnesses. 

Do you wish to take this, Ms Crawford, in what 
we conventionally call “bite-sized chunks”? 

Ruth Crawford: If that suits you, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case, we can 
proceed. 

Ruth Crawford: The first topic is the question of 
structural defects. I hope that I can deal with the 
matter relatively quickly by directing my question 
at Mr Henderson. Mr Henderson, in so far as the 
objectors have a worry about structural deficits, is 
the promoter in a position to allay those concerns? 

Frazer Henderson (Transport Scotland): 
Good morning, sir. Good morning, Mr Stevens. 
Yes, I believe that we are. We produced the code 
of construction practice, revision 2 of which was 
published in August. I direct the objectors to 
paragraph 1.7.2 of the code, which sets out the 
specific management plans that form part of the 
environmental management plan that the 
contractor is obliged to produce. The specific 
management plans that are relevant to this matter 
are the noise and vibration management plan, 
which is mentioned in the second bullet point, and 
the geology, land contamination and waste 
management plan, which is mentioned in the 
fourth bullet point.  

I will take the noise and vibration management 
plan first. There is a further reference to that plan, 
in respect of structural matters, in paragraph 
5.2.11, which states: 

“The contractor will carry out a risk assessment of the 
effects of the design and construction of the Project on the 
structural integrity of adjacent buildings and structures. The 
contractor will carry out a structural or dilapidation survey of 
all buildings or structures that are considered, based on the 
risk assessment, to be at risk due to vibration.” 

I think that that addresses the vibration issue and I 
trust that it goes some way towards allaying the 
concerns of Mr Stevens and his fellow residents. 

I turn to the geology, land and contamination 
waste management plan and refer to paragraph 
7.3.4. 

The Assessor: You have it on page 55, Mr 
Stevens. 

Gerald Stevens: Yes. 

Frazer Henderson: The plan sets out the 
measures to be implemented by the contractor, 
which include: 

“as appropriate, undertaking a risk assessment, 
monitoring groundwater levels and undertaking structural or 
dilapidation survey of buildings or structures adjacent to the 
works where there may be potential settlement risks or a 
risk of lateral ground movements which may damage 
structures.” 

Having said all that, sir, I think, on behalf of the 
promoter, that it is quite clear that we have sought 
to address any potential risk in respect of vibration 
and any potential risk due to settlement or ground 
movement. I trust that, on the latter matter, that 
has allayed the objectors‟ concerns. 
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One other matter that might be of interest is that 
when Mr Stevens and I communicated on the 
matter on 23 August, I mentioned to him that if 
indeed a structural survey is required, it will be 
conducted at the promoter‟s expense. If for 
whatever reason any damage at all to the 
properties is caused by the promoter, reparation 
will be made in full by the promoter and there will 
be, in addition, a payment for loss of value to the 
properties, should that ever occur—although I trust 
that it will not. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
on this topic. 

The Assessor: It is open to you, Mr Stevens, to 
ask questions of this witness, if you wish. 

Gerald Stevens: I have had so much to read 
over the past couple of weeks that I have not seen 
that letter, but it allays my fears about the surveys 
being done. 

The Assessor: It allays your fears, but does it 
enable you to withdraw the objection at this stage? 
I am not trying to force a withdrawal on you—
please do not misunderstand me. I just want to 
know where you are coming from on the 17 
matters that are in front of us. 

Gerald Stevens: I imagine that a site, a 
compound and everything running 20ft from my 
garden will have some effect. In respect of 
buildings over which there may be doubt, I would 
rather have seen that being done some time ago. 

09:45 

The Assessor: I understand your position. We 
can move on to the next matter. 

Ruth Crawford: The next topic is the question 
of property values. I again propose to direct 
questions to Mr Henderson on the matter. I wish to 
pick up one or two points from the rebuttal from 
this group of objectors. 

Mr Henderson, there is a comment in the 
rebuttal to the effect that the position is very 
unclear, but the suggestion that the objectors raise 
is that Springfield residents must seek their own 
legal advice and conduct home surveys at their 
own personal expense prior to construction. Can 
you confirm the position so far as payment for 
legal advice and home surveys prior to 
construction is concerned? 

Frazer Henderson: We have just spoken about 
structural surveys that may be undertaken by the 
contractor if, based on the contractor‟s risk 
assessment, those are necessary. As I said, those 
will be paid for in full by the Scottish ministers. It is 
entirely up to residents of Springfield, should they 
so wish, to undertake surveys themselves. 

However, those surveys will be at their own 
expense. 

On general legal fees, Transport Scotland does 
not pay or recompense objectors for general fees 
associated with an objection. It will, however, 
recompense objectors who have land or property 
interests that are required or directly impacted by 
the project—in those cases we make payment for 
reasonable fees. There are much more expansive 
details of the arrangements in “Forth Replacement 
Crossing: Guidance on the Parliamentary Process, 
Compulsory Purchase Process and 
Compensation”, which we published in July 2009, 
prior to the introduction of the bill. A copy of that 
publication is available on the Transport Scotland 
website. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I would like your 
comments on a second point that arises from the 
rebuttal. I refer to the statement that 

“a district valuer would work on TS‟s behalf to resolve the 
compensation” 

appeals. The rebuttal continues: 

“However it is felt that surely for truly independent 
valuations a third party with no affiliations to TS should be 
used to ensure residents receive true and fair entitlement.” 

Can you explain what the position is regarding the 
district valuer? 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. References are made 
to the district valuer, who is used by a large 
number of organisations, in both the public sector 
and what I would call the third sector—voluntary 
bodies—to provide an independent assessment of 
the value of property. If, after having received that 
assessment, an objector or someone who is losing 
property is not satisfied by the value that has been 
placed on the property by the district valuer, they 
are free to make reference to the Lands Tribunal 
for Scotland, which is wholly independent, is the 
ultimate adviser and provides the final judgment 
on such matters. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. Sir, I have no 
further questions on the topic of property values. 

The Assessor: Again, Mr Stevens, if you have 
no questions we can move on. 

Gerald Stevens: That is fine—just move on, sir. 

The Assessor: You will, of course, have the 
opportunity at the end to make what we call a 
closing statement. If there are any matters that 
you want to draw out at that stage, there will be no 
problem about that at all. 

Ruth Crawford: The next topic is pollution, 
which requires some witness changes. The first 
aspect that I will address is air quality. In the 
rebuttal, Mr Stevens states that, as a layman, he 

“cannot believe T.S‟s argument that our pollution/air quality 
will not increase” 
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beyond 

“existing levels with again a major building project” 

very close by and 

“an access road 20ft from my garden”. 

He writes that he doubts that Transport Scotland is 
aware that 

“the wind direction here is swept to east and there is a 
constant breeze here 98% of the year ... blowing straight at 
our houses.” 

Dr Bull, you may have looked into the 
meteorological conditions in carrying out your 
assessment of air pollution and air quality. 

Michael Bull (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Yes, that is correct. For the operational air quality, 
we used a technique of modelling that takes as 
inputs information that is predominantly about the 
amount of pollution that comes from traffic on the 
road and the orientation and relative location of 
properties on the road. In this particular 
assessment, we used hour-by-hour meteorological 
data that took into account a range of parameters 
including wind speed and direction. That 
information was fed into the model to give our 
predictions at the properties nearby. 

Ruth Crawford: It appears that there is some 
incredulity on the part of Mr Stevens about the 
robustness of the assessment that you carried out. 
Are you in a position to advise Mr Stevens how 
confident you are about the assessments that you 
have carried out relative to the topic of air quality? 

Michael Bull: Certainly. Contrary to what the 
rebuttal says, it is not Transport Scotland‟s view 
that there will be no increase from the  existing 
levels. Increases are predicted at some of the 
properties in Springfield, and those are shown on 
the contour plots for the operational phase. 
However, Transport Scotland argues—and the 
predictions suggest—that those increases will be 
very small. 

As is noted elsewhere in some of the rebuttals, 
the area is pretty clean in air pollution terms, but 
that does not mean that there is no air pollution. 
There is always background air pollution from a 
range of sources, some natural and some just a 
general accumulation. Long-distance travel and 
man‟s activities give rise to background pollution 
levels everywhere in the country. Nevertheless, 
the existing air quality could generally be 
described as very good and, at the properties in 
Springfield, we are adding a very small increment 
that is well within the air quality standards and 
objectives that are relevant for the assessment. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. 

The Assessor: You will appreciate that, to a lay 
person, modelling can sometimes sound a very 
complicated matter. Is the model that you have 

used generally applicable throughout Scotland 
and, indeed, the United Kingdom? 

Michael Bull: It is. The model that we have 
used is widely applied— 

The Assessor: If you are able to answer yes or 
no, that is fine. 

Michael Bull: Yes, I am confident that that is 
the case. I am particularly confident because, in 
this situation, we are displacing traffic from one 
area to another and can compare what happens in 
the other area to the general level of air pollution 
that exists now, where the bridge is at the 
moment. We can tell, from that, what air quality we 
can expect in the new location. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Bull. 

Ruth Crawford: I propose to look at the 
question of noise under this broad heading of 
pollution, although it may also be relevant to topic 
6, which is working practices and noise. 

Good morning, Mr Greer. 

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

Ruth Crawford: In his rebuttal, the objector 
says that the permitted legal noise level is 70dB 
and that Transport Scotland 

“insist this will be achieved” 

with reference to a British standard. He points out 
that 

“For drilling tools excavations even with sound proving 
cladding etc” 

it 

“is between 80-85-90 d/b‟s. So why are T.S. still insisting 
their will be no increase in noise levels.” 

There is a fair amount of complaint there. I may be 
wrong, but I think that the objector is casting doubt 
on the assessment of construction noise. Can you 
provide him with any comfort about that? 

Richard Greer: Good morning, Mr Stevens. 
Good morning, sir. 

The Assessor: Good morning. 

Richard Greer: I will try to assist. The question 
raises a number of issues, and I will walk you 
through the assessment methodology. As the 
assessor said during evidence last week, it is a 
complicated process, but it is one that is informed 
by best practice to ensure that your interests are 
protected. Given its complexity and depth, I will 
walk the inquiry through the method, which I hope 
will allay some of your concerns. 

The first part of the question was about the 
permitted legal noise levels. There are, strictly 
speaking, no legally enforceable limits. The 
overriding requirements are in the Control of 
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Pollution Act 1974 and the Environmental 
Protection Act 1990, which provide a responsibility 
primarily for a contractor or those who are 
responsible for works to employ what is called 
“best practicable means”—that is, to minimise 
noise and vibration at all times and from all works. 
Later in my evidence, I will perhaps come back to 
how that is an absolutely central part of the 
project‟s commitment and what processes are in 
place to ensure that best practicable means will be 
employed at all times. 

The key point from the residents‟ perspective is 
that, whatever assessment levels or limits we 
might talk about—I will come back to those, if I 
may—it is absolutely the project‟s commitment 
that the contractor does not have a ticket to work 
up to those levels. The requirement on the 
contractor, and the contractor‟s commitment, is to 
do everything that is reasonable and practicable to 
minimise noise levels at all times. That means 
trying to keep levels as low as possible at all 
times, accepting that, on some days, when major 
activities are being undertaken close to properties, 
levels will start to rise to an assessment category. 

The City of Edinburgh Council has responsibility 
for residential property and other receptors within 
the area, and it has published “Construction Site 
Noise: A Guide for Contractors”, which is available 
on the website—you may already have a copy, Mr 
Stevens. That is a one-page document that 
highlights the fact that, generally, levels are 
permitted to rise up to 75dB during the day. 
Provided that the contractor stays within that level 
during the daytime, the local authority will not be 
concerned about that. 

With this project, we have been conscious of the 
duration of the works, which will be some five 
years in total. That is not to say that, at any 
particular location, the noise level will be high for 
five years, as the work will be carried out as a 
series of smaller elements and the noise levels will 
vary from day to day and from month to month in 
any particular location. Therefore, in the 
assessment of construction noise, which is in 
chapter 19 of the environmental statement, we 
have made use of the British standards to which 
you refer in your rebuttal, BS 5228-1 and BS 
5228-2. It is important to highlight that those were 
updated in 2009 after about 25 years‟ worth of 
robust experience of using those standards in 
major construction projects around the United 
Kingdom. 

10:00 

The assessment methodology that was used for 
the environmental statement takes account of 
existing ambient noise levels. It is clear that the 
areas around Springfield and Clufflat, for example, 
are relatively quiet at the moment. Ambient noise 

surveys have been undertaken at a number of 
representative locations and have been linked to a 
model to help us to understand how levels vary 
from location to location. We have identified what 
the existing levels are at each location that has 
been considered and that has allowed us to 
identify an assessment level, which is ratcheted 
down from 75dB in noisy urban areas to 70dB for 
quieter areas and 65dB for more rural areas or 
suburban areas such as Springfield. As you heard 
in evidence last week, sir, there is a detailed 
assessment in appendix A19.2 of the 
environmental statement of the levels, under 
worst-case assumptions, at various calculation 
points that are representative of each of the 
communities that we are trying to protect. The 
receptor for Springfield is identified, and we have 
identified the ambient noise level and the 
assessment level. 

The key issue to bring out is that the 
assessment level for Springfield is 65dB during the 
daytime compared with the 75dB that might 
normally apply. There is understandable anxiety 
that some night-time working will be necessary; 
that has been said in evidence to you before. The 
assessment categories are further ratcheted 
down, so they go lower in the evening and lower 
still at night-time to provide the additional 
protection that is necessary during those more 
sensitive times of the day for residents. 

I return to the other parts of the question, if I 
may. The shared British standards that I have just 
described are a fundamental part of the 
assessment for the project. Following them is 
always good practice. The objector rebuttal 
identifies from reading through the appendices for 
British standard BS 5228 that the levels for drilling 
equipment are 80dB, 85dB and 90dB. BS 5228 is 
a very large document that gathers together a lot 
of experience from the construction industry and 
from research work that has been undertaken by 
Government bodies to collect data for 
construction. It collects source levels for particular 
types of construction, particularly for construction 
equipment such as bulldozers, dumpers and 
drilling rigs, and quantifies the noise levels that are 
generated by that equipment at a specified 
distance, which is always 10m. The level is 
therefore very close to the equipment. 

A prediction methodology is then used that is 
defined in the standard. It has been used for all 
major infrastructure projects, represents best 
practice, is heavily validated, and has been used 
for the project in question. The construction 
engineers who understand a particular 
construction activity and what type of equipment is 
required for it—in this case, the drilling 
equipment—are talked to, and the source level is 
then taken from the British standard. It may be 
85dB or 90dB or even higher for a particular piece 
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of equipment. That is at 10m. It is then necessary 
to work out how the noise levels for that item of 
equipment and every other item of equipment 
involved in the construction phase change from 
very close to the machinery to the properties. 

The first key point is that noise decreases with 
increasing distance. The vast majority of the major 
works in the project will be 150m to 200m away 
from the properties in Springfield, although there 
will be small elements of work closer to the 
properties during the early stages—for example, in 
erecting fencing—and there will be ground 
reinstatement work in the later stages. However, 
the vast majority of works will be at least 150m to 
200m away. There will be a reduction of some 
30dB if we compare the source levels at 10m to 
the levels 200m away. 

The second issue is that equipment will not 
operate throughout the entire day. Therefore, we 
also consider the on-time percentage. For 
example, a generator will run for 100 per cent of 
the day, but drilling equipment will operate and 
generate noise for 75 per cent of the day. That is 
taken into account. It is also necessary to take into 
account any screening between the source and 
the receiver. I draw attention to the commitment in 
the environmental statement—I think that it is 
commitment item DC25—on providing screening, 
probably in the form of solid construction site 
hoardings to block lines of sight and therefore 
screen noise from any major construction noise 
activity. That screening will provide at least a 
benefit of 5dB, although the benefit will quite often 
be more than that: it could be up to 10dB. If we 
allow for distance, a noise level of 85dB becomes 
a level of 55dB by the time that the noise reaches 
properties and, if we add the benefit of screening, 
the noise level will then be 50dB or less. That is 
why we feel comfortable from the assessments 
that we have made so far, which endeavour to err 
on the side of caution and to be worst-case 
assessments, that, if we allow for physical 
mitigation from things such as noise barriers, 
things in the code of construction practice and 
management methods that you might come back 
to later in the morning, and given the distance 
away of the construction activity the majority of 
time, the noise from the construction activity can 
be managed below the 65dB assessment levels 
set for Springfield and the equivalent more 
onerous levels set for works that must be 
undertaken later in the evening and at night. That 
is all summarised—albeit technically, I accept—in 
appendix A19.2. 

Forgive me for giving such a long answer, Mr 
Stevens, but I am trying to walk you through how 
what appear to be large numbers from the 
appropriate British standard—I understand why 
they appear to be so—quite robustly become 
levels at properties such as yours and those of 

other residents whom you represent that are 
below the assessment categories that exist to 
provide protection to you. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I will say for the 
layman and for the inquiry how I understand that 
explanation. No doubt everyone can go off and 
read that a drilling tool might emit 90dB at source, 
but one then must consider what processes that 
tool will be engaged in and the relationship 
between where that work is to take place and the 
receptor, and one must take account of mitigation, 
the working practices that will be employed and 
the other factors that you have outlined in your 
evidence. One can then make what you have 
described as a robust assessment of what the 
actual noise level will be at the receptor. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

The Assessor: It seems to me that the 150m to 
200m distance is important. Is it correct that there 
is no dispute that any residents in the Springfield 
group are closer than that? I am not sure who to 
take evidence on that from. 

Gerald Stevens: I have not seen that from all 
the scale maps and everything else. On where the 
haul road is supposed to be going and where the 
bridge is going, I have walked out and seen that 
the haul road is only around 20ft away; it goes 
right down the side of my house. I cannot see 
where the 150m and 200m figures come into 
things. 

The Assessor: Okay. Thanks for that. 

Ruth Crawford: On the location of the haul 
road, Mr Greer, what is your understanding of the 
construction activity that will take place on the haul 
road during its construction and thereafter? 

Richard Greer: I would like to talk about two 
things, if I may. Of course, we should not lose 
sight of where the haul road will be. Mr Glover 
may be best placed to advise on that matter in a 
moment. Obviously, that relates to the 
construction compound and whether it is on the 
east or west side of the main line. 

Before we turn to that, I would like to say 
something about noise, if I may. I referred to a 
distance of 150m to 200m, which is the distance at 
which the majority of the heavy engineering works 
for constructing the main line and its cuttings and 
building the abutment and the piers for the bridge 
will be. That is where the longer-term, major 
construction activities will be, although some early 
work activities may be closer, as I said. For 
example, there might be some movement of 
construction equipment and material for purposes 
of storing. I appreciate that it is easy for someone 
who has worked a lot on construction sites to say 
this and that it might seem different to someone 
who has to live next door to one, but such 
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activities are much less intense, are of a much 
shorter duration and will not give rise to the levels 
of noise that will come from the major activities 
taking place further away. I am not trying to 
suggest that all the works are 150m to 200m 
away—in fact, the major works will be at that 
distance—but the assessment also takes into 
account the smaller activities, including those 
involving the haul route, that will be closer. 

I should also point out that, no matter whether 
the construction compound lies east or west of the 
main line, the haul route has been assessed in 
both locations. As far as construction is 
concerned, what is key to the haul route will be the 
number of vehicles using it. As has been identified 
in the environmental statement and evidence, 
there will typically be 400 vehicles a month—or 
only one vehicle per hour—rising in the most 
intense months to maybe 1,600 vehicles per 
month. Each vehicle that passes by will be 
screened and the figures taken into account in the 
noise model, but that is why the calculations 
provided in my earlier evidence should, as the 
assessment does, give confidence that the levels 
can be mitigated. 

Ruth Crawford: My next question is perhaps 
best directed at Mr Glover. We have heard 
references to the 150m distance, which, as the 
assessor has picked up, might be quite important. 
Mr Glover, will you confirm from a design point of 
view the distance of the properties at Springfield 
from the construction areas and the haul road? 

Mike Glover (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
The first thing to do is to clear up any confusion 
there might be about the location of the compound 
and hence the location of the haul road. Our 
desire and preference are that the compound 
should lie to the west of the main line—in other 
words, away from Springfield and Echline—which 
means that what we call the haul road will be on 
the other side of the works. At some time during 
the construction sequence, we will construct an 
access track, but that will be in excess of 150m 
from the residents‟ premises. The only works that 
will take place in a zone of 150m from those 
premises will be what we call lay down or 
temporary storage of materials and even then our 
intention is not to come within 50m of the line of 
those properties. I am not sure where the 20ft 
figure has come from; indeed, I would like to see 
anything that we have said that has given that 
impression so that we can confirm to you that that 
is not the case. I confirm that, as planned, there 
will be no permanent works within 150m of your 
properties; the haul road is in excess of 250m 
away from your premises; and the closest point of 
the main construction is approximately 200m. That 
is the graphical evidence. 

The Assessor: Stop me if I am summarising 
things wrongly, but I believe that there are three 
factors that can create noise. First, there is the 
main line, which will be 200m-plus away. 

Mike Glover: Yes, approximately 200m. 

The Assessor: Secondly, there is the proposed 
temporary haul road, which will be to the east of 
the main line and hence closer to the properties. 

Mike Glover: No. Perhaps I can clarify. If the 
compound is to the west of the main line, the haul 
road will also be to the west and hence further 
away from the properties. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I am looking at the 
wrong preferred scheme option. 

Mike Glover: I am sorry. 

The Assessor: Don‟t you be sorry—I made the 
error. That is your preferred option, as long as you 
can get hold of that plot on the Dundas ground for 
the compound. 

Mike Glover: That is correct. 

The Assessor: As I understand it from Mr 
Stevens, the third factor that might create noise 
would be what you have called lay down of other 
items. 

Mike Glover: Yes. 

The Assessor: And how many metres could 
that happen within? 

Mike Glover: We are suggesting that we would 
go no closer than 50m. 

The Assessor: Mr Greer mentioned work 
lasting a short time. What do we mean by that 
term? 

Mike Glover: The work is very transient. For 
example, we will be lying down pieces of structural 
steelwork there. I do not want to mislead the 
witness in that sense, but we are talking about 
quite short durations and activities that are 
definitely not very intensive. 

The Assessor: A day or two at a time, perhaps. 

Mike Glover: Indeed, although some of the 
items might lie there for a month. 

The Assessor: The items might lie there for 
that time, but the activities generating noise will 
occur for only a day or two at a time. 

Mike Glover: Yes. 

The Assessor: Over a prolonged period of four 
to five years or something of that order, but for 
only a day or two at a time. 

Mike Glover: That is correct, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 
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Mike Glover: However, I must draw your 
attention to another matter that I have explained 
rather badly. To the east of the main line, there will 
be a small permanent access track to the 
abutments for storage of equipment. We show that 
on the plans, but it will lie no closer than 150m. 

The Assessor: And its construction will not be a 
noisy activity. 

Mike Glover: Not at all, sir. 

The Assessor: And it would fall within Mr 
Greer‟s evidence. 

Mike Glover: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: Related to the topic of noise, 
Mr Stevens raises a particular concern about the 
fact that he works shifts and that, as he describes 
very eloquently in his written statement, his  

“sleep patterns ... will be shot to hell”. 

In your evidence, Mr Greer, you described the 
activities that will take place around Springfield 
and, indeed, around where Mr Stevens lives. We 
now know that the vast majority will take place in 
excess of 150m away. Moreover, you have also 
explained that the activities will not take place 
throughout the day and Mr Glover has given some 
evidence to assist us in trying to understand what 
activities will take place closest to Mr Stevens. 
That said, Mr Stevens will ask what account has 
been taken of the fact that he will be trying to get 
some sleep during the day. What impact, if any, 
might there be on shift workers from noisy 
activities? 

Richard Greer: It is important to clarify that the 
assessment, which, as I said before, is based on 
best practice, must necessarily be based on what 
are best described as community norms. In other 
words, the assessment takes into account how the 
majority of people live, including their day-to-day 
activities, how they make use of their property and 
the amenity of the space around it, and how most 
people typically respond to noise. After all, we all 
vary in our responses to noise. Within that, our 
considerations will clearly take into account the 
fact that some people might not necessarily be 
awake during the day—indeed, they might well be 
asleep—but no specific consideration is given to 
shift workers who are asleep during the day or 
who might be more sensitive than others to noise. 
That said, those issues are taken into account in 
the generic sense under community norms. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, you might well 
take up this issue again under item 13, which is 
health. 

Ruth Crawford: I was intending to do so, if that 
would be acceptable. 

Sir, I do not intend to ask any more questions in 
chief on the issues of pollution and working 
practices and noise.  

The Assessor: So we have taken items 3, 5 
and 6 together. Is that correct? 

Ruth Crawford: We have not taken item 5. 

The Assessor: Sorry. We dealt with working 
practices. We have taken 3 and 6 together, have 
we not? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: But it may be, of course, that 
Mr Stevens has questions— 

The Assessor: Indeed. You are more than 
welcome to ask any questions, Mr Stevens. I know 
that you are particularly interested in the topic of 
noise. Are you still working? 

Gerald Stevens: I am not, unfortunately. 

The Assessor: But if you went back to work, it 
might be on shifts. 

Gerald Stevens: It would be, yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Do you have any 
questions? 

Gerald Stevens: No. It has pretty well been 
covered. I think that I was looking at the wrong 
thing. As I said at the beginning, my main concern 
was about where the compound and the haul road 
will be. I did not know that they were going across 
to the other side of the field, which is something 
that we have pursued for a long time, or that they 
will be, at best, 150m away. It is still going to be 
noisy. Let us be fair—we are doing estimates and 
assessments and everything else but, until 
everything starts, nobody will know what the effect 
is going to be. Sleep patterns are definitely going 
to be disturbed. 

The Assessor: Without opening up another box 
of evidence, we have heard quite a bit about the 
manner in which people who feel that there is a 
problem will be able to use the complaints 
procedure. That is well documented. Accordingly, 
were matters to go the way that you fear, there will 
be a possibility of some sort of remedy for you. It 
will certainly be possible for you to lodge a 
complaint and find out how that complaint has 
been dealt with, whether it was simply about 
something that was perceived or whether there 
was a matter of fact involved. No doubt you could 
take that up later outside the inquiry, if you wanted 
to do so. 
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I think that we are ready to go forward, unless 
you have a further question.  

Gerald Stevens: I do not. 

The Assessor: You have taken the trouble to 
come along, sir. I just want to make sure that you 
have your chance. Thank you, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. The next topic 
is loss of amenity—visual/environmental. 

Again, that will require a change of personalities. 

Good morning, Mr Weller and Mr Lancaster. 

Nigel Weller (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good morning. 

Mark Lancaster (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good morning. 

Ruth Crawford: The first aspect that I would 
like to look at with you arises from Mr Stevens‟s 
comments on the visual impact in his rebuttal. His 
concern is that the 

“30ft bund down the boundary of the field with trees planted 
... would be a disaster for us” 

with 

“our panoramic views to the Ochils and our wildlife gone”. 

He then refers to paragraphs 5.1 to 5.17 of the 
“Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment”, on mitigation, and states: 

“we could look at alternatives such as a wild flower 
meadow”. 

He gives reasons why he considers that that 
would be a good idea. Mr Lancaster, I wonder 
whether you have given any thought to the 
alternative mitigation that Mr Stevens suggests 
and, if so, what comment you have on that. 

Mark Lancaster: Certainly. It is probably worth 
explaining the proposed mitigation in Echline fields 
and Springfield. The proposed bund and the 
cutting that the road will run through are there for 
noise reduction but they will also reduce the visual 
impact by screening the road. The outer face of 
the bund will be graded out to a shallower gradient 
than the inner face so that it blends in with the 
landform better. 

With regard to trees, there is some tree planting 
towards the bridge abutment end, but there is a 
stretch that does not have tree planting because 
that is not required for screening purposes. 
However, along the access track that Mr Glover 
mentioned, on the east side—the track that goes 
to the abutment—there is a hedgerow with 
hedgerow trees, so rather than a solid block of 
planting on the bund there will be a more filtered 
view with hedgerow and trees. 

The rebuttal also mentions wildlife. The seed 
that will go on to the earthworks and the cutting 

slopes is a semi-natural grassland mix that creates 
a species-rich grassland, which is beneficial 
ecologically as well as visually, having wild 
flowers. It is worth adding that when we do our 
landscape mitigation design we always work with 
the ecologists in the team to come up with the 
most suitable combination of wildlife, landscape 
and visual techniques to minimise impacts. We are 
certainly aware of the ecological issues in the 
area. Echline fields are not particularly highly rated 
ecologically, so things such as the introduction of 
semi-natural grassland will potentially be beneficial 
and the hedgerow and trees will also benefit 
wildlife. 

Some people have asked why we do not 
propose more planting along the bunds in the 
area. That is in response to the fact that, visually, 
there is no need to screen the road. If the road 
was in an embankment, we might consider it 
differently, but where there is a cutting and a bund 
and vehicles are therefore beneath the line of 
sight, we tend not to plant so much woodland. 
Also, the landscape is quite open in character—it 
has a farmland-type character—and we always 
like to try to respond to the character of the 
landscape rather than planting a solid belt of trees 
along the road. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, Mr Lancaster. You 
said that some trees will be planted towards the 
bridge. For the record, figure 12.4e in the 
environmental statement sets out the landscape 
and ecological mitigation. 

Mark Lancaster: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Will you describe the height of 
the trees that are to be planted? Are we talking 
about little saplings or will they be established? 

Mark Lancaster: The hedgerow and hedgerow 
trees that are shown as a line of dots running 
along the access track will be planted as standard-
size trees. They are a bit larger—maybe 2.5m to 
3m tall when they are planted. The woodland 
planting, which is the larger green and brown 
blobs, tends to be smaller—maybe 400mm to 
600mm, or 18in to 2ft, depending on the species. 
However, there is also feathered tree planting 
within those mixes. Feathers are typically about 
2.5m tall, so they provide additional early 
screening. Over time, the smaller trees tend to 
start catching up with the bigger ones because 
they are young and vigorous when they are 
planted. 

Ruth Crawford: As you have described, the 
planting that is to be undertaken has regard to 
ecological factors and it will encourage perhaps 
better habitat and also wildlife. 
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Mark Lancaster: Yes, certainly. The emphasis 
is on the use of native tree species. We also aim 
to get provenance or to source the seed from the 
local geographic area, so that the trees are suited 
to the habitat of this part of the country, rather than 
importing trees from Holland or Germany or 
wherever. A local seed source is better for 
biodiversity and wildlife. 

Ruth Crawford: The original objection from this 
group of objectors included the concern that the 
landscape and visual assessment had taken no 
account of the gantries and lighting. Can you 
advise the objector whether your assessment of 
landscape and visual impacts takes account of the 
gantries and lighting? 

Mark Lancaster: Certainly, yes. We included 
both elements in the assessment. In an earlier 
session, I mentioned the fact that, in addition to 
assessing the impact, we looked at the siting of 
the gantries and provided comment to our 
colleagues who are doing the engineering for 
traffic in the location. We suggested adjustments 
to the locations to minimise visual impacts and, 
where possible, tried to put the gantries where 
there is planting or a cutting. We also looked at 
adding planting to mitigate the impacts. 

On lighting, the stretch of road between the 
bridgehead and the junction will be lit, but the 
lighting on the bridge will be at a low level. The 
idea is to put lighting in the barrier, rather than at a 
higher level, to minimise the spread of light from 
the bridge. 

Ruth Crawford: Perhaps Mr Weller can assist 
us on a slightly different topic. There is concern 
about the impact on pedestrian and non-motorised 
users of paths in and around Echline fields. Will 
you advise the inquiry and Mr Stevens whether 
that impact has been assessed? 

Nigel Weller: Yes, it has. Through the 
completion of the environmental statement, we 
identified that Echline fields are used informally for 
recreation and also that key paths cross the fields 
to other areas. Those were identified through 
consultation, meetings with the council access 
officers and site visits. 

We identified four key routes and then identified 
mitigation to assist people using those routes that 
cross the main line. That was done primarily by 
going down to Society Road from the northern 
area of Echline fields, or going down through 
Queensferry junction from the south. The impact 
of that mitigation on journey length was assessed 
as being of slight to moderate and moderate 
significance. 

The Assessor: You are going a bit fast for me 
to get hold of the point. The method of 

assessment was to have a word with the council 
access officers who are familiar with the site, and 
then you walked over it yourselves. Is that right? 

Nigel Weller: We had people on site. We met 
the council‟s local access officers and Scottish 
Natural Heritage staff who have responsibility for 
access. We consulted the community councils, 
provided them with our understanding of the use 
of the area, and asked them to mark up the plans 
with any additional routes. 

The Assessor: Okay. You came up with four 
routes. 

Nigel Weller: Yes, there are four key routes 
across the fields. 

The Assessor: I do not know whether we will 
come back to this at some future date, Ms 
Crawford but, if not, can Mr Weller tell me, from A 
to B, where those four routes start and end up? 

Nigel Weller: The first route goes from Linn Mill 
across to South Queensferry High Street. The 
second goes from Linn Mill to bus stops on the 
B924. The third route goes from Clufflat to 
woodland at Linn Mill, and the fourth goes from 
bus stops on the B924 to woodland at Linn Mill. 
Those routes are shown at figure 17.3b of the 
environmental statement. 

The Assessor: I am sorry to have interrupted 
your flow; I just want to be able to follow what you 
are saying in its entirety. So we have routes going 
from Linn Mill to South Queensferry, Linn Mill to 
the B924, Clufflat to Linn Mill, and the B924 to 
Linn Mill. 

Nigel Weller: That is right. 

The Assessor: I am obliged, thank you. 

Nigel Weller: We identified the key access 
points going across Queensferry junction or 
Society Road, but since we completed and 
published the environmental statement, further 
design refinement and review have enabled us to 
identify a more direct route for pedestrians that 
would cross underneath the abutments close to 
where the sustainable drainage system basins 
would be and which would improve access across 
the fields from that which we originally assumed. 

The Assessor: And that would go from where 
to where? 

Nigel Weller: It would go between the two 
SUDS basins. 

The Assessor: Will there be two SUDS basins 
or one? 

Nigel Weller: Two. They will basically be where 
the bridge lands. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 
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Nigel Weller: Those are the identified routes. 
We recognise the importance of Echline fields to 
the local community, so we also assessed access 
to the outdoors and how enjoyable that would be, 
and we identified moderate impacts on access to 
Echline fields. That is stated in paragraph 17.6.18 
of the environmental statement. Obviously, the 
mitigation that Mr Lancaster has explained will go 
some way towards improving the amenity of the 
area for the continued enjoyment of local 
residents. 

The Assessor: I am sorry to keep on 
questioning you, but those are the main routes 
that you established with the council officers, 
community councillors and so on. Were there any 
additional paths in there on which the residents 
might place some value? 

Nigel Weller: Essentially, all the routes that I 
have described are the key informal routes. 
Obviously I was talking about general use of the 
area when I was talking about access to the 
outdoors. 

The Assessor: Just for the sake of 
completeness, none of those routes are on 
established rights of way, are they? 

Nigel Weller: No, they are not. 

The Assessor: For the record, are you able to 
tell me in a couple of sentences how a right of way 
would be established? 

Nigel Weller: There are three levels of right of 
way. The highest is called a vindicated right of 
way, which has generally been confirmed through 
the legal process and the courts. The next one 
down is the asserted right of way, which has not 
been legally confirmed but would be defended by 
the local council and would generally be accepted 
as a right of way. The other category is for a 
claimed right of way, and there are several criteria 
for that. It needs to have been used for 20 years 
and to connect two public places. It needs to be a 
defined route and, importantly, it needs to be used 
by the general public and not just by residents or 
their friends; anyone in this room would have to be 
able to use the route equally for it to be claimed as 
a right of way. 

Sustrans keeps a record of claimed rights of 
way, and we have consulted Sustrans on the use 
of the fields. 

The Assessor: None of the four routes—or 
even the fifth that you have now identified as being 
even better—are rights of way? 

Nigel Weller: No. 

Ruth Crawford: If I may follow that up, sir, I 
have a question for Mr Weller. Mr Weller, are you 
aware of the phrase “core path”? 

Nigel Weller: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Can you explain what core 
paths are, in relatively brief compass? 

Nigel Weller: Core paths are a network of paths 
that are identified by councils under a requirement 
of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003. None of 
these paths is a core path. 

Ruth Crawford: So far as Echline fields are 
concerned, are you aware of any future plans, 
other than the Forth crossing scheme, that might 
affect the Echline fields? 

Nigel Weller: Yes, there is extant planning 
permission for residential housing development in 
Echline fields. Outline planning permission was 
granted in 1992, a reserved matters application 
was granted in 1994 and the works were started in 
1999. However, it is important to note that, 
although the environmental statement explains 
that there may be a change to land use in the 
future, that has not reduced our assessment of the 
significance of impacts for the current use of that 
land. 

Ruth Crawford: So something might happen 
there in any event, but that is not something that 
you have taken account of. 

Nigel Weller: The issue is noted, but it has not 
reduced our requirements for mitigation. 

Ruth Crawford: So your baseline for 
assessment is Echline fields as they exist just 
now. 

Nigel Weller: That is right. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
on the topic of loss of amenity. 

The Assessor: I want to return to a phrase that 
Mr Lancaster used. He suggested that Echline 
fields were not very highly rated in terms of 
wildlife. I can understand that, but it seems to run 
contrary to the evidence of Mr Stevens and of his 
group of objectors. Will there be a loss of wildlife? 
If so, how serious will that be? 

Mark Lancaster: When I said that the area was 
not highly rated, I was talking about the ground 
cover or grassland, which is former agricultural 
land that has since just grown wild, if you like, as 
grassland—I think that the term is “rank 
grassland”—rather than diverse ecology. I see that 
Mr Gilchrist has moved into action to join me at the 
table. I am certain that he could explain matters in 
better detail. 

The Assessor: With Ms Crawford‟s agreement, 
I suggest that he do so. 

Ruth Crawford: I was about to make that 
suggestion, as I am all too aware that Mr 
Lancaster is a landscape and visual architect. 
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Pete Gilchrist (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Regarding the ecological value, we have 
undertaken detailed surveys of the areas that 
could be affected by the scheme and we have not 
identified any significant species groups in the 
Echline fields that would be affected by the 
scheme. 

The Assessor: Having got Mr Lancaster and Mr 
Gilchrist together, I also want to ask whether I am 
correct in thinking that appropriate planting—
however “appropriate” might be defined—could 
increase the general habitats for wildlife, albeit that 
the area might not have any protected species. 

Pete Gilchrist: That is correct. 

The Assessor: Would Mr Lancaster and Mr 
Gilchrist suggest to the objectors that, given that 
symbiotic relationship, the scheme might improve 
matters in the Echline fields overall, or will it cause 
detriment to the current situation? 

Pete Gilchrist: From the ecological point of 
view, no residual impacts on the Echline fields 
have been identified. As Mr Lancaster said, we 
work very closely with the landscape people in 
their design of the planting. We recommend 
species and techniques that will improve the 
area‟s biodiversity. 

The Assessor: For a layman such as myself, 
that means that the area will be different, but it will 
not be any worse. 

Pete Gilchrist: Indeed. 

Ruth Crawford: Let me just follow up on that. 
We know that the ecology team works closely with 
the landscape and visual team. Am I right in 
understanding that the team has also been in 
consultation with SNH on the potential impact of 
the scheme, the development of mitigation 
measures and the assessments of residual impact 
once mitigation is taken into account? 

10:45 

Mark Lancaster: I can certainly answer that. 
The answer is yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Has SNH raised any concerns 
about the residual impacts in and around Echline 
fields both from a landscape or visual perspective 
and from an ecological perspective? 

Mark Lancaster: From a landscape 
perspective, the answer is certainly no. 

Pete Gilchrist: From an ecological perspective, 
the answer is also no. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no follow-up 
questions. I do not know whether you still have 
further questions on this topic. 

The Assessor: No, I do not think so. If Mr 
Stevens is happy with that, we will move on. 

Gerald Stevens: I am quite happy to move on. 

Ruth Crawford: The next topic is working 
hours, which I suspect we have covered to some 
extent already. 

Sir, looking at the personalities arrayed before 
us—Mr Mackay, Mr Shackman, Mr Glover and Mr 
Greer—I suggest that it might be convenient under 
this heading to address the code of construction 
practice as well. I think that the main concern is 
about monitoring. 

The Assessor: Certainly. 

Ruth Crawford: First, so far as working hours 
are concerned, we have heard in other sessions 
that the code of construction practice has been 
revised and, indeed, that it will undergo a further 
revisal. Mr Stevens might not be aware of that, so 
it might be useful to advise him of those changes. 
Mr Mackay is probably best placed to do that. 

Andy Mackay (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good morning. In revision 2, the code of 
construction practice was revised in paragraph 
3.4.1, which covers normal working hours. The 
revision brought forward the end time for the 
normal working hours on a Saturday so that they 
end at 6 pm, in line with the committee‟s request 
during stage 1. There will be a further revision to 
the normal working hours, again in line with that 
request, to restrict the start-up time at the 
weekend to 8 am, which is when normal working 
hours will start. The start-up time on weekdays will 
be as currently stated in paragraph 3.4.1, which is 
between 7.30 and 8. 

Ruth Crawford: The question of working hours 
is, of course, closely allied with the particular 
construction activity that is taking place in the 
vicinity. It may be that the objectors are looking for 
some comfort on whether, for example, noisy 
activities will take place throughout the 
construction period relatively close to where he 
and his neighbours live, although we now know 
that it will probably be in excess of 150m away. 
We have already heard some evidence from Mr 
Glover about the fact that the construction work 
will be phased. Is that correct?  

Mike Glover: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Will you indicate for how long 
the most noisy activities as far as this group of 
objectors is concerned are likely to take place? 

Mike Glover: The most noisy activities will 
relate to the construction of the main line, which it 
is estimated will be of two to two and a half years‟ 
duration. Predominantly, that work will involve 
earth movement—excavation and movement of 
soil. There will be some work on structures, but 
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more of that will take place at the gyratory at 
Echline. The general nature of the construction is 
that it will last for two to two and a half years and 
will consist mostly of earth movement, with some 
structure work. 

In the area slightly to the north of Echline, there 
will be structural works on the abutments just to 
the south of the bridge, approaching Inchgarvie 
House. One of the construction techniques that we 
will use for the south viaducts is known as push 
launch, which I have explained before. It involves 
laying down sections of the bridge in 90m lengths 
and pushing them out over the pier construction. 
The total duration of that activity will be 
approximately 18 months. None of the activities in 
question will extend for the full five and a half to 
six years of the construction period. 

Ruth Crawford: This next question might best 
be directed towards Mr Mackay. We know that the 
normal working hours are set out in the code of 
construction practice, but is it correct that there is 
provision for seeking approval to work outwith 
normal working hours? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. That is 
described in paragraphs 3.4.6 and 3.4.7 of the 
code of construction practice. 

Ruth Crawford: We can see from the code that 
work outwith the normal working hours can be 
done only with the approval of the employer‟s 
representative and in compliance with the 
requirements of section 5, which, as I understand 
it, deals with the noise impact of the work activity. 

Andy Mackay: That is correct—it does. 

Ruth Crawford: There is a further procedure 
that must be gone through should the contractor 
wish to undertake construction works that fall 
under the definition of exceptional works. Is that 
correct? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. Exceptional works would 
not require to receive approval, but such works are 
highly restricted, as paragraph 3.4.10 indicates. 
One of the examples that is given are works that 
are undertaken in response to an emergency. 

On the relationship between work outside 
normal hours and section 5 and the noise 
management system, it is quite relevant to note 
the requirements in paragraph 5.2.9 of the code, 
which outlines that if the contractor wants to 
undertake works outside normal hours, he must 
seek the approval of the employer‟s 
representative, who must take into consideration 
the views of the noise liaison group, which will 
include local authority representatives, before he 
can give consent to any such works. 

Ruth Crawford: I would like to move on to the 
more general topic of the code of construction 
practice. As I understand it, the concerns that 

have been aired by objector group 27 include 
concerns about monitoring. Throughout the code 
of construction practice, we see various provisions 
that address the monitoring that will be required. 
For Mr Stevens‟s benefit, it might be useful and 
might assist him if you could explain the process 
of monitoring that will be undertaken. 

Andy Mackay: Would you like me to talk about 
monitoring in the general sense? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, please. 

Andy Mackay: The most relevant requirements 
are set out in section 1.10 of the code, which 
describes construction supervision. I know that 
one of Mr Stevens‟s concerns is that the 
contractor would undertake monitoring on its own 
and would just be left to get on with the job. 
Section 1.10 shows that that is certainly not wholly 
the case. Paragraphs 1.10.3 and 1.10.4 set out 
requirements regarding the monitoring that the 
contractor will undertake. The requirements are 
quite onerous, particularly those in paragraph 
1.10.3, which explains that the monitoring must 
include 

“monitoring the effectiveness of mitigation measures and 
monitoring and other actions as may be necessary to 
enable compliance with the requirements of this CoCP, the 
Environmental Statement and RIAAs to be demonstrated.” 

That places quite a significant burden on the 
contractor. 

The monitoring requirements that the contractor 
sets out will be based on his assessment of the 
construction methods that he intends to use. 
Setting out the monitoring requirements is a key 
part of the planning process for the contractor‟s 
construction activities. That applies to any impact 
to be monitored, but it is most relevant to noise. 

As regards independence, it is important to note 
the provisions of paragraph 1.7.7 of the code, 
which sets out the bodies that the contractor must 
consult with, which include environmental 
organisations with regulatory powers and the like. 
Paragraph 1.10.6 of the code sets out that as part 
of that consultation, the contractor must ensure 
that 

“the adequacy of monitoring proposals is discussed” 

and that 

“Any additional monitoring that these ... bodies wish to 
undertake as part of their duties will be accommodated.” 

That is one aspect of the code that sets out that 
monitoring will be undertaken independently of the 
contractor. 

In addition, paragraph 1.10.2 mentions the 
overall supervision and monitoring that the 
Scottish ministers‟ site team will provide. That is 
quite important because, ultimately, it is the 
Scottish ministers who have the duty of ensuring 
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that the works are carried out in accordance with 
the environmental statement and the code of 
construction practice. Paragraph 1.10.2 refers, 
quite correctly, to paragraph 1.2.4 of the code. 
Another paragraph that is quite relevant in that 
context is 1.4.2, which sets out the need to comply 
with the environmental statement. 

Ruth Crawford: As far as the general public is 
concerned, we see in paragraph 1.10.8 that 

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

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: A concept that might exist in 
the minds of this group of objectors, and in the 
minds of other objectors, is that the code of 
construction practice should set out precise means 
and methodologies to be used in carrying out the 
construction activities but, as I understand it, that 
is not the code‟s purpose. Rather, its purpose is to 
set out the desired outcomes. Is that correct? 

11:00 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. One of 
those key outcomes is compliance with the 
environmental statement. The definition of 
“reasonably practicable”, which was included in 
revision 2 of the code, might assist. We can take 
from it the reason why the precise location of 
monitoring that is to be undertaken is not set out. 
The third paragraph of that definition sets out that 
the measures taken by the contractor, which are 
reasonably practicable, must relate to the 
contractor‟s proposals. It is recognised that the 
methods that he might want to use to construct the 
scheme might differ from those that have been 
assessed in the environmental statement, but he 
is always constrained by the limits on impacts that 
are set out in the environmental statement and by 
the paragraph in the code that explains that the 
measures that he takes, and the monitoring of 
them, must relate to his proposals and that 

“If it is reasonable and practicable for the contractor to 
use an alternative method which would result in a lesser 
environmental impact ... then the contractor has an 
obligation to do so.” 

Ruth Crawford: In relation to the code of 
construction practice, another area that gives rise 
to some anxiety on the part of this objector group 
is the issue of lighting. I think that I am right in 
understanding that that issue is addressed in 
section 3.7 of the code. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Without taking you through it 
line by line, bullet point by bullet point, we can see 
a number of provisions that recognise that site 
lighting might be required, such as in paragraph 

3.7.1. Paragraph 3.7.3 details a number of 
requirements that the contractor has to consider. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: For the purposes of this group 
of objectors, perhaps the most relevant references 
are the first and third bullet points. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. Those are particularly 
relevant. They set out requirements to reduce 
visual intrusion and light spillage, with particular 
reference to nearby residential properties. 

Ruth Crawford: The third bullet point states: 

“Lighting will be positioned and directed to reduce 
nuisance to residents”. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Another area of concern for 
this group of objectors relates to construction 
movements. I think that that is dealt with in the 
written evidence as well as elsewhere in the code 
of construction practice. I think that the particular 
concern was about the use of the local roads by 
construction traffic. Mr Mackay or Mr Glover might 
be able to assist the objector with that. I refer to 
paragraph 7.2.6 of the written evidence on behalf 
of Transport Scotland. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. There is a requirement in 
the code of construction practice for the promoter 
to consult local authorities and, through that 
consultation, to restrict the use of some local 
roads by construction traffic. That is reflected in 
paragraph 7.2.6 of Transport Scotland‟s written 
evidence, which explains that 

“With the exception of the section of the B924 Bo‟ness 
Road where construction works will be undertaken”— 

that is the southern part of the road— 

“construction traffic will not be permitted to use the road for 
general construction access and as such construction 
traffic will not pass the primary school on this road.” 

I think that the objectors raised a specific concern 
about the primary school. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. 

Mike Glover: There will be some construction 
intrusion along Society Road in the early parts of 
construction. I think that we addressed that earlier. 
It is to do with enabling works of the haul road 
breakthrough at the Clufflats and the local 
widening of Society Road. To gain access to 
Society Road, vehicles would have to use the 
Bo‟ness Road. As we said earlier, it would be only 
in the early months of the work and would by no 
means be during the construction of the works. 
Other than that, the Bo‟ness Road would not be 
used. 

The Assessor: You have already indicated the 
average number of vehicles per day and per 
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month that you would expect at a peak. The 
evidence relates back to that, does it not? 

Mike Glover: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: The objectors also raise the 
specific issue of parking relative to the code of 
construction practice. Am I right in understanding 
that parking is dealt with in the code at paragraph 
4.6.8? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. That 
paragraph explains restrictions on parking in 
proximity to the site. 

Ruth Crawford: We can see that construction 
staff using private vehicles have to park their 
vehicles in the designated construction site car 
parks, not on public roads within a 2-mile radius of 
the site. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Mike Glover: I would advise a bit of caution 
here. There will be local people working at the site, 
who will be using their private cars. I have 
experienced that in the past. You understand our 
intent, but the reality is that there will be local 
people involved with the construction who will 
want to park their cars. 

The Assessor: How do you distinguish 
between local people and non-local people? I 
suppose that that is a pretty obvious question. 
Perhaps that is where your problem arose. 

Mike Glover: Interestingly enough—I am in 
danger of going off on a tangent here—that is one 
of the most important things about the contact and 
visitor centre. People will report what I will call 
rogue parking. That is how you identify it. If people 
are identified as being local, the problem does not 
arise—but it does occasionally. I just wanted to 
clarify that. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. That rather neatly 
takes me on to the next topic, which is the issue of 
what an aggrieved resident does should he or she 
have cause for complaint. I think that that is also 
covered in the code of construction practice; a 
complaints procedure is set out. 

Lawrence Shackman (Transport Scotland): 
Good morning. We have mentioned several times 
in previous hearings that, if someone has a 
complaint, there are various means by which they 
can make it, the most obvious of which is the 24-
hour hotline, whereby the complaint can be 
registered and taken forward from the contact 
person to the relevant person who will deal with it 
on the site. There will be a means of feeding back 
how the complaint has been dealt with and a reply 
will be made to the person who made the 
complaint within 48 hours. The complaint might 
not be addressed fully within 48 hours, depending 

on its nature, but measures will be taken as soon 
as practicably possible to alleviate the concerns 
raised. That is the main method of making a 
complaint, but personal visits to the contact and 
education centre, which will be located at the Forth 
Estuary Transport Authority‟s office—the Forth 
road bridge office—are another means of making 
a complaint. Complaints can also be made via e-
mail. There are various methods, which will all 
have the same effect of notifying the site staff of 
Transport Scotland and the contractor of a 
complaint. The appropriate steps will then be 
taken. A personal visit might be made to the 
person who made the complaint. 

Ruth Crawford: For the benefit of the objector, 
section 2.3 of the code of construction practice 
contains detailed provisions relating to the 
provision of an information website, project 
briefings and site visits, a newsletter, a minimum 
of two weeks‟ notification to local residents of 
planned construction works that may affect them, 
and the inquiries and complaints procedure. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding that 
the section of the code that deals with informing 
the community and advising it of the complaints 
procedure has been subject to the most recent 
revisal of the code, revision 2? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Has the revisal taken on board 
various comments by various objectors? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. One 
notable measure is the establishment of a 
community council forum. There will be an 
opportunity for community councils to address any 
common issues, whether they be positive or 
negative, as the project proceeds. 

Ruth Crawford: The community council forum 
to which you refer is reflected in paragraph 2.2.3 
of the code. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
on the code of construction practice. 

The Assessor: I wish to clarify the use of a 
word that has been used a number of times. The 
issue that we are discussing this morning—
monitoring—is represented as a “burden” on the 
contractor and, by extension, on the promoter, as 
the employer. Given the answer to another 
question—that the purpose of the code of 
construction practice is to set out how desired 
outcomes will be achieved—it occurs to me that 
many of the measures should be welcomed by the 
contractor and the promoter, as assisting them to 
demonstrate a commitment to being a good 
neighbour and getting desired outcomes. The 
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consistent use of the word “burden” tends to raise 
a question in the objectors‟ minds and to suggest 
that there is an us-and-them situation. I hope that 
that is not the case and that we are seeking a 
scheme that will be undertaken in the public 
interest but with the minimum detriment to any 
persons in the immediate vicinity of the scheme 
and on whom it happens to impact. 

Andy Mackay: It is important to recognise that 
monitoring is part of how the promoter or the 
contractor sees, plans and undertakes the 
construction works. The word “burden” is used to 
help to illustrate to objectors that we are placing a 
significant requirement on the contractor to be 
able to demonstrate compliance. That is probably 
the easiest way of describing monitoring in a 
context that an objector would understand. 

The Assessor: Is it best described as a 
significant requirement, rather than a burden that 
has been imposed? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you for that 
clarification. I am sure that it will help me in writing 
my report to the committee. 

Ruth Crawford: I would like to follow up on that 
point, again by way of assistance to both the 
objector and the assessor. Is it correct that the 
purpose of the code of construction practice is set 
out in paragraph 1.2.1? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: The process that you 
discussed earlier today is set out in three bullet 
points. First, the code 

“sets out the actions the contractors are required to take 
during the construction phase of the project to minimise the 
environmental and other impacts”. 

Secondly, it 

“defines the minimum standards of construction practice 
required of the contractors”. 

That is of crucial importance. Thirdly, it 

“defines how the those affected will be informed of how 
such impacts will be mitigated and how they will be 
consulted and engaged over such mitigation and of the 
timetable for the construction works”. 

Andy Mackay: You have set out the position 
clearly. The bullet points are extracted from the 
hybrid bill guidance. The first bullet point explains 
that monitoring is one of the actions that the 
contractor is required to take. Monitoring forms 
part of the minimum standards of practice that we 
expect it to take. 

11:15 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Mackay. That is 
clear to me. We can move on. 

Ruth Crawford: The next topic is health effects. 
[Interruption.] It occurs to me that Mr Stevens may 
have questions on the code of construction 
practice—I have been somewhat precipitate. 

The Assessor: I was assuming that Mr Stevens 
would rest there; I was going to draw matters 
together at the end. We have a process running. 
Are we on unlucky 13? I seem to be slightly out of 
kilter. 

Ruth Crawford: We have run some issues 
together. 

The Assessor: Can you help me, for the note? 

Ruth Crawford: I think that we are on 12. 

The Assessor: I have noted number 8 as 
compensation, but I am not worried about the 
order in which you want to take them. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I had rather thought— 

The Assessor: Were you planning to rest 
there? 

Ruth Crawford: No. It is my mistake, but I 
thought that issues of compensation had been 
covered. 

The Assessor: Under 2? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, when Mr Frazer 
Henderson addressed it. 

The Assessor: That is fine. 

Ruth Crawford: I propose to lead no further 
evidence on compensation. 

The Assessor: That is fine. I have moved on to 
proximity of the bridge and the Queensferry 
junction, but you may take the issues in the order 
that is convenient to you. 

Ruth Crawford: At the outset, I indicated that 
on proximity of the bridge, the junction and the M9 
direct link I was content to rest on the written 
evidence. 

The Assessor: You indicated that you would 
take up those issues at the Queensferry session. 
Have we dealt with 12, on traffic? 

Ruth Crawford: I am again content to rest on 
the written evidence. 

The Assessor: Hence we get to 13. Thank you 
very much. 

Ruth Crawford: I am sorry, sir. I did that a bit 
too quickly. 

The Assessor: No—13 it is. 

Ruth Crawford: Dr Henderson is the witness 
for the ministers on the topic of health impact. 
Good morning. The objectors raise two issues 
regarding health effects or impacts. The first, on 
which we have touched, is the effect on the health 
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of shift workers from noise during the day. The 
second is the effect of light on the health of 
residents near to the scheme. I will take the 
question of light first. Was that assessed for its 
impact on health? 

Shirley Henderson (Jacobs Arup Joint 
Venture): Good morning. We conducted a health 
impact assessment of the scheme impacts, much 
of which referred back to the assessment that was 
reported in the environmental statement. As you 
have heard this morning, we considered the 
impacts of light as part of the scheme impacts. 
The health impact assessment report does not 
refer specifically to light impacts, because no 
health effects that could be related to light could 
be identified. I am not aware of any evidence of 
links between light from road schemes and health 
impacts. 

Ruth Crawford: You say that you are not aware 
of any evidence that noise has an adverse health 
impact. It might assist the objector if you could 
explain the process that you and your team 
adopted in the health impact assessment and 
what you were seeking to ascertain. 

Shirley Henderson: The purpose of the health 
impact assessment was to provide an overview of 
the potential health effects of the scheme, drawing 
together findings from the environmental 
statement, principally on air quality and noise, 
because they are the two possible health effects 
relating to road schemes into which some 
research has been done and about which there is 
evidence. 

We have set those effects in the context of the 
health profile of the area, and we have presented 
a populationwide view in the health impact 
assessment—it is not a specific individual-by-
individual impact assessment. We referred to 
standard guidance on health impact assessments: 
we looked at “The Merseyside Guidelines for 
Health Impact Assessment”, and we used NHS 
Health Scotland‟s “Health Impact Assessment of 
Transport Initiatives: A Guide”. 

Ruth Crawford: We have already heard some 
evidence from Mr Greer on the effect on shift 
workers. Does the health impact assessment seek 
to assess what the impact might be on shift 
workers? 

Shirley Henderson: There is no specific 
assessment; as I have explained, it is a fairly 
generalised assessment. However, we recognise 
the fact that there could be some anxiety, for 
example, about noise levels and concern about or 
fear of disturbance from noise, and we have 
included that in our findings. 

Ruth Crawford: Is it generally accepted 
practice to carry out an assessment of the impact 
of noise on the health of shift workers? 

Shirley Henderson: We have heard from the 
noise specialist today that we look on a general, 
community basis rather than specify slightly 
unusual categories of workers. Therefore, as far 
as I understand it, there is no particular 
requirement to consider shift workers as a special 
case. 

Ruth Crawford: You mentioned that the health 
impact assessment acknowledged that certain 
people may be subject to anxiety and stress about 
noise. 

Shirley Henderson: That is correct. This would 
probably be considered something of a 
speculative health risk rather than an issue in 
which there is hard evidence to show that there is 
a link, but we have tried to bring out the fact that, 
rather than the actual level of noise, the issue is 
the possibility that people have concerns about the 
level of noise. That helped us to identify mitigation 
along the lines of giving people enough 
information about noisy and disruptive activities 
that will occur, so that they understand what to 
expect and have a route for questions or 
complaints. 

Ruth Crawford: In simple terms, therefore, 
people will not be taken by surprise should there 
be a noisy impact on a particular day because 
they will have been informed in advance. 

Shirley Henderson: Absolutely, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: From your experience, do you 
understand that the process of informing the public 
in advance serves to mitigate any adverse impacts 
caused through anxiety or stress? 

Shirley Henderson: Yes, that is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: To coin a phrase—or, rather, to 
adopt a phrase—forewarned is forearmed. 

Shirley Henderson: Yes, that is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
on this topic. 

The Assessor: You have pointed out that the 
health impact assessments are generalised—if I 
can put it that way—community based and so on. 
Therefore, they are deficient in so far as they 
cannot take into account the particular 
circumstances of particular individuals. Is that 
correct? 

Shirley Henderson: Yes. 

The Assessor: We heard that it might be very 
costly to take the particular circumstances of 
everybody into account. 

Shirley Henderson: Yes, and not just costly—it 
would be very difficult to do that with any level of 
accuracy. That is certainly reflected in the 
guidance on health impact assessments. 
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The Assessor: Can I take up the point on shift 
workers? I do not want you to take me all the way 
back to the Wolfson report or anything like that, 
but will you say something about sleep deprivation 
and the effect that that has on health? I think that 
there are some generalities that could be made. 

Shirley Henderson: The impact on shift 
workers would really relate back to the noise 
evidence that we have heard. We have taken that 
into account in that way—looking at overall noise 
effect—rather than by trying to draw out of that 
particular health effects, which would take the 
investigation beyond the level at which we did the 
health impact assessment. 

The Assessor: Yes, but I am asking you 
whether, if someone was on shift work, 
construction work was going on while they were 
trying to sleep and that person could not sleep 
over a prolonged period, there would be a difficulty 
or an effect on that person‟s health due to sleep 
deprivation. 

Shirley Henderson: Yes, I would say that there 
would be a possibility of that. 

The Assessor: Is there any form of mitigation 
that could be brought forward for an individual who 
was identified as being in the particular 
circumstances of a shift worker? 

Shirley Henderson: Frazer Henderson may 
have a bit more on the actual mechanisms, but I 
believe that an application could be made for, for 
example, temporary rehousing or something along 
those lines. 

The Assessor: I would like to hear about those 
particular matters because it is clear that this is 
where this objector is coming from as far as health 
is concerned. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Greer might be able to 
assist, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Mr Greer, welcome back. 

Richard Greer: Thank you. Before I come to 
that question, sir, there are two other things that 
are relevant to noise from the project: its approach 
and how people who are shift workers generally 
respond to the environment that they are in. 

The first point, as I gave in evidence earlier, is to 
highlight that the project has taken into account 
the fact that the area around Springfield is 
currently relatively quiet. The assessment level is 
65dB, compared with what would normally be the 
case of 75dB on other projects. That provides a 
level of additional protection, given the quietness 
of the area, for general amenity and people who 
try to sleep during the day. 

The second point is that people who tend to 
sleep during the day have, by and large, 
acclimatised to higher noise levels. I do not mean 
in any shape or form to suggest that that point is 
relevant to a particular individual, because each of 
us is different in how we respond to noise, but I 
make it in a general community sense. 

Dr Shirley Henderson gave evidence about not 
specifically taking into account a particular type of 
individual or occupation, but there is a generic 
consideration of shift workers as part of the 
community approach in so far as a lot of people 
who are shift workers tend, by and large, to have 
acclimatised to sleeping during the day and the 
slightly higher noise levels that go with it. That is a 
consideration to reinforce Dr Henderson‟s 
evidence, but it clearly cannot be a specific one for 
any particular individual. 

The Assessor: That is very helpful, but I still 
want to hear whether any particular measure of 
mitigation could be taken notwithstanding the 
evidence that you have given. I think that you are 
trying to say to me that Mr Stevens might be a little 
more anxious than he needs to be—that is part of 
the evidence that has been given to me—and you 
are saying that, as a matter of fact, it will not be as 
bad as he makes out. I can understand both 
arguments, if I have drawn them out properly, but I 
want to know whether, if he suffers from sleep 
deprivation, any form of remedy or compensation 
is open to him. 

Richard Greer: Mr Henderson is indicating that 
he was intending to respond to that question. 

The Assessor: Yes. 

11:30 

Frazer Henderson: Sir, you have identified a 
matter on which our code of construction practice 
is probably slightly deficient—issues concerning 
people who are shift workers. At paragraph 5.2.13 
of the code, we have applied the Noise Insulation 
(Scotland) Regulations 1975, and we have 
specified the criteria for their application. 

If I read you correctly, sir, our application of 
those regulations has not drawn out the issue in 
view, which involves special cases involving shift 
workers and the aspects that Mr Greer discussed. 
In the light of that, we will return with an 
amendment to the code of construction practice to 
make it clear that, in exceptional, special 
circumstances, consideration will be given to noise 
insulation, and that those exceptional, special 
circumstances will apply where it can be 
demonstrated that somebody is affected through 
no fault of their own or through their working 
patterns. However, we will have to treat each case 
very much on an individual basis, and there will 
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have to be a clear demonstration of the issues in 
view. 

The Assessor: I am sure that you will take each 
case on its merits, and there is no intention, 
through my questioning, to open up a Pandora‟s 
box—I wish merely to draw attention to particular 
circumstances at particular times. 

Frazer Henderson: To help your understanding 
of the matter, I ask Mr Greer, who was engaged in 
work on the Channel tunnel rail link, to close out 
the issue. It might be helpful if he shared his 
experience of the CTRL and how we might adopt 
its approach. 

Richard Greer: As Mr Henderson described, 
within the noise insulation and temporary housing 
policy for that project there was a special cases 
allowance, which identified that, for anybody who 
had a particular occupation, such as being a shift 
worker, or who had a chronic illness that might be 
exacerbated by exposure to noise, the project 
would consider any evidence that was brought 
forward, as reviewed by parties like the noise 
liaison group for this project. Where there was 
evidence that something needed to be done 
outwith the standard criteria as identified in the 
code of construction practice, additional mitigation, 
in the form of either noise insulation or temporary 
rehousing, would be brought forward. 

The Assessor: That is all very helpful. I am 
obliged to you, Mr Henderson, for taking that 
questioning. 

We can move on, I think. The matter is dear to 
your heart, Mr Stevens, but I think that I have got 
you where you might have got yourself. 

Gerald Stevens: I am satisfied with that. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: The last two topics that I 
propose to address by way of oral evidence are 
the visitor centre and a topic that may already 
have been dealt with: the location of the site 
compound. As far as that is concerned, Mr 
Stevens may now accept the position of the 
ministers. Those are the last two topics that I 
propose to address. 

The Assessor: Let us clear the second of them. 
Are you content with what you have heard about 
the compound, Mr Stevens? 

Gerald Stevens: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. We can take the 
one remaining topic now. 

Ruth Crawford: I think that, primarily, Miss 
Martin will address the topic, aided by Mr Glover. 
Concerns have been expressed about the location 
of what has been described as a visitor centre as 
well as an education centre, relating to the 

suggestion that the centre might be located in or 
around the site compound. Can an update on the 
location be provided to the inquiry? 

Anne-Marie Martin (Transport Scotland): The 
promoter and the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority are in agreement that we will work 
together to provide in some way the contact and 
education centre at existing facilities. I have to 
confess that the detail is still being worked out. 
However, on the basis that we all agree to do 
something together to reach a workable solution, 
the centre will be located away from the site 
compound, which will have numerous benefits. A 
lot of people have expressed concern about the 
centre‟s being in that area. If necessary or if you 
are interested, Mr Glover can go into the safety 
aspects of having a visitor centre and visitors in an 
active site compound area, but it is not desirable 
and we all agree that the site should move up to 
the FETA area. 

The Assessor: For the sake of the record, 
where is the FETA area? 

Anne-Marie Martin: It is next to the operational 
offices, which are to the east of the approach road 
of the existing Forth road bridge on the south side. 

The Assessor: So where I used to pay my 
bridge toll, I would see it on the left-hand side as I 
came into Edinburgh. 

Anne-Marie Martin: If you were coming south, 
yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
on the topic. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I have no questions 
for either Mr Glover or Miss Martin. 

If I am correct, we might be reaching the end of 
this session. I will ask Miss Crawford to give me 
what I call closing submissions. She will draw 
together the promoter‟s final position on certain 
areas and the objector will have the opportunity to 
have the last word—on occasions, we have called 
it “getting it off your chest”—and to say whatever 
he wants on behalf of his group. Would you like a 
break or will we just go on? 

Ruth Crawford: I would welcome a break, but it 
occurs to me that, notwithstanding his position that 
he has not asked any questions of the promoter‟s 
witnesses, Mr Stevens might wish to give some 
evidence. I am not clear whether he is content to 
rest entirely on his written evidence or whether he 
wishes to give oral evidence. 

The Assessor: My understanding, Mr Stevens, 
was that you were going to give such evidence as 
you wished as a closing statement, but I am happy 
to adopt whatever procedure makes everybody 
comfortable. 

Gerald Stevens: That is fine. 
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The Assessor: Yes, that was the agreement. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I would welcome a 
five-minute break. 

The Assessor: Let us make it 10 minutes. 

11:38 

Hearing suspended. 

11:50 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, I think that we are 
ready to go ahead. We will take a closing 
submission from you, and Mr Stevens‟s 
submission will be the last word. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. On this group 
of objectors, you have heard the oral evidence 
from the promoter‟s witnesses and you also have 
the benefit of the written evidence. There are three 
topics on which you have not heard oral evidence 
but on which the objectors seek changes: the 
proximity of the bridge to the local community at 
Springfield, the proximity of the South Queensferry 
roundabout and the fact that there is to be no 
direct link from the crossing to the M9. The 
promoter intends to rest on its written evidence on 
those three topics. However, as I indicated at the 
outset this morning, there will be oral evidence on 
those three topics as we move forward in the 
timetable this week. 

I turn to the issues that were addressed this 
morning. First, we looked at structural defects. In 
my submission, that concern has been dealt with 
comprehensively by the oral evidence of Mr 
Henderson, who referred to the specific provisions 
in the code of construction practice relative to 
noise and vibration and geology and land 
contamination plans. You will also recall that, if 
surveys are required, they will be undertaken at 
the expense of the promoter, and that, if there is 
damage, the affected proprietors will be 
compensated in full in the manner described by Mr 
Henderson. 

Related to the issue of structural defects is the 
issue of compensation and the concern that the 
district valuer might not be seen to be 
independent. Mr Henderson explained that the 
district valuer is used to valuing property in both 
the public and private spheres. If somebody is not 
satisfied with the district valuer‟s assessment, 
there is recourse to the Lands Tribunal for 
Scotland, which is an independent and impartial 
tribunal that will have the final word on the matter. 

Secondly, we addressed pollution. We heard 
evidence primarily on air quality and noise 
aspects. Dr Bull provided an explanation of the 
model that he and his team used to assess the 

project‟s impact on air quality. That model was 
explained in simple terms by reference to the 
factors to which they had regard—the traffic on the 
road, the orientation of the affected properties and 
meteorological data. Dr Bull was confident in the 
assessments that he carried out regarding the 
impact on air quality. 

On noise pollution, Mr Greer explained the noise 
assessment methodology that he employed. Like 
the methodology that was used to model air 
pollution, that methodology followed best practice. 
He explained that there are no legally enforceable 
limits and referred to the Control of Pollution Act 
1974 and the Environmental Protection Act 1990, 
which require the contractor to employ the best 
practicable means to minimise noise levels. He 
explained that processes are in place to ensure 
that noise levels are minimised and explained that, 
as far as this group is concerned, the noise 
assessment level at which a significant impact 
would be identified is 65dB. That was explained by 
the fact that the area is relatively quiet, therefore 
the noise impact level is relatively low compared 
with those in other areas. He also sought to 
explain why one might see rather high headline 
figures in the British standard for equipment. He 
explained how one worked one‟s way down to a 
level—perhaps 50dB—at which the noise would 
be heard by affected proprietors. It is worth 
bearing in mind the fact that almost all 
construction activities will take place in excess of 
150m from the affected properties of this objector 
group. 

Related to concerns about air quality and noise 
pollution is the code of construction practice. 
During the session, we heard evidence, relative to 
the purpose of the code, about the monitoring 
requirements and the information and complaints 
process that it sets out, all of which will, when 
allied to the code‟s specific air quality and noise 
provisions, ensure that noise and air pollution 
impacts are minimised as far as is reasonably 
practicable. 

On the question of loss of amenity, there were 
concerns about visual and environmental impacts. 
Mr Lancaster explained that in assessing visual 
impacts he had taken account not only of the 
location of gantries—indeed, he had suggested 
improvements to their siting—but of the lighting for 
the road and construction activities and any 
gantries in that respect. The mitigation was 
explained with reference to figure 12.4e in the 
environmental statement, and it was made clear 
that the mitigation proposed in the ES had taken 
into account the views of Scottish Natural 
Heritage. Also, we learned that the landscape 
team worked closely with the ecology team; that 
the species that would be planted would be of 
semi-natural grassland; and that, although there 
would be a change in the landscape, it would not 
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be an adverse one, and indeed it might benefit the 
local ecology. It was also explained that no 
adverse impact had been assessed in relation to 
wildlife. 

The issue of working hours has been covered 
primarily through revisals to the code of 
construction practice, but I also invite the inquiry to 
take account of the evidence on the duration of 
what are expected to be the noisiest activities and 
the fact that they will take place in excess of 150m 
away from where the objectors live. 

I have already mentioned the specific provisions 
in the code of construction practice on monitoring, 
noise and vibration, air pollution and the 
information and complaints procedure, and 
concerns about parking and construction 
movements have also been addressed in written 
and oral evidence. The promoter has indicated 
that it will make a change in relation to health 
effects and the impact on shift workers of noise 
that is generated during the day—the change will 
cover the exceptional and special cases that Mr 
Henderson described in evidence. Consideration 
will be given to the provision of noise insulation for 
such cases, but it was emphasised that there will 
have to be a demonstrable effect and that each 
case will be assessed on its own merits. 

On a couple of tidying-up matters, the 
promoter‟s position with regard to the visitor centre 
has been explained, and I think—indeed hope—
that the objectors‟ concerns on the location of the 
site compound have been allayed. The only other 
matter that I should briefly mention is the impact 
on pedestrians and non-motorised users, the 
provision for which was explained by Mr Weller. 
The potential impacts are identified in figure 17.3b 
of the environmental statement. 

Given the written and oral evidence that has 
been provided to this session, the promoter does 
not propose to accede to the changes suggested 
by the objectors in group 27. 

The Assessor: With the exception of the 
change to the code of construction practice. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. 

The Assessor: I am sure that that is what you 
meant. 

Mr Stevens, this is now your chance. We have 
relaxed our procedures to allow you simply to 
make a statement at this stage. 

Gerald Stevens: I am reasonably happy that 
the compound is being moved further west—
although I would rather that it was moved to 
Glasgow. [Laughter.] 

The Assessor: I remind you that you have only 
five minutes, Mr Stevens. 

Gerald Stevens: At least we have been 
listening. 

The fact that the visitor centre will be moved to 
the bridge site will also lessen the impact 
somewhat. As a layman, though, I have to say that 
until construction begins we will not know 
anything. It goes without saying that on a major 
construction project, levels of noise and pollution 
will increase and, for shift workers or early 
morning workers such as postmen, sleep patterns 
will definitely be disrupted and disturbed. A lot of 
that will happen. 

I am satisfied that, in most respects, Transport 
Scotland and the inquiry are taking things 
seriously enough to consider these objections and 
to try to sort out some of them. I really have 
nothing further to say until the project happens. 

The Assessor: Mr Stevens, thank you for 
coming this morning. I realise how difficult it can 
be to lead a group of objectors, and I thank you for 
taking on that particularly difficult task. I also thank 
Ms Crawford‟s witnesses for their evidence. 

As there are no further matters to attend to, I 
suggest that we break for lunch until 2 pm, when 
we will hear from group 26, who are from Clufflat. 
It is not my intention to sit after 6 pm. 

12:01 

Hearing suspended. 
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13:59 

On resuming— 

Group 26—Clufflat 

The Assessor: Good afternoon, everybody, 
and welcome to this afternoon‟s session, in which 
we will deal with group 26, which I have labelled 
“Clufflat”. Who is going to lead the case for group 
26? 

Donella MacDonald: I am. 

The Assessor: Good afternoon, Ms 
MacDonald. Who will lead the case for the 
promoter? 

Ruth Crawford: I will. I am a Queen‟s counsel 
practising at the Scottish bar, and I represent the 
promoter. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. 

I wonder whether we could agree which matters 
are still in dispute. My running down the list that I 
have might be the quickest method of doing that. If 
you do not mind, Ms MacDonald, you should 
indicate whether there is any difficulty with the list. 

The first matter that is still in dispute is the route 
of the crossing‟s southern viaduct, and alternative 
routes and impacts on Clufflat. The second is 
structural damage to Clufflat properties; the third is 
the location, construction and use of the haul road; 
the fourth is the construction site at the southern 
abutment; the fifth is construction noise and 
vibration; the sixth is construction dust and air 
pollution; the seventh is construction working 
hours; the eighth is operational noise and 
vibration; the ninth is operational air pollution; the 
10th is the motorway classification; the 11th is the 
location and operation of the sustainable urban 
drainage system basins, including drainage and 
flooding; the 12th is the location and operation of 
an electricity substation and dehumidification 
systems; the 13th is financial losses relating to 
compulsory purchase orders, property 
devaluation, compensation for construction and 
the scheme‟s operation; the 14th is detrimental 
impacts resulting from both construction and the 
scheme‟s operation; and the 15th is mitigation for 
construction and the scheme‟s operation. 

Are those the outstanding matters, Ms 
MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: That is correct. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. 

Does the promoter agree that those 15 matters 
are outstanding? 

Ruth Crawford: That is my understanding, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Are you resting on your written submissions for 
any of those matters, Ms MacDonald, or are you 
going to give evidence? 

Donella MacDonald: I will give evidence. 

The Assessor: And for the promoter? 

Ruth Crawford: It might be useful, sir, if I 
indicate on which of the 15 topics the promoter is 
content to rest on its written evidence and those 
on which it proposes to provide oral evidence in 
addition to the written evidence that has already 
been provided. 

The promoter intends to rest on its evidence on 
the first topic, which is the route of the crossing at 
the southern viaduct/road, and alternative routes 
and impacts on Clufflat. It intends to provide a 
small amount of evidence on the second topic, 
which is structural damage to Clufflat properties, 
and it intends to rest on the third topic, which is the 
location, construction and use of haul roads, 
including alternatives. 

Evidence will be provided on the fourth topic, 
which is the construction site at the southern 
abutment, and the promoter intends to rest on the 
fifth and sixth topics, which are construction noise 
and vibration, and construction dust and air 
pollution respectively. The promoter will provide 
some evidence on construction working hours, 
which is the seventh topic, and on operational 
noise and vibration, which is the eighth topic. The 
promoter intends to rest on the ninth topic, which 
is operational air pollution, and will provide 
evidence on the 10th topic, which is the 
classification as a motorway. It will rest on the 11th 
topic, which is the SUDS basins, but evidence will 
be provided on the 12th topic, which is the 
locations and operation of an electricity substation 
and dehumidification systems. It will rest on the 
13th topic, which is financial losses. In so far as 
matters have not been addressed by the 
preceding 13 topics, the ministers will provide 
evidence on the 14th and 15th topics. 

The Assessor: Thank you for that. You could 
provide someone to be questioned on the first 
topic, which is the route of the southern 
viaduct/road and the alternative routes. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I do not propose to lead 
evidence on the first topic. I was going to rest on it, 
but you may have questions on it to ask the 
witnesses. Perhaps Mrs MacDonald also has 
questions to ask. 

The Assessor: My understanding is that Ms 
MacDonald wants to examine a witness on the 
first topic. Is that correct? 

Donella MacDonald: I do. 

The Assessor: It would be very helpful if we 
could have a witness. 
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Ruth Crawford: I suspect that the witnesses 
will be Messrs Shackman and Glover, but 
additional witnesses may be required, depending 
on the scope of the questions. 

The Assessor: We will see. As you know, Ms 
MacDonald, the promoter has elected not to give 
any further evidence on the first topic to add to 
what we have in written form. However, it is open 
to you to ask either of the two gentlemen 
questions on the topic. 

Donella MacDonald: The first topic is the route 
of the Forth replacement crossing‟s southern 
viaduct/road. We dispute the route that has been 
selected because it is too close to the large 
residential areas of west Queensferry; in 
particular, it is immediately adjacent to Clufflats. 
As part of my witness statement, I suggested three 
routes, and as part of your rebuttal you sent back 
references to investigations that had been done. 
As far as I could see, only one route—the one to 
the far west of Linn Mill—has been investigated. 
That is route DB 6. Is that correct? Is that the only 
route in corridor D that was investigated? 

Lawrence Shackman: I believe that that is true. 

Donella MacDonald: So you did not investigate 
the other two options that we suggested in our 
witness statement. 

Lawrence Shackman: Will you amplify the 
routes to which you are referring? Are they the 
ones much further to the west that were 
considered as part of the Forth replacement 
crossing study? 

Donella MacDonald: They are all within 
corridor D. I believe that there is no dispute about 
corridor D. Is that correct? Corridor D has been 
agreed to. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Donella MacDonald: I am referring to the 
routes of the bridge and the viaduct within corridor 
D. From what I can see, only one of the three 
options has been investigated. That is DB 6, which 
runs parallel to the route that was selected, which 
is DB 1. DB 6 looks to be about 500m or 550m 
away, parallel to DB 1. The other two routes that 
we suggested were one slightly at an angle such 
that it would still join your proposed route in the 
north and one at an angle such that it would be 
slightly to the east of the proposed route in the 
north. I cannot see that either of those has been 
investigated. 

I know that you used the reason that the centre 
tower has to be placed on the Beamer rock. The 
stage 1 report mentions the geology of the 
Beamer rock to the north-east and the south but it 
does not mention the west at all, for some reason, 
so we do not know how far the rock extends to the 
west of the white lighthouse or whether the central 

tower could still be on the rock if the location was 
moved by 100m. 

Mike Glover: Shall I address that particular 
issue? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. Please say 
something about the other two locations that you 
have not looked at. 

Mike Glover: I will talk about the geology, 
because that encapsulates what the options are. 

Beamer rock is a dolerite outcrop that, as you 
know, stands out of the Forth. To the east and 
south—and, to a lesser extent, to the north—it falls 
very steeply while shelving down to the west. 
Indeed, two boreholes that we sunk towards 
Rosyth never reached rock; one was 40m into soft 
ground before we stopped, and the other was 
other 50m. Perhaps the mental image that we 
should have of Beamer rock is of a dome with the 
rock falling away steeply on all sides. 

Donella MacDonald: How many metres west of 
the white lighthouse does the rock start to fall 
away? 

Mike Glover: It falls away immediately. Placing 
of the central foundation on Beamer rock is one of 
the challenges for the new bridge‟s construction. 

Donella MacDonald: So, there was another 
option in which the foundation would still be on 
Beamer rock, but would be swivelled round to the 
north to be as far west of Linn Mill as possible. 

Mike Glover: That is why I wanted to explain 
why Beamer rock is the location of a foundation. 
We can shift it just a few metres one way or the 
other—as, in fact, we have done—but if you take 
the rock as a pivot you will find that if you were to 
move the bridge, as you wish, further to the west 
on the south shore, the northern edge of the 
bridge would actually crash into the existing road 
bridge. At the moment, they are minimum 
distances apart. Taking Beamer rock as the pivot 
and the north point as the fixed point sets the 
alignment. Indeed, I have in front of me a simple 
plan that illustrates things. Perhaps I can hold it up 
for you— 

Donella MacDonald: I have looked at that plan. 

Mike Glover: It shows that if you were to rotate 
things slightly on Beamer rock you would smash 
into the existing bridge. It becomes impractical. 

Donella MacDonald: When I looked at it, I did 
not think that it would smash into the bridge. You 
can swivel it on Beamer rock and not smash into 
the bridge. 

Mike Glover: It is true that we can swivel it on 
Beamer rock by fractions of a degree, but that will 
simply push it straight into Linn Mill. The corridor is 
very narrow. 
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Donella MacDonald: I think that you can avoid 
both pushing it into Linn Mill and crashing into the 
existing bridge at the north. I am not a technical 
expert, but it looks to me— 

The Assessor: We have a long afternoon in 
front of us, Ms MacDonald, and I ask that you ask 
Mr Glover questions. You might disagree with him, 
of course, in which case you can test him again 
perhaps by asking your question in a slightly 
different way. That will allow us to move on. You 
will also have an opportunity to give evidence 
later. At the moment, we are hearing evidence on 
the alignment from Beamer rock running south. 

Donella MacDonald: Are you able to tell us 
where these investigations into the alternative 
routes that swivel on Beamer rock have been 
documented? 

Lawrence Shackman: As part of the Forth 
replacement crossing study and earlier work, we 
looked at a host of options up and down the Forth. 
Beamer rock gives us the best opportunity of 
providing the most economic connection that is 
shortish and takes cognisance of all the 
environmental impacts as far as they can be 
practicably addressed. At an early stage in project 
development, we looked at many options focusing 
on Beamer rock and, as Mike Glover has just tried 
to point out, for practical reasons trying to pivot on 
the rock and come up with a solution that goes to 
the west of Linn Mill does not provide a practical 
and viable solution for the bridge approach. 

I apologise but, looking back over your rebuttal, 
I think that we covered in our own rebuttal all your 
options for pivoting on Beamer rock or for moving 
a parallel bridge to the west of the existing 
proposals. We feel that the suggestions would 
create at the north end a host of problems in 
respect of design standards for the alignment of 
the road, and interference with the site of special 
scientific interest at St Margaret‟s marsh and with 
the water treatment works at Ferrytoll. Attempts to 
tie in to the existing road on the north side and at 
the south end raise difficulties with regard to the 
environmental impact on the mill itself and the 
geometric standards that would need to be 
employed to make the road tie in with the existing 
proposals back to the Scotstoun junction. All that 
makes it really quite difficult—if not impossible—to 
make such options work. 

With a parallel alignment that headed off 
Beamer rock aiming for a landing to the west of 
Linn Mill, there would probably have to be a two-
tower suspension bridge, rather than a cable-
stayed bridge, because you would have to head 
further into deep water for what would be the 
central pier. You would be chasing your tail to try 
and find the rock level. If you go off Beamer rock 
for the central foundation, you will have to deal 
with a number of huge civil engineering 

challenges, which is why those alternatives would 
not really work. 

14:15 

The Assessor: As I understood it, your 
question was to ask where can you find a 
discussion of all that, was it not? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. 

The Assessor: A letter that Mr Henderson 
wrote to you on 27 April 2010 says: 

“A full explanation as to how the bridge alignment was 
selected can be found in the Forth Replacement Crossing 
Study Reports 1 - 5, which are available on the website.” 

Did you have an opportunity to look at the 
website? 

Donella MacDonald: I did. I believe that that is 
where I found route DB 6. 

The Assessor: Thank you. So you know that an 
explanation has been given to you and that 
alternatives were examined. I am just trying to get 
to the heart of your question. As I understood it, 
you were disputing that any alternative, apart from 
one, had been examined in any detail. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that only route 
DB 6—one of the three options that we 
suggested—has been examined. 

The Assessor: Can I have an answer to that? 

Lawrence Shackman: I have to admit that I 
cannot remember the precise details, but, from 
what I recall, a lot of the different routes to which I 
alluded just now were considered as part of the 
Forth crossing replacement study, in corridor D. 

The Assessor: I think that the answer is that a 
spectrum of alternatives have been identified and 
looked at exhaustively. Would you like to go on 
from there? 

Donella MacDonald: Were the physical 
investigations of the geology under the Forth done 
only for route DB 1 but for none of the other routes 
in the corridor? 

Lawrence Shackman: No. Geophysical 
investigations were undertaken over quite a broad 
spectrum of the Forth to give an idea of bed levels 
and to try to interpret rock levels across a series of 
the corridors— 

Donella MacDonald: Within corridor D? 

Lawrence Shackman: They were from corridor 
C all the way through to corridor D—to where the 
bridge is. Investigations were undertaken in the 
whole area between what was corridor C, which is 
to the west of Hopetoun House, all the way 
through to corridor D, to examine exactly what is 
happening with the bed profile and to interpret the 
rock levels. 
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Donella MacDonald: So, if Beamer rock did not 
exist, what would be your second alternative? 

Lawrence Shackman: Should I really answer 
that question? That is hypothetical. The Forth 
replacement crossing study looked at all those 
options. A suspension bridge, if we were going to 
go for a bridge, was a possibility. We looked at a 
series of different tunnel alignments, too. 

Donella MacDonald: You mentioned the 
environmental impact on Linn Mill. There is a 
major environmental impact on Clufflats, where 
you are proposing to locate the viaduct and the 
southern approach road. Does that not matter? 

Lawrence Shackman: Of course it matters—
everything matters. We have been trying to 
optimise the scheme in order to minimise the 
environmental impact as far as we possibly can, 
but we agree that there is an impact. 

The Assessor: Would the way to examine that 
matter be to move on to the other matters that you 
raised, Mrs MacDonald? You could ask questions 
about the particular impacts on Clufflats. Would 
that be a way forward for you? We have 15 
matters to get through before 1800 hours, but I 
can take another couple of questions on topic 
number 1 if you want. The alternative is to move 
through the list, which appears to me to deal with 
those impacts. 

Donella MacDonald: On topic 1, I will just 
conclude by saying that we still dispute Transport 
Scotland‟s proposed location for the Forth 
replacement crossing viaduct and southern 
approach road. 

The Assessor: Yes. That is well understood. 

Ruth Crawford: The assessor referred to a 
letter that was written to Mrs MacDonald in April 
this year. I appreciate that you will not have it to 
hand, Mr Shackman. The letter referred to this 
particular area of objection from Mrs MacDonald. 
The letter explains that 

“The reasons for the selection of the corridor are contained 
in the Forth Replacement Crossing Study Reports and the 
DMRB Stage 2 Corridor Report, which are available on the 
project website.” 

The letter then refers to chapter 3 of the ES and 
to the appraisal process. We can all look at 
chapter 3 of the ES but, as I understand it, it sets 
out the northern and southern corridors, and as far 
as the southern corridor is concerned, there were 
initially six options that were refined down to four 
before further refinement, as the options were 
assessed. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: One of the corridor options was 
a combination of the option that we now have—
option 1, as it was known—and option 2, which 

was a direct link to the M9. That combination was 
given the number 4A. Is that correct? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: In summary, without taking you 
through the detail of the reports, we can see that 
consideration has been given to the various 
options within corridor D in the various “Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges” studies, and the 
sifting and assessment of those various options 
are set out in full in the reports from those studies. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, you now have 
the opportunity to give evidence on the subject, 
and then you will be cross-examined. You do not 
have to give evidence, but this is your opportunity 
to do so. 

Donella MacDonald: Ms Crawford mentioned 
the six southern routes. I understood those to be 
the six routes lying south of the South Queensferry 
gyratory, which we are not disputing. We are 
disputing those to the north of the South 
Queensferry gyratory. 

The Assessor: Could you lean into the 
microphone a bit more? It is difficult to hear you. It 
is probably just the layout of the room. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that Ms Crawford 
mentioned the six options for the southern routes. 
I believe those to be the six routes from south of 
the South Queensferry gyratory. We are disputing 
the approach road through Echline field and the 
viaduct which is north of the South Queensferry 
gyratory. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, would you care to 
question the witness? 

Ruth Crawford: Mrs MacDonald, you are 
clearly familiar with the various studies. Appendix 
1 of the “Forth Replacement Crossing Route 
Corridor Options Review Report on Scheme 
Development: January to May 2008” sets out in 
pictorial form the six southern route options, all of 
which commence at the southern abutment of the 
replacement crossing. Is that not correct? 

Donella MacDonald: The document that I saw 
had all six options commencing at the South 
Queensferry gyratory and going south to the M9. 

Ruth Crawford: To be fair to you, someone will 
bring you the picture to which I have been 
referring. [Interruption.]  

The Assessor: Is that the document with which 
you are familiar, Ms MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes—but the six options 
that go through Echline field are all adjacent to 
one another. They are not really options because 
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they are all in the same place. None of them is 
west of Linn Mill. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you agree that they do not 
go from the gyratory but from the bridgehead? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, but on the diagram 
that I viewed previously, the six lines passing 
through Echline field were so close together that 
they looked like one line. The six lines through 
Echline field are virtually adjacent to each other; 
all the options vary by a matter of metres. They 
are dictated by what is south of the South 
Queensferry gyratory that links to the M9. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you agree that the six 
options do not go from the gyratory? 

Donella MacDonald: The point that I was 
making was about DB 1—the selected route—
which is yellow. We dispute the location of the 
southern approach viaduct and the route through 
Echline field. Our point is that the route should be 
west of Linn Mill. The lines on the diagram just 
show the routes for the DB 1 selected location. 
There is nothing to show routes for, say, DB 6 or 
the other two options, which the promoter says 
that it has investigated, but of which I can find no 
evidence. 

Mike Glover: Sir, could I intercede? 

The Assessor: I will take advice on whether 
that is possible. I know that you have been 
extremely helpful, Mr Glover. I am just establishing 
what procedure we will adopt this afternoon; I 
intend to adopt a fairly formal procedure. 

Ruth Crawford: Ms MacDonald, you have 
heard the evidence from Mr Glover and Mr 
Shackman about the quite huge civil engineering 
challenges that are presented by pivoting on the 
Beamer rock. I take it that you are not satisfied 
with that explanation. 

Donella MacDonald: I would like evidence that 
the other two options that we have suggested 
have been investigated. I would like to know 
whether corridor D has been investigated just on 
paper or whether physical investigations were 
undertaken. I have found no evidence of that, but 
maybe I have been looking in the wrong place. If 
the reference cannot be provided now, perhaps it 
could be provided later. 

The Assessor: Do you have any further 
questions, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

The Assessor: I think that you can safely leave 
it to me to take that matter forward, Ms 
MacDonald. 

Donella MacDonald: Thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: Are there any other remarks 
that you want to make on the subject, or are we 
finished with it? 

Donella MacDonald: I reiterate that Clufflats 
residents strongly object to the proposed location 
of the Forth replacement crossing viaduct on the 
southern approach road. 

The Assessor: I am very clear about that. You 
can be absolutely certain that I will address the 
issue in my report. 

Let us move on to the second matter, which is 
structural damage to Clufflats properties. I think 
that you intended to lead some evidence on that, 
Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: Before I lead that evidence, 
there are a couple of preliminary matters, which I 
am afraid I forgot to raise with you. The first is that 
two unfortunate typographical errors have crept 
into section 12 of the promoter‟s written 
evidence—or, at least, the section that is presently 
numbered as section 12; I will come on to that. 
The first line of paragraph 12.2.15 on page 58 
reads: 

“The assessment of health impacts in relation to air 
quality due to the construction”. 

The word “construction” should be deleted and 
substituted with the word “operation”. 

14:30 

The Assessor: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: If it is not, the rest of the 
paragraph makes no sense. A similar error has 
crept into paragraph 12.2.16, the first line of which 
refers to 

“The assessment of health impacts in relation to air quality 
due to the operation of the proposed scheme”. 

The word “operation” should be deleted and 
replaced by the word “construction”. 

I also point out that the numbering of the various 
sections has gone somewhat awry. I do not 
propose renumbering, but I wish to highlight the 
problem to you. We can take it up at the top of 
page 15. Section 4, entitled “Location of SUDS 
basins”, refers to paragraph 3.5. That numbering, 
starting at 3, has been followed through to the next 
section, on construction, noise and vibration, 
which starts with 4. I do not propose to change the 
numbering—I merely point out that it is wrong. 

The Assessor: I missed that in the many 
thousands of pages that you have presented to 
me. 

Ruth Crawford: I noticed it only last night. 

The Assessor: Paragraphs 12.2.15 and 
12.2.16 are readily understandable. The 
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“operation” is referred to in the second line and the 
word “construction” is taken up in the second 
sentence, so no damage is done. 

Ruth Crawford: I apologise if the objector was 
misled by that. [Interruption.] 

Frazer Henderson: Ms MacDonald has brought 
it to my attention that I provided her with a 
corrected version at the session that we held with 
the clerks. That version had all the numbering 
changed, because we realised that there were 
some cross-reference errors. I had forgotten that 
we had provided her with a corrected version. The 
rest of us have the version that I believe is on the 
parliamentary website, which has the previous 
numbering system. Ms MacDonald is ahead of us 
in that respect. 

Donella MacDonald: Is there any difference 
between the documents, other than numbering? 

Frazer Henderson: The text is the same. 

The Assessor: That is fine. The wording is 
more or less on the same footing; it is just the 
numbering that is a bit adrift. We will be able to get 
round that as and when we refer to those 
particular parts.  

Frazer Henderson: I apologise for the 
confusion caused by trying to be helpful. 

The Assessor: Okay. We are at issue 2, which 
is structural damage to the Clufflats properties. Ms 
Crawford helped me by indicating some minor 
corrections to the text of paragraphs 12.2.15 and 
12.2.16 in the version of the written submission 
that most of us have. 

Ruth Crawford: Indeed, sir. 

The primary witness for topic 2 is Mr 
Henderson. Mr Henderson, topic 2 addresses the 
question of structural damage to the Clufflats 
properties. Will you explain to the hearing and the 
objector what the position is on structural damage, 
should it arise, and surveys in relation to Clufflats 
properties? 

Frazer Henderson: We have taken the 
precautionary approach in respect of Clufflat and 
Clufflat Brae, principally because of the proximity 
of the properties to the southern abutment. 
Accordingly, we have provided an undertaking on 
behalf of the Scottish ministers to provide for 
property condition surveys—on which the property 
owners can rely—to be undertaken of all the 
properties of Clufflat and Clufflat Brae, by 
independent surveyors who are to be appointed by 
the contractor. Those surveys will be subject to 
agreement with individual residents. We have 
undertaken to conduct them prior and subsequent 
to the construction and at such times during 
construction when claims for property damage are 
made by the owners of Clufflat and Clufflat Brae 

properties. The surveys will be provided at no 
charge to the house owners. Should it transpire, 
through the execution of the contract, that any 
damage is caused to the properties, it will be 
repaired by the Scottish ministers at their expense 
and any loss of value to the properties will also be 
fully compensated by the Scottish ministers. 

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

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, would you care 
to cross-examine the witness, or is that sufficient? 
You have received an undertaking. 

Donella MacDonald: I would like to cross-
examine the witness. 

The Assessor: Of course. 

Donella MacDonald: Mr Henderson, until 
recently, Transport Scotland denied that there 
would be any risk of structural damage to our 
properties, so why have you recently changed 
your mind and decided that there is now a very 
great risk of structural damage to Clufflats 
properties? 

Frazer Henderson: Ms MacDonald, I said in 
answer to counsel that there is no issue of risk 
here; it is simply a precautionary measure. The 
contractor is obliged, under the terms of the code 
of construction practice, to undertake two risk 
assessments. One is in relation to noise and 
vibration and the other is in relation to 
groundwater. As a consequence of doing that risk 
assessment, the contractor is obliged to identify 
properties for which he believes a survey should 
be undertaken. We have taken a policy position 
that where properties are in close proximity to 
major works—those major works being the 
southern abutment, junction 1A, the South 
Queensferry gyratory and the works at the 
A904/B924 confluence—those properties will 
receive, as a precautionary measure, a structural 
survey. That is not to say that we expect there to 
be a risk; it is simply a precautionary measure that 
we will undertake. 

Donella MacDonald: In respect of Clufflats, you 
are taking that precaution with regard to the 
construction of the southern abutment and the 
viaduct, but it has nothing to do with the 3m-deep 
trench that you will excavate immediately adjacent 
to some of Clufflats gardens. 

Frazer Henderson: I am not entirely sure about 
the 3m trench adjacent to the gardens, but it is a 
precautionary measure in view of the major 
construction activity at the southern abutment. 

Donella MacDonald: So has any investigation 
been done into the impact of the 3m-deep trench 
immediately adjacent to our gardens? 
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Frazer Henderson: I am not in a position to 
answer that question, as I have no knowledge of 
the 3m trench next to the gardens. Another 
witness might be better placed to give details. 
[Interruption.]  

The Assessor: Mr Glover, I invite you to 
comment on this matter. I am trying to keep the 
hearing formal. 

Mike Glover: I am sorry. You can tell that I am 
eager to try to ensure that we have the facts in 
front of us. 

The 3m trench that is being referred to is the 
end of the haul road as it enters Society Road. It is 
not a trench. The excavation is in a material that 
we call mud stone, which is a soft rock, but it is a 
very stable material. It is not a trench at all—it is 
set back to slopes, and I think that the drawings 
that we have shown you previously, Ms 
MacDonald, of the route of the haul road show its 
extent. I think that it extends to about 10m in 
length, and you are right that it reaches a 
maximum depth of about 3m. That 3m is at the 
position of the existing retaining wall. If you 
remember, the land goes up to the retaining wall 
and it drops. All that we are doing is chopping off 
that piece of land. In summary, it is an excavation 
in mud stone, with angled sides to it. The angled 
sides do not impact on your fence lines, and mud 
stone is a very stable material; indeed, part of the 
foundations of the new crossing will be founded on 
mud stone. I wanted to put that in perspective. It is 
not a trench and it is not endangering the security 
of your houses or, indeed, your gardens. 

Donella MacDonald: So the structural survey is 
not being offered with regard to that trench—only 
with regard to the construction of the southern 
abutment and the viaduct. 

Mike Glover: It is totally a policy decision on our 
part to give people the assurance and the 
commitment that we will carry out surveys so that 
they understand exactly what the baseline position 
is; if any issues arise, the position will be quite 
clear. We are doing it as a result of a policy 
decision, not because we think that your property 
is at any risk whatever. 

Donella MacDonald: I do not believe that 
Transport Scotland would spend a penny on 
structural surveys unless there was a risk. 

The Assessor: I have that noted. We can move 
on from here. Do you have any further questions? 

14:45 

Donella MacDonald: There are other problems 
relating to the trench. The risk of flooding is one of 
the reasons that we were given for structural 
surveys being provided. I was told that there was a 
risk of flooding due to the poor drainage in the 

corner of the field immediately adjacent to the 
Clufflats. I believe that it was Mr Henderson who 
said that. 

The Assessor: Will you take this issue, Mr 
Glover? 

Mike Glover: Yes. There was an issue with the 
existing drainage in the field, which had been 
fractured. There was flooding, but not in Clufflat 
Brae; it was in Society Road, where the outlet had 
been fractured, but then repaired. To the best of 
my knowledge and belief, we have never said 
anything about the risk of flooding to your 
properties. I do not think that that would be 
correct, and I do not think that that is the case. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that it was said 
in a telephone conversation with Mr Henderson. 

Frazer Henderson: I recall the conversation. It 
was not about flooding; it was about aspects 
connected with the geology, land contamination 
and waste management plan and whether there 
would be any ground movement. We are all aware 
that the Clufflats properties were built in an area 
that was formerly a quarry. The land underneath 
them is slightly softer than elsewhere, especially 
under the two properties of Clufflat. Either you or 
one of the other residents in the area brought the 
issue to my attention and I mentioned that, as part 
of the environmental management plan, the 
contractor had to undertake a number of plans. As 
part of the geology, land contamination and waste 
management plan, it looked at aspects of 
subsidence and the possibility of subsidence. 
However, the whole issue was very remote and 
did not influence to any great extent our decision 
to offer precautionary surveys. That decision was 
based solely around our policy of undertaking 
surveys of properties that are in close proximity to 
where the major works activities will take place. 

Donella MacDonald: That was a very recent 
change of policy. A few of the properties in the 
Clufflats are situated on the same rock on which 
the viaduct is going to be constructed—the rock 
goes all the way along. There is a risk of vibration 
and, as Mr Henderson mentioned, there are 
underground mines in the Clufflats. Is it correct to 
say that Transport Scotland was unaware of those 
until we told it about them? What sort of 
investigation has been done regarding the 
underground geology of Clufflat Brae? Has there 
just been reference to maps or have you carried 
out any physical investigations into the geology 
immediately beneath Clufflat Brae, adjacent to the 
field? 

Mike Glover: As you are aware, we have sunk 
bore holes in the corner of the field immediately 
outside your gardens. 

Donella MacDonald: So do you know where 
the underground mines are in the Clufflats? 
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Mike Glover: The determination of where mines 
might be is an extremely imprecise science. 

The Assessor: Are there any mines and does it 
matter? 

Mike Glover: In our assessment, it does not, 
sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. You have the 
answer to your question, Ms MacDonald. 

Donella MacDonald: Well, there are mines that 
Transport Scotland did not know about until we 
told it about them, which leads me to believe that it 
has not investigated them. 

The Assessor: Will you be able to give me 
evidence, in due course, of where they are and 
why they matter? Do you have any further 
questions? 

Donella MacDonald: We would like the 
structural surveys that have been offered to 
remain available for a considerable time after 
completion of the scheme. Should any problems 
occur, years down the line, that are related to the 
scheme and the haul road construction, how far 
beyond the end of the construction of the scheme 
will the Clufflats be eligible for what the promoter 
is offering prior to and immediately at the end of 
construction? 

Frazer Henderson: The offer that was made 
related to before construction, throughout the 
construction period and at the conclusion of 
construction. You will appreciate that the haul road 
is only temporary and that we have to remove it 
within one year of the conclusion of the works. It is 
clear that it would be appropriate for us to conduct 
the survey at the conclusion of the works to 
remove the haul road, which will probably be 
during 2018 if we have the bridge up and running 
in 2017. 

Donella MacDonald: So that will be the last 
time that we can have the free structural surveys. 
If we notice in, say, 2020 or 2022 that something 
is wrong with the structure of our buildings as a 
result of the scheme, we will no longer be eligible. 

Frazer Henderson: It might be helpful if I say 
that, if there is damage that is attributable to the 
works or caused by the scheme, even after the 
scheme has been completed you could still make 
reference to us for damage caused by the 
operation of the scheme, where it could be shown 
that it was attributable to the works that we have 
undertaken. 

Donella MacDonald: For how many years after 
the completion of construction? 

Frazer Henderson: We are talking in the 
hypothetical here. Clearly, we are fairly assured 
that no structural damage will occur. In time, 
things might settle, but that would have to be 

shown at a future date. I cannot give you an 
arbitrary date now as to when that cut-off point 
would be. 

The Assessor: We have possibly heard enough 
on that. Ms MacDonald, would you like to give 
your own evidence? I think that you have at least 
one piece of evidence to give, do you not? There 
are mines, and you are going to indicate where 
they are. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes.  

Ruth Crawford: Sir, following the procedure, I 
wonder whether I might come back and re-
examine the issue, as it were. The objector could 
then give her evidence. 

The Assessor: I am perfectly happy with that. I 
got ahead of myself. Thank you, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: My question is on the same 
topic—the mine works. I think that it is best 
directed to Mr Shackman. Are you able to assist 
Ms MacDonald and the assessor on whether it is 
standard practice to review the presence of 
historical mine works? 

Lawrence Shackman: It certainly is. A 
thorough investigation is undertaken of all relevant 
geotechnical matters in the corridor of any new 
road or bridge scheme. 

Ruth Crawford: Did you carry out those 
investigations in the area that is encompassed by 
the group of objectors at the Clufflats? 

Lawrence Shackman: I believe that we did so 
along the whole route. The area is no different 
from any other. 

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

The Assessor: Thank you. Now it is your turn, 
Ms MacDonald. One piece of evidence that I 
would certainly like to hear is where the mines are 
and what you believe the impact of their presence 
to be. 

Donella MacDonald: I point out that Mr 
Shackman has just said that the underground 
geology along the route was investigated. We are 
talking about Clufflat Brae‟s geology, which is 
adjacent to the route and not on it. Has that been 
investigated? 

Lawrence Shackman: We would not 
necessarily go a distance away from the route. We 
would concentrate on the route itself. For example, 
your land has obviously had your house built on it, 
so you would expect it to be competent. 
Otherwise, your house would not have been built 
on the land. We would not necessarily go that far 
off the line of the route unless there was a reason 
for us to believe that there was an issue that we 
would have to address as part of the works. 
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Donella MacDonald: There are underground 
mines in the Clufflats. When some of the houses 
were built, the builders—Persimmon—had to fill in 
the mines with concrete or whatever is used to fill 
in mines. Numerous heavy goods vehicles full of 
concrete were required to fill in the mines, so 
some of the houses have enormous foundations. 
As I said, I believe that the people from Transport 
Scotland were not aware of those underground 
mines until we told them. That leads me to believe 
that the mines have not been investigated. 

The Assessor: I have that noted. Is it your 
intention to dispute matters of fact that have 
emerged through the environmental statement and 
elsewhere, or do you have new evidence that you 
can bring to bear on these matters? I do not have 
a map in front of me—from you or from anyone 
else—that demonstrates to me where the 
underground mines are. Without that, I am unable 
to make a judgment as to what effect they might 
have on the project. Are you saying simply that 
Transport Scotland should have been aware of the 
mines, so there is a flaw in the survey data that 
have been provided? 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that Transport 
Scotland should have investigated the mines. 

The Assessor: Have you heard that Transport 
Scotland investigated them? 

Donella MacDonald: The route was 
investigated, but not the geology of the Clufflats. 

The Assessor: Let me take you to my second 
question. If the mines exist, what impact will they 
have on the scheme? If there are mines outside 
the lines of the project, what consequence will that 
have? 

Donella MacDonald: Such a large construction 
project could effect some movement in the ground 
underneath. The vibration from the piling and 
excavating of rocks could pass along 
underground. 

The Assessor: In short, your evidence is that 
the ground should be sterilised, if not for 
housebuilding, then certainly for this project. 

Donella MacDonald: I would like to have 
confidence that Transport Scotland has 
considered the underground geology of the 
Clufflats, which is immediately adjacent to what 
will be a massive construction site. I would like to 
know that Transport Scotland has investigated the 
area and proved that there will be no damage. The 
fact that structural surveys will be provided to all 
the Clufflats properties—in Clufflat and Clufflat 
Brae—proves that Transport Scotland believes 
that there is a risk to our properties. Transport 
Scotland would not spend any money on structural 
surveys unless they were necessary. 

The Assessor: I think that we have dealt with 
that issue. I do not know whether you are familiar 
with the term “precautionary approach”, but it 
means essentially that a belt-and-braces approach 
has been taken. Transport Scotland reckons that 
there will be no difficulty from noise and vibration, 
but because objectors such as yourself have 
expressed a worry, it has been prepared to go the 
extra mile—to use another metaphor—to try to 
allay the anxiety, fear and stress that residents 
might have about what is happening adjacent to 
their properties. 

Donella MacDonald: Quite frankly, I would 
have taken a lot more confidence if Transport 
Scotland had continued its long-held assertion that 
there was no risk. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

I hope that we can speed things up a little. I 
want to move on to the third item, which is the 
location, construction and use of the haul road. I 
have heard a lot of evidence on that, so perhaps 
we could just hang it on something briefly. 

Ruth Crawford: As I indicated at the start, sir, I 
intend to rest on my written evidence on that. By 
way of hanging the evidence on something—as 
you put it—let me ask a broad, open question of 
either Mr Shackman or Mr Glover. We are aware 
that this group of objectors have suggested a 
number of alternative routes for the haul road. Is it 
Transport Scotland‟s position that the route that it 
considers appropriate has been properly and 
thoroughly investigated? 

Mike Glover: Yes, very much so. 

15:00 

Ruth Crawford: Do the alternatives have any 
merits over Transport Scotland‟s proposed route? 

Mike Glover: In terms of practicality, no. 

Ruth Crawford: Can you describe what you 
mean by practicality? 

Mike Glover: Practicality comes under a 
combination of headings, the first of which is 
engineering practicality. We have considered the 
various ways of forming a route between A and 
B—in this case, from a compound to the south 
foreshore—and we have found that all of the 
proposed alternatives involve substantial 
excavation and undesirable gradients that border 
on the unworkable and have large impacts on 
certain parts of the construction work. For 
example, some of the proposed haul routes 
immediately conflicted with the permanent 
structures. Further, the size of the excavations in 
some of the locations and the fact that the road 
will be temporary means that we must think 



421  6 SEPTEMBER 2010  422 
 

 

carefully about issues of practicality around the 
reinstatement costs.  

Practicality is involved under lots of headings. I 
could talk about the environmental impact, for 
example. However, I think that I have given you 
the essence of the situation. We have published 
details about three or four options, which we have 
included in our evidence.  

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief. 

The Assessor: I invite Donella MacDonald to 
question the witnesses. 

Donella MacDonald: Obviously, we object to 
your proposed route, as the haulage route is 
immediately adjacent to a couple of Clufflats 
properties and takes haulage on an unnecessary 
detour of at least 500m. Haulage should occur 
along the line of the viaduct. There is absolutely 
no reason for haulage to be beside a heavily 
populated residential estate such as Clufflats. The 
route that you have selected means that every trip 
will have an additional 500m detour—which comes 
to 1,000m, if we count the return journey.  

You estimate that 1,600 HGVs will go south in 
one month, which means that there will be 3,200 
journeys along the route, counting the return 
journeys. Is that correct? 

Mike Glover: That was the figure for the peak 
journeys in one month, which is 20 days. 

Donella MacDonald: So the actual figure is 
double the one that has been used. I have noticed 
that, in previous sessions, people have fallen for 
the 1,600 statistic, but it is actually 3,200, because 
the smaller figure does not count the return trips. 
In any case, the traffic statistics are wrong.  

The Assessor: Do you agree, Mr Glover, that 
these are valid questions? 

Mike Glover: We work in terms of trips. 
However, when you work the numbers out per 
hour, they are very small.  

The Assessor: I think that earlier you told me 
that there would be one per hour. 

Mike Glover: I am sorry; I will have to work out 
the arithmetic. It is 3,200 trips divided by 20-odd 
days and then divided by the number of working 
hours.  

Donella MacDonald uses the term haul route, as 
do we, but the particular section that we are 
dealing with is not actually a haul route, as most of 
the traffic will be light. The haulage activities will 
take place to the northern part of the route, 
between the abutment and the compound. That is 
where the mass haul will be. The routes going 
further south of that, past Clufflats, will service 

only the construction activities related to the 
viaducts.  

Donella MacDonald: Which includes the 3,200 
HGV journeys a month, as well as however many 
thousand large goods vehicle journeys. 

Mike Glover: The numbers are similar, and they 
are not very large.  

Donella MacDonald: So there would be 
something like 6,000 HGV and LGV journeys a 
month. 

Mike Glover: Over the peak period, if you do 
the sums that way, that is what the figure would 
be.  

Donella MacDonald: That is probably about 
one every minute. 

Mike Glover: If you time the cars that are going 
up and down Society Road, you will see how 
many there are there. 

Donella MacDonald: They are not at the 
bottom of my garden; they are some distance 
away from me and most Clufflats residents. At the 
moment there are zero— 

The Assessor: Let us be clear about the 
number of vehicles passing the house, then we 
can move on. I am not very good at mental 
arithmetic either, Mr Glover, so I will ask you to do 
it. Perhaps we will find somebody who can 
manage it. 

Mike Glover: The numbers that we quote are 
for a trip—a vehicle going there and coming back. 
We are dealing with a cul-de-sac. 

Donella MacDonald: But every trip going south 
has to come back north. That is two trips. You 
have to double the figures. 

Mike Glover: That is one trip. 

Donella MacDonald: What concerns us is how 
often vehicles pass the house. 

The Assessor: Let us get ahead: two 
movements equals one trip. How many trips will 
pass the house? 

Mike Glover: There will be 3,200 HGVs in the 
peak and a similar number of light, van-like 
movements. 

The Assessor: Indeed. 

Donella MacDonald: Per month. 

Mike Glover: At peak periods. 

The Assessor: Part of the haul road is to be 
tarmacadamed, is it not? 

Mike Glover: The first 200m—in fact, the total 
distance that is in front of Clufflats. 

The Assessor: It will be tarmacadamed. 
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Mike Glover: Yes, it will. 

The other point about the haul route—I have 
made a mistake; I apologise for calling it a haul 
route. The other point about the route is that it is 
on moderate gradients. We did that intentionally to 
reduce the amount of revving that there will be. 

Donella MacDonald: I have just worked out 
that there will be either one HGV or one LGV 
every two minutes at the peak in a 3m-deep trench 
immediately adjacent to our gardens. As the HGVs 
come down a slope, they will be above the 
foundations of our properties, then they will fall 
below the foundations of our properties. There will 
be vibration and noise. 

On the haul route that you have proposed, there 
will be a 1,000m detour on every return journey. 
The thousands of vehicles will create more 
pollution, noise and vibration. There is no 
requirement for them to take this detour; they 
should follow the line of the viaduct, going straight 
across Society Road and eliminating about six 90° 
turns. 

Mike Glover: I read your description of the 
route and I am afraid that I did not recognise it. To 
achieve a straight line, which would be impossible, 
you would have gradients of approaching 20 per 
cent and excavations in excess of 10m deep. It is 
not practical. 

Donella MacDonald: The route immediately 
east of Linn Mill Burn did not appear to be that 
steep. I am sure that in 2010, if Transport Scotland 
can design a Forth replacement crossing, it could 
design a 6m-wide haul route and would not be 
defeated by an incline. Surely there are ways 
around it. 

Mike Glover: A funicular railway? I do not mean 
to be facetious, but we have looked at the options. 
We have published them and we have explained 
what we have done and why we have done it. 
There is a limit to practicality. I know that there is a 
desire to achieve something, but sometimes one 
just has to face up to the physical realities of the 
situation that one is confronted with. 

The Assessor: Have you had a chance to see 
any of the previous evidence that has been given 
on the haul road? If you have not, there is no harm 
in that, but we have gone over this particular line 
in quite considerable depth. 

Donella MacDonald: I have noticed other 
objectors such as Hopetoun house, Queensferry 
and district community council and so on. 

The Assessor: I know that you want to cover a 
lot of matters, and I do not want to cut you off, but 
neither do I want to go through evidence that we 
have already heard. My understanding of Mr 
Glover‟s evidence is that for topographical and 
geological reasons it is rather difficult to construct 

a route along the line that you are thinking of and, 
indeed, it is beyond the capacity of Transport 
Scotland to do something along that line that is 
cost effective and safe. Have I understood your 
evidence, sir? 

Mike Glover: Yes, you have, sir. 

The Assessor: I just wonder whether we need 
to go through any of that evidence again. Ms 
MacDonald may not agree with it, of course, and 
she may have her own evidence to bring to bear, 
but that is the Transport Scotland evidence that I 
have heard. If there are any questions that strike 
at the heart of that, I am happy for them to be 
asked, but I do not want evidence to be replicated. 
I am sorry if you feel that I am doing anything to 
restrict you, Ms MacDonald, but you will realise 
that I am restricted by time as well. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, sir. 

If the FRC viaduct and road are to remain in the 
proposed location, our major problem is the haul 
route, and I would prefer that we spent more time 
on that than on anything else, because it is our 
number 1 problem in respect of pollution, noise, its 
visual impact and the fact that it will be made 
permanent. If it is there temporarily, it will have to 
be made permanent. 

The Assessor: Okay. If that is where we are 
going with the remainder of the questions, I have 
no difficulty with that whatsoever, and we can start 
with them. However, first I want to ask Mr Glover 
to clarify a matter for me. According to my note of 
your evidence, there would be around 20 HGVs 
per day normally and 80 HGVs per day at peak 
times. Is that correct? 

Mike Glover: That is correct. 

The Assessor: So we are not talking about one 
a minute, are we? 

Mike Glover: No, but the point that the witness 
made—I am sorry, I mean the objector; I am 
getting confused—is that the figures should be 
multiplied by two. 

The Assessor: I am with you. I have no 
difficulties with that. That would be 40 and 160 
goods vehicle movements per day. 

Mike Glover: That is correct. 

The Assessor: So we are not talking about one 
or two a minute, are we? 

Mike Glover: No. 

The Assessor: So let us clear up that matter. 

Donella MacDonald: I am sorry, but I thought 
that you referred to 3,200 HGVs at peaks. 

Mike Glover: That is a month. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, and 3,200 LGVs. 
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Mike Glover: There are light vans as well. That 
would double the number. 

Donella MacDonald: So that is 6,400 per 
month or 320 per day for 20 days. 

Mike Glover: One of my colleagues who has 
had time to think about the matter has said that 
there would be around one every five minutes 
maximum. I think that that is right. Therefore, the 
numbers are not large. They are peak numbers. 

Donella MacDonald: The figures have not been 
presented correctly. I noticed that other objectors 
referred to the 1,600 figure without realising that 
there would be return journeys and that the figure 
is actually 3,200. The figures were presented in a 
very misleading way. 

The Assessor: That has been very helpful to 
me, so thanks for bringing out the matter. 

Donella MacDonald: As I have said, one of the 
main points about Transport Scotland‟s proposed 
haul route is that it will send all of those vehicles—
whether or not there is one every five minutes—on 
an unnecessary 1,000m detour and a number of 
90° turns. The route should go straight across 
Society Road. You said that you cannot construct 
that because of the incline. I simply dispute that 
there is no way around that. 

Mike Glover: All that I can say is that we have 
looked at a variety of routes. We started with one 
well to the west of Linn Mill and we considered a 
variety of options that went through the Inchgarvie 
lands. We produced vertical alignments and 
horizontal alignments to test the hypothesis that 
you have proposed. The situations included one in 
which the excavation depth was 15m, as I have 
said to you previously, Inchgarvie house was 
taken out and an enormous cut was formed 
through the landscape, but still there was not what 
we would consider to be a reasonable gradient, 
with excavations going back a long way. We have 
illustrations. Have they been sent as part of the 
evidence? I have a set of them here if you want to 
look at them. 

Donella MacDonald: I have seen them— 

15:15 

Mike Glover: We have given them to you as 
evidence to demonstrate that we took your desire 
lines and applied them religiously to the 
landscape, and we came to the conclusion. 

As for the 500m detour, I have not measured 
the distance, but by definition if you want to go 
from one point to another point that is clearly at a 
very different height, you have to go slightly further 
than you would with a straight line to achieve a 
reasonable gradient. It is simple mathematics. 
With regard to the 500m, I am sorry, but I have not 

measured the distance and therefore I cannot say 
whether I agree or otherwise. 

Donella MacDonald: It is close enough. It is 
250m down the field; there are three 90° turns; 
and then it goes down a steep slope with a right 
turn on to the haul road to the south coast. What 
kind of pollution, noise and vibration is that going 
to create? What visual impact is that going to 
have? 

The Assessor: I think that you have Mr 
Glover‟s evidence on this issue. 

Perhaps, as these witnesses are in front of you, 
you might take this opportunity to ask them about 
the permanent use of the haul road, which I think 
you are opposed to. Do you wish to do so? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, sir. 

You have said that the haul road is temporary, 
but the fact is that you are going to tar about 200m 
of it and install, I presume, either temporary or 
permanent traffic lights. As soon as it is made 
temporary, there is nothing to stop it becoming 
permanent. You have guaranteed that your Forth 
Crossing Bill does not promote such a move, but 
the council has six years to come along and 
request that the road become permanent—which 
will happen. The number of objectors who are 
lining up— 

The Assessor: Question, please. 

Donella MacDonald: I am sorry. 

Mike Glover: I am ready to give you the 
answer. 

Donella MacDonald: Do you not agree that, 
although as you say the temporary haul road will 
not be constructed to adoptable standards and 
although its being made permanent is not 
promoted in the bill, the fact that you will have dug 
a 3m-deep trench and that the road will be in 
situation means that there will be nothing to stop 
the council coming along in those six years to ask 
that it be made permanent? 

Mike Glover: First, I assure you yet again that 
that provision is not within the powers of the bill 
and that we have not sought it. We are agreed on 
that. 

Secondly, much of the land that we take for that 
route adjacent to Inchgarvie lodge will be taken on 
a temporary basis. Most important, because the 
route of the haul road will run from the compound 
to the west—not the east—of the main line, it will 
have to pass our abutment as it comes down. That 
is totally acceptable to us during the construction 
phase, but it will be totally unacceptable to us in 
the bridge‟s final condition, as the area around the 
abutment will be a secure area that only Transport 
Scotland staff can enter. You will be familiar with 
the route that I am talking about. Making it 
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permanent would not be acceptable to us—
indeed, it would not be allowed—because it would 
breach our security. As a result, the adoption of 
the haul road would not be possible because it 
would not be acceptable to Transport Scotland. 

That does not remove some of your other points 
regarding other alignments that the council might 
take, but that has nothing to do with our haul road. 
As you have correctly pointed out, even though we 
are trying to make things as gentle as we possibly 
can, the standards to which we are designing the 
haul road get nowhere near the standards that the 
council would wish, such as the dimensions at the 
point where it joins Society Road. We are not 
seeking the powers; we are seeking land only 
temporarily; a large part of the length of the haul 
road would not be acceptable to Transport 
Scotland as a long-term road; and the road has 
not been designed to adoptable standards. Those 
are the only assurances that I and the team can 
give you. 

Donella MacDonald: Is what you say not based 
on the construction compound being on the west? 
That is not yet definite—it may be on the east.  

Mike Glover: I said that my comments were 
based on the road being on the west. 

Donella MacDonald: If it were on the east, the 
road would come down directly towards Clufflats. 

Mike Glover: If it were on the east, I would have 
to rethink what I have just said to you on only one 
point—passing our abutment. 

Donella MacDonald: We are concerned about 
the access point on Society Road, which is right 
beside us. That could be made permanent 
regardless of how you shift the road within the 
field. Is it not true that Transport Scotland has 
been in discussions with the City of Edinburgh 
Council, Hopetoun house and Queensferry and 
district community council about the road being 
made permanent? I notice that a number of 
objectors are promoting that. Hopetoun house, in 
particular, wants to have a permanent road, with 
Transport Scotland footing part of the bill. The City 
of Edinburgh Council and Queensferry and district 
community council also want the road to be 
permanent. 

Mike Glover: We have been in discussions with 
all objectors about their objections. To the best of 
my knowledge and belief, we have never entered 
into discussion about making the road adoptable 
or improving the opportunities for that. 

The Assessor: I have heard evidence to that 
effect. I must accept that Transport Scotland has 
not entered into any form of negotiation with 
Hopetoun house or any other party about making 
the road permanent. I have heard Mr Glover‟s 
reasons for telling you that at the moment 

Transport Scotland has no intention of making it 
permanent. I understand your fears, but we cannot 
take the matter much further, unless Mr Glover 
breaks before your very eyes. 

Mike Glover: Or melts. [Laughter.] 

The Assessor: Do you have any further 
questions on the issue? If not, I will ask Ms 
Crawford whether she has any re-examination. 

Donella MacDonald: I have a question about 
the use of the haul road for other developments, 
such as the Port Edgar development. Is Transport 
Scotland aware of when the Port Edgar 
development will take place? Will it be 
simultaneous with the construction of the Forth 
replacement crossing? 

Lawrence Shackman: I am aware of plans to 
develop Port Edgar marina, but those lie outwith 
the scope of the project. It is entirely a matter for 
Port Edgar marina to develop its site as it sees fit 
and to get the appropriate permissions to do so. 

Donella MacDonald: Will it be able to use the 
haul road to take construction traffic down to Port 
Edgar? 

Mike Glover: It is not a topographical 
opportunity for Port Edgar marina. It is not 
possible for it to do what you suggest. 

Donella MacDonald: It is going to the same 
place—down to the coast. 

Mike Glover: Yes, but we are going through the 
barracks—through a secure corridor. 

Donella MacDonald: Why would Port Edgar 
haulage traffic not be allowed to go through the 
same corridor? 

Mike Glover: It could not do so because the 
land belongs to the Scottish ministers. 

Donella MacDonald: Could it not apply to use 
the corridor? 

Lawrence Shackman: That would corrupt our 
traffic management proposals. We are trying to 
ensure that traffic that comes down the haul road 
turns left at the bottom. It is not allowed to turn 
right into Society Road. How would it get into Port 
Edgar marina? We do not want any other vehicle 
movements. We do not want our contractor to be 
compromised by the wants of other people. We do 
not want additional traffic down there to increase 
impacts. You have spoken about the number of 
trips—allowing other people to access another site 
would add more trips. I would not have thought 
that you would be keen on that. 

Donella MacDonald: We are certainly not very 
keen on it, but I suggest that if the Port Edgar 
development is simultaneous to yours, that 
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permission would be applied for—it would be the 
obvious route to get down to Port Edgar. 

The Assessor: In the bill, is the road dedicated 
to the project? 

Lawrence Shackman: It is. 

The Assessor: So there is no provision 
whatever for any use other than for the project. 

Lawrence Shackman: No provision is made 
because no other usage has been assessed in the 
environmental statement. The haul road is solely 
for this project. 

The Assessor: Indeed, but is it ruled out that 
there could be another use of the road for another 
project anywhere else in the vicinity? 

Lawrence Shackman: I believe that no other 
use is proposed for the road. 

The Assessor: Is another use ruled out? I am 
not asking whether one is proposed. 

Lawrence Shackman: I would have to seek 
advice from others on that. 

Frazer Henderson: Yes, it is ruled out. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Is the haul road to be removed at the end of the 
construction period in its entirety and forever? 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I hope that that 
helps, Ms MacDonald. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, thanks. Does that 
mean that you are going to fill in the trench? 

Mike Glover: Yes. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Donella MacDonald: And reinstate it back to 
the 3m height? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Mike Glover: Yes, and put the wall on Society 
Road back in place. 

Donella MacDonald: That is provided that, in 
the six years, the council does not ask for it to 
be— 

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, I know that you 
want to pursue the issue as far as you can, but I 
think that you have had about as much as can be 
given to you. The road is dedicated and it will be 
removed. That seems to be as far as we can go 
on the issue. 

Ms Crawford, would you care to re-examine the 
witnesses? 

Ruth Crawford: I have a brief question on the 
issue of what might or might not happen in the 

future so far as the City of Edinburgh Council‟s 
crystal ball gazing might be concerned. The land 
where the temporary haul road is will be reinstated 
after the scheme is completed, but if nonetheless 
the council still had aspirations to make that 
reinstated temporary haul road permanent, is it 
your understanding, Mr Shackman, that the 
council would have to go through a planning 
process before it could proceed with that? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is absolutely 
correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions, sir. 

The Assessor: As you know, Ms MacDonald, 
you have an opportunity to be a witness and to 
give evidence on the subject if you would like to do 
so, although you do not have to. 

Donella MacDonald: I can only reiterate that, 
obviously, Clufflats residents strongly object to 
Transport Scotland‟s proposed haul route. The 
proposed location is immediately adjacent to some 
of our properties and, as I said, it is in a 3m-deep 
trench in an area of the field that is prone to 
flooding anyway. Thousands of HGVs and LGVs 
will travel on the route at peak times and from very 
early in the morning until late in the evening. I 
believe that that will be six days a week and 
eventually, no doubt, it will be 24/7 because the 
project will no doubt require 24/7 work at some 
time. 

There will be an impact on Clufflats residents 
from noise pollution, air pollution and vibration as 
well as a detrimental visual impact. We believe 
that the route should not be anywhere near us. 
There is no reason for haulage to be taken 
immediately adjacent to our properties. Haulage is 
required along the line of the viaduct and a route 
will have to be put there anyway, so Transport 
Scotland is creating another unnecessary route 
that will involve a 500m detour for each trip, which 
is a 1,000m detour for a round trip. Ideally, the 
haul route should go straight across Society Road, 
which would remove all those 90-degree turns. 

15:30 

The Assessor: It would remove all those 
problems for you. 

Donella MacDonald: It would. Also, the haul 
road is temporary, but the council has six years to 
seek planning permission to make it permanent, 
and a number of the other objectors have 
promoted the permanent use of the road. It will 
make our lives abysmal for at least the six years of 
construction. Mr Henderson said that the haul road 
will not be removed until 2017-18, which is a year 
after construction. In that year, when we will have 
100,000 vehicles on the viaduct, there will be 
another n thousand on the haul road, travelling 
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back and forward to the coast for dismantling work 
or whatever. There will be a combination of the 
vehicles still using the haul road, which is 
immediately adjacent to some of our properties, 
and 100,000 vehicles on the viaduct, which is less 
than 180m from us. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, do you have any 
questions for the witness? 

Ruth Crawford: No, thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case, we can 
move on to some of the matters that are giving 
you particular concern. You have identified the 
package, so perhaps we can move on and take 
the points in sequence. 

Ruth Crawford: The fourth topic is headed in 
the timetable “Construction site at southern 
abutment”. Those witnesses who have been giving 
evidence thus far can address that topic, too. 

As I understand it—I do not doubt that I will be 
told if I am wrong—the objectors wish the 
construction of the concrete and steel viaduct road 
deck not to be undertaken in the vicinity of the 
southern abutment. Mr Glover, you might be in a 
position to advise on that suggested change and 
the objection. 

Mike Glover: Two generic types of construction 
technique can be used for the construction of the 
southern viaduct. One is what is called balanced 
cantilever, which involves lots of in situ concrete 
and tower cranes. The other option, which is much 
more efficient, is called push-launch construction. 
In simple terms, the push-launch construction of 
the viaduct would mean the assembly of 90m-long 
steel sections sitting on top of the abutment, which 
are then welded together and pushed out 
sequentially across the piers to form the viaduct. It 
is an attractive way of building because it is the 
least disruptive to those things that occur 
underneath it. For example, it avoids the use of 
the large quantities of scaffolding across Society 
Road and large quantities of concrete being 
transported backwards and forwards. It is a tried 
and tested and elegant way of building a linear 
structure at a high level. As a consequence, the 
area on top of the abutment would be used as the 
staging ground for the laying out and launching of 
the units. That is the nature of the construction. 
We think that that option is very important. 

Ruth Crawford: Could the construction of the 
concrete and steel viaduct road deck be 
undertaken anywhere other than within the vicinity 
of the southern abutment? 

Mike Glover: Not practically. One can come up 
with all sorts of weird and wonderful ways of doing 
these things, such as lifting the 90m-long units 
from ground level between each of the spans, but 
you can see from the topography and all the things 

that are below that that is not a practical way of 
going about it. 

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

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald. 

Donella MacDonald: Is the length of the 
viaduct measured from the nearest southern tower 
back to the abutment? What length is that? 

Mike Glover: That would be 500 and something 
metres. 

Donella MacDonald: There will be five 
segments. 

Mike Glover: Six, probably. 

Donella MacDonald: Six segments that are 
40m wide and made of concrete and steel. 

Mike Glover: No. We are talking about two 
viaducts, each of which is only about 15 or 16m 
wide. You do one, then you do the other. 

Donella MacDonald: So there will be 10 
segments. 

Mike Glover: Twelve, approximately. 

Donella MacDonald: How long will it take to 
construct one of the segments? 

Mike Glover: The total activity at the abutment 
will be about 18 months, including the setting-up 
process. The launching of the units is much 
quicker than that. 

Donella MacDonald: So it will take 18 months 
to construct the 12 concrete and steel segments, 
which will be done about 100m away from us. 

Mike Glover: No. You must put that into 
context. I have included in that 18-month period 
the site establishment, which is the process of 
setting up the platform on which the construction 
will take place. We will push the segments out 
using jacks, which will have to be set up. The units 
will repeat extremely quickly as part of a 
construction sequence. That period also includes 
what we call the finishing time. Once we have 
pushed the steel units out, we will cast concrete 
on the top of them. That will take place along the 
length of the viaduct. 

Donella MacDonald: So you will construct the 
concrete and steel segments— 

Mike Glover: Steel, predominantly. 

Donella MacDonald: —just a few metres away 
from us and then you will push them out. 

Mike Glover: The process will take place about 
200m from you. It will involve the bringing together 
of prefabricated elements. 
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Donella MacDonald: The distance must be less 
than 200m, because the viaduct will be only 180m 
away. Surely you will do work on either side of it. 

Mike Glover: Shall we call it 200m and be done 
with it? 

Donella MacDonald: No. The viaduct will be 
180m away from my house. Surely the workers 
will be on my side of the viaduct. 

Mike Glover: No—on the abutment. 

Donella MacDonald: As I said in my statement, 
we knew nothing about this until very recently. You 
had mentioned the construction site up at the 
A904. What is being constructed up at the A904 if 
so much construction is to take place at the 
southern abutment? 

Mike Glover: I have two points to make. First, 
everything that I have just described to you is in 
the environmental statement. There is a plan—I 
think that it is in appendix A4—that showed that 
the site that we are talking about would be a place 
where we would fabricate things. The reason why 
that work would not be done up at the compound 
is that the units in questions are long, so they 
need to be assembled in a line so that they can be 
pushed. The answer to your question is that the 
work under discussion is covered in the ES. 

Secondly, the techniques that I have just 
described are described in the ES. I am sorry that 
you were not aware of that or that you did not read 
the relevant parts of the ES or did not realise what 
the words meant, but they are there. This is not 
new information. 

Donella MacDonald: The residents had a few 
presentations from Transport Scotland to tell us 
what would happen. It is a major issue for us, but 
you did not mention it. You told us about the 
construction compound up at the A904. Why did 
you not tell us about what was to happen 100m 
away from us? That is a major problem. 

The Assessor: Let us leave that to one side, 
Ms MacDonald. You have heard what Mr Glover 
said. The information was there. You may not 
have been aware of it, and that is disappointing for 
you— 

Donella MacDonald: For all the residents. We 
went to Transport Scotland‟s meetings, but we 
were not told. 

The Assessor: Could I try to be of some help 
with the questioning? Mr Glover, you rejected the 
balanced cantilever and you moved to the push-
launch method, largely, as I understand it, 
because it would cause less detriment to people in 
the vicinity. 

Mike Glover: I would not rule out the balanced 
cantilever; all I am saying is that those are options 
for the contractor to consider. The balanced 

cantilever would not involve scaffolding at the low 
level, but it has some other drawbacks. It is a 
balance of factors that the contractor will have to 
make in deciding between those two solutions. 

The Assessor: I understand. Therefore, the 
construction method is not absolutely certain. 

Mike Glover: That is correct. 

The Assessor: My apologies for not having 
understood that. 

Mike Glover: No, my apologies for not 
explaining that. 

The Assessor: There is no other spot where 
the construction of the concrete and steel viaduct 
road deck can be put in position. Is it as simple as 
that? 

Mike Glover: It is. However, a lot of the 
construction will take place back into the cutting, 
so it is not all exposed. 

The Assessor: I am obliged, Mr Glover. 

Does that assist you, Ms MacDonald? You may 
not have understood that that was going to 
happen but, now that you do, does it help in any 
way? No? 

Donella MacDonald: Obviously, this is just 
another one of many problems that we have 
encountered with that corner. We should have 
been told about it at the outset. As I have said, 
why tell us about the construction compound, 
which is some distance away from us, and not 
about what is happening at the bottom of our 
gardens?  

Also, we are here to complain about a number 
of features, and this is just another that has been 
deferred to the contractor. We will not know until 
the contractor decides, by which time it will be too 
late for us to object. Many features are not being 
agreed because it will be up to the contractor. He 
can even change the estimates for the traffic 
volumes—he could double them again. We are 
objecting to Transport Scotland‟s view of things, 
but the contractor could come along with a totally 
different—and much worse—view. 

The Assessor: Mr Glover, would you answer 
that point? 

Mike Glover: Yes. 

I remind you that we carry out these detailed 
scenarios so that we can establish the 
environmental envelope in which the operations 
take place. Whatever the contractor does, he is 
constrained severely by the geometry that we 
have prescribed for the scheme. He is also 
constrained by the limitations that we have put on 
a series of other environmental aspects, not least 
of which is noise. If he were to choose to increase 
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the activity of one thing or another, he could not do 
that beyond the limits that we have set. Therefore, 
it is not the open season that you describe; it is a 
very controlled environment.  

Donella MacDonald: Would you not say that 
the limits that you set far exceed our current 
tranquil situation at Clufflats? 

Mike Glover: I would rather leave that to your 
next series of questions, which are related to 
noise, because my colleagues would be able to 
put the answer in a better context than I would. 

Donella MacDonald: Why are the limits of 
deviation immediately adjacent to the properties at 
Clufflats that border the field? 

Lawrence Shackman: The limits of deviation 
reflect the ownership of the land that the Scottish 
ministers have in their possession near your 
property, but it is not our intention to have the 
construction right up against your property—apart 
from the haul road, which we have spoken about. 
There are other features that are much smaller, 
such as the tension base and the SUDS pond, 
which I am sure you are aware of.  

Let me go back to your point about the different 
methods of constructing the viaducts. The viaducts 
have to be built and put in place somehow. As Mr 
Glover mentioned, there are two recognised 
techniques for doing that. We need to get the 
prefabricated sections of the deck into place 
somehow, and the most appropriate—and 
probably the least disruptive—route is via the line 
of the road itself. Although your property is 200m 
from that southern abutment, the assembly of the 
deck units—whatever form that takes—is likely to 
be south of there, not north of there or near your 
properties. The haul road will be in the vicinity of 
your properties, and it would be totally impractical 
to have any of the prefabricated sections of the 
bridge in the vicinity of your properties. It is much 
more likely to be on the line of the route or just to 
one side, but certainly further away from your 
properties. 

As Mr Glover said, the construction impacts 
have been assessed in the environmental 
statement. Although different contractors have 
different techniques and ways of building things, 
their impacts cannot be any worse than those 
impacts that have been assessed in the 
environmental statement. As the supervisors of 
the works overall, we will ensure that the 
contractor does not create any impacts that are 
worse than those that are assessed in the 
environmental statement. 

15:45 

The Assessor: I am not sure that we can take 
this much further. I notice the time and do not want 

you to be constrained in bringing up other matters. 
Do you have one last question, after which we can 
move on? 

Donella MacDonald: Is it possible for the lines 
of deviation to be moved away from our 
properties? You said that it is not your intention to 
have anything up to the lines of deviation. In the 
end, though, it will be depend on the intention of 
the contractor, who might decide to put any of 
these nasty features closer to us. Is it possible for 
the lines of deviation to be moved away from the 
boundaries of the Clufflats properties? 

Lawrence Shackman: The lines of deviation 
signify the ultimate limits of the site, but there are 
restrictions that we will place on the contractor, 
through the contract, regarding what he can and 
cannot do in the area adjacent to the Clufflats, 
Springfield and Echline. As we mentioned this 
morning—I appreciate that you were not here—we 
fully intend to make sure that there is an exclusion 
zone of a minimum of 50m all the way along the 
built-up area as a gap where the contractor will not 
have equipment, plant, materials or anything else. 
There will be a certain barrier to the development, 
in general terms, right along the built-up area. 
Obviously, that will have to taper out towards the 
Clufflats area because the haul road and the 
SUDS pond must be constructed in that area. It 
will tie into the fence that will be provided as a 
temporary measure, which will be established right 
at the beginning of the contract. Mr Henderson 
has informed you about the 3m-high fence that will 
be provided down by your properties as mitigation. 

The Assessor: That will be the last question. 
Would you like to re-examine, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, just briefly, sir. Thank you. 

Gentlemen, you have been talking about a 
situation that may arise should the contractor 
choose to do something different from what is set 
out in your written evidence. Am I right in 
understanding that section 66 of the bill provides 
that ministers must do everything that is 
reasonably practicable to ensure that the 
environmental impact of the construction and 
operation of the Forth crossing works is not worse 
than the residual impact identified in the 
environmental statement? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: In order to allay Ms 
MacDonald‟s concerns and anxieties, can you 
confirm that there are similar provisions in the 
code of construction practice? 

Lawrence Shackman: That, too, is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. 
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The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, you have the 
chance to give some evidence yourself, if you 
would like. 

Donella MacDonald: There are many features 
in that corner. Some of those features could be 
moved around—some could be moved closer, 
some could be moved further away—and we 
would end up with the same residual impact, but 
the impact could be totally different. To the 
residents of the Clufflats area, the environmental 
statement seems to be an attempt to make the 
unacceptable acceptable. There are lots of 
references to everything being wonderful provided 
that the code of construction practice satisfies the 
environmental statement, but the Clufflats area is 
extremely tranquil and, although the figures that 
are cited might be acceptable in a city centre or 
somewhere noisy, where we are there are zero 
vehicles in the fields, there is nothing to pollute the 
air, there is no noise— 

The Assessor: We will come to noise. 

Donella MacDonald: Okay. Sorry, sir. 

The Assessor: Sorry to interrupt you. 

Donella MacDonald: We were talking about the 
lines of deviation, were we not? Obviously, 
residents of the Clufflats would like the lines of 
deviation to be moved further away to prevent the 
contractor from coming any closer to our 
properties than Transport Scotland has stated in 
its plans, although the haul road is about as close 
as it can get. It is immediately adjacent to a couple 
of properties. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, would you care to 
ask the witness any questions? 

Ruth Crawford: No, thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: I will ask one. Your position in 
the rebuttal is that you do not want the concrete 
and steel viaduct road deck to be constructed in 
the vicinity of the southern abutment. That is what 
you are saying, is it not? Do you have another 
location where you would like the construction to 
take place? 

Donella MacDonald: Before we knew about it, 
we assumed that the viaduct would be constructed 
in situ along the 500 or 600m where it will be 
placed. We thought that a large part of the viaduct 
would be 800m away from us and no closer. That 
is how we thought that it would be constructed. 
We did not realise that the whole 600m of the 
viaduct was going to be constructed just 100m 
away from us. 

The Assessor: Well, whatever the distance is. 
The point is, do you have another location in which 
this integral part of the project could be sited? 

Donella MacDonald: Mr Glover mentioned that 
the contractor has yet to decide whether the 

technique will be push launch or balanced 
cantilever. I presume that balanced cantilever is 
the method by which construction would be done 
in situ along the route. 

Mike Glover: It would be done in situ at each 
location, but that would have its own drawbacks 
and its own noise profile. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that you have 
proposed to the contractor that push launch is the 
preferred method. 

Mike Glover: I can only speak personally, but 
the contractor might favour that. I did not plan to 
add anything, but the push-launch technique is 
probably the quietest option because it involves a 
piece of steel being welded together and then 
pushed. Anyway, that does not help, sir. Sorry. 

The Assessor: Not at all. I am just trying to 
make progress. Ms MacDonald, the question that I 
put to you was whether you have another location. 
You do not want it to be where it is, but I have to 
record whether you have another location in mind 
that you would find more satisfactory. At the 
moment, my understanding is that you do not. You 
cannot identify one. You do not want it to be in the 
vicinity of the southern abutment but you are not 
quite sure where you would like it. Is that fair? 

Donella MacDonald: Well, I am not— 

The Assessor: I know that you are not an 
engineer. I am just asking you whether that is fair. 

Donella MacDonald: I cannot come up with 
other options. It is up to the experts to do that. We 
did not realise that it was going to be that close 
and we do not want it to be there. If it could be 
done along the route, some of it would be further 
away from us, but Mr Glover now says that that 
would be noisier. 

The Assessor: I think that that is as far as we 
can go on the matter. We are getting to something 
that I know is dear to your heart, and that is noise, 
so I propose that we move on to that. It is item 5 
on the list of topics. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. Looking at the list, I 
note that there are four topics that deal with noise, 
vibration, dust and air pollution. Some focus on 
construction and some on operation. I wonder 
whether it would make the best use of time to look 
at topics 5, 6, 8 and 9 in one, because they involve 
the same witnesses. I intend to rest on the 
promoter‟s written evidence for topics 5, 6 and 9, 
but I will ask one or two questions in chief  about 
topic 8. 

The Assessor: That seems a good idea, does it 
not, Ms MacDonald? In that way, you will have a 
broad spectrum to ask questions on noise and 
also to bring out from your own evidence what you 
would like to say on the subject. Rather than going 
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through that two or three times one after the other, 
we can take the topics as a package. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, sir. 

Ruth Crawford: I think that we will require a 
witness swap. 

I indicated that I was going to rest on the written 
evidence with regard to the construction impacts 
of noise, vibration, dust and air pollution. However, 
I want to clarify with the witnesses one point about 
noise. Is it your understanding that the promoter 
has undertaken to install a noise monitor in the 
Clufflats vicinity for the construction period? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I wished to clarify 
that point because I do not think that it was 
contained in the written evidence. 

With regard to operational noise and vibration, 
the written statement says: 

“The proposed reduction of 1-3dBA resulting from the 
use of noise barriers on the viaduct will have a negligible 
impact on the > 40 dBA increase to which the Clufflats 
residents will be subjected.” 

Do you recognise the greater than 40dBA figure? 

Richard Greer: First of all, good afternoon. 

I do not recognise the 40dBA figure. As the 
assessor will already have heard me say in 
evidence, the assessment methodology looks to 
quantify noise change in the long term, comparing 
traffic in 2032 after 15 years of growth to the noise 
conditions in the year of opening, 2017, without 
the scheme, and looks for a 3dB change that will 
trigger the consideration of a significant noise 
effect and therefore noise mitigation. We might 
come back to this but, unfortunately, it is not 
possible to reduce the noise increases in this 
location to below the 3dB level. However, in the 
very worst case, the greatest change with 
mitigation is around 11dB, not 40dB. [Interruption.] 

Ruth Crawford: Sorry, sir, please bear with me. 
I have lost my place. 

The Assessor: We will make good time if we 
package the four issues together, so there is no 
need to hurry. [Interruption.] 

Richard Greer: I must apologise, sir. I hesitate 
to use paragraph numbers because of the earlier 
confusion, but paragraph 6.2.6 in our written 
submission—it may be paragraph 5.2.6 in other 
bundles—confirms that the worst noise increase is 
12 to 13dB, not 11 dB. 

The Assessor: That is very helpful. If it would 
help you, too, Ms Crawford, I am happy to take 
two minutes to collect my own papers. I suggest 
that we start again at 3 minutes past 4. 

16:00 

Hearing suspended. 

16:06 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Welcome back. It was 
surprising that Mr Greer had to change a small 
piece of his evidence. 

Richard Greer: My apologies again, sir. 

The Assessor: Not at all. It came as a great 
surprise to me that you had to change it. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I wonder if I might just 
come back to paragraph 5.2.6 in the written 
evidence from the promoter, on which we have 
been concentrating. Mr Greer has indicated that 
the maximum increase assessed when comparing 
the future assessment year to the noise levels that 
would exist at the intended opening year if the 
scheme was not provided is approximately 12dB 
to 13dB, rather than the 40dB that have been 
suggested. It might be helpful, Mr Greer, if you 
could put that 12dB to 13dB maximum figure into 
some context, having regard to the existing 
ambient noise levels at Clufflats. 

Richard Greer: In the environmental statement 
we have provided information about both noise 
change and absolute noise levels. Mrs MacDonald 
said earlier that the area is currently very quiet—
and indeed it is. You heard in evidence from 
earlier today how that is taken into account in 
construction noise to provide more onerous 
assessment levels. The maximum increase of 
12dB to 13dB is only in the properties that are 
closest to the line. That increase decreases as we 
get further back from the main line. In absolute 
noise-level terms, with reference to figure 16.12b 
in the environmental statement, the highest levels 
are around 58dB or 59dB. 

Imagine a different scenario, where the road 
existed and was operational and planning 
permission was sought to build residential 
development in the location of Clufflat Brae and 
Clufflat. Under planning advice note 56, that level 
of noise would be in what is called noise 
assessment category B. In that category, there is 
no impediment on planning and noise is 
considered an issue that can easily be dealt with 
through the siting and design of properties. 

To put it in context, as we have said in the 
environmental statement, although the noise level 
is a significant increase from what it is now, in 
absolute terms it would not be an issue were there 
to be a new residential development and it is 
widely experienced along the line of many other 
routes across the United Kingdom. 
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Ruth Crawford: Just to follow up on that, in the 
written evidence the promoter refers to the Noise 
Insulation (Scotland) Regulations 1975—indeed I 
think that they are referred to in the environmental 
statement. Do the regulations make any provision 
in relation to absolute noise levels that residential 
properties may experience? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. The noise level 
that triggers qualification for noise insulation is 
68dB. As advised earlier, the highest predicted 
level is around 58dB, for the westernmost point of 
Clufflat and Clufflat Brae. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding that 
paragraph 5.2.13 of the code of construction 
practice sets out information in relation to noise 
insulation work under the Noise Insulation 
(Scotland) Regulations 1975? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief. 

The Assessor: You mentioned PAN 56. My 
understanding is that, with the bridge in operation, 
it would not be a material consideration against a 
planning application for a house round about 
where Ms MacDonald‟s house is—let us assume 
that it is not there—that there was noise. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I am sorry for not 
getting that question out fluently. It might help the 
objector if you could explain the difference 
between 58dB and 68dB. Is it an arithmetic or a 
geometric progression? 

Richard Greer: I appreciate that it is not 
altogether helpful when trying to convey 
information that noise is measured on a 
logarithmic scale, but the decibel scale has been 
long developed and has been confirmed by more 
than 40 years‟ worth of experience as being the 
best method of quantifying in numerical terms 
people‟s response to noise and how, as noise 
increases, people‟s responses to it change. As we 
have heard, a 3dB change is the point at which 
most people identify a perceptible change. A 10dB 
change is either a doubling or a halving of 
perceived loudness, so 58dB is approximately half 
as loud as the 68dB that would trigger qualification 
for noise insulation. 

The Assessor: That is helpful. I have no further 
questions. I invite Donella MacDonald to question 
the witnesses, especially Mr Greer. 

Donella MacDonald: As you said, for someone 
to qualify for noise insulation, scheme noise must 
be equal to or exceed 68dB. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Donella MacDonald: So no one in Clufflat will 
qualify for noise insulation because of the scheme. 

Richard Greer: That is likely to be the case. To 
be clear, qualification for noise insulation under 
the regulations is a separate process that must be 
gone through for the scheme as completed, so the 
formal process will probably not happen until the 
road has been in operation for six months or so. 
However, the environmental statement looks at 
the likely position and is based on the 
Government‟s calculation method. That estimate 
leads to the 58dB to which I referred. To all intents 
and purposes, the likelihood of qualification is 
zero. 

Donella MacDonald: What will the noise on the 
viaduct be, in decibels? 

Richard Greer: Very close to the viaduct and 
the traffic, it will probably be around 70dB. 

Donella MacDonald: I understand that the 
noise of a single HGV is 70dB. 

16:15 

Richard Greer: That sounds about right if you 
are 7.5m away. The standard for quantifying noise 
emissions from vehicles, which is used to 
determine whether a new vehicle meets European 
guidance, is measured at 7.5m away. I think that 
79dB is the current limit that is specified under that 
European guidance. However, that is at 7.5m 
away from the vehicle as it passes. Your property 
and those in Clufflat Brae will be around 200m 
away, and noise levels obviously decrease quite 
rapidly with increasing distance. That is the reason 
why the noise levels at your property will be as I 
have just described. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that the noise 
level beside a major busy four-lane road would be 
about 90dB. 

Richard Greer: I would be highly surprised if 
the noise reached that level. In recent work under 
a different directive that looks at noise levels in the 
existing network around the UK, the worst-affected 
1 per cent of areas were at levels of around 76dB 
or 77dB. 

Donella MacDonald: Let us say that the noise 
on the viaduct is 80dB. At 180m away, will the 
noise level fall right down to 58dB? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. The figure 
comes from predictions made under the 
Government‟s calculation of road traffic noise, 
which has been in place since 1998. The 
calculation, which forms the basis of every road 
scheme that is planned and taken forward within 
the United Kingdom, is extensively validated 
against measurements from road traffic in situ. I 
appreciate that the figure might appear surprising 
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from a lay perspective, but the calculation is borne 
out by fact, by measurement and by verification. 

Donella MacDonald: It is surprising. The 
diagram suggests that the noise levels right at the 
bottom of my garden will be something like 
62.4dB, but the noise levels inside my house will 
be something like 57dB. That is a reduction of 
6dB, provided that the windows are closed. 

Richard Greer: Forgive me, but I am not sure to 
which diagram you are referring. What is the figure 
number at the bottom right-hand corner of the 
diagram? 

Donella MacDonald: I refer to figure 16.12b. It 
is very difficult to tell the colours. There seems to 
be no yellow in the legend, but there is a yellow in 
the diagram. 

Richard Greer: The yellow in the diagram is the 
59.5dB to 62.4dB range. At your property, the 
noise level has come down to the next level lower, 
which is the range 56.5dB to 59.4dB. Immediately 
around the properties, because of the screening 
that the properties provide, the level is less than 
56.4dB. 

Donella MacDonald: The diagram is extremely 
difficult to read. As I said, I just find it amazing that 
the noise level drops from about 80dB. I am sure 
that the noise level on the viaduct will be a lot 
more than 80dB, given that the noise of one HGV 
is 70dB, although I know that the calculation is 
logarithmic. If there are 10 HGVs at 70dB 
travelling beside each other, what total would that 
give? 

Richard Greer: The summation would need to 
be done according to the methodology used in the 
calculation of road traffic noise. The traffic figures 
that have been calculated by the traffic modellers 
take into account 15 years‟ worth of growth and go 
into the Government‟s prediction method, which is 
validated. That then generates the calculations of 
noise at a range of different distances. 

Another important point to keep in mind is that 
the levels that we have just discussed assume that 
only distance provides a reduction in noise, 
whereas the project will also include two other 
forms of mitigation. 

The first is a commitment to a low-noise road 
surface, which will reduce levels by about 3dB. 
Secondly, there will be extensive screening by the 
side of the road. Going north from the new junction 
at South Queensferry, that junction will be at 
ground level, so the main line will be about 6m 
below it. The road will be in a 6m deep cut, which 
is an effective screen to noise. Going further north, 
the line will start to rise up to existing ground level 
to make the approach to the viaduct and the 
crossing. We propose significant noise barriers for 
most of the area past Springfield and Clufflat and 

Clufflat Brae. We will have what might be 
described as a false cutting: a 2m-high bund with 
a 2m-high barrier on top of it. 

Going on to the bridge, the bridge will at that 
point be fairly elevated, so there are two sources 
of screening. One will be the bridge deck itself. It 
will not be possible to see vehicles from the 
properties because the deck of the bridge will 
provide a screen visually and to noise. On either 
side of the viaducts there will be a 2.8m-high noise 
barrier. Those measures will provide mitigation, as 
will the physical distance between the road and 
the properties. 

Donella MacDonald: Can that noise barrier be 
4m, rather than 2.8m, so that for the complete 
length of the South Queensferry barrier—as I think 
you call it—it is 4m high? 

Richard Greer: That is a challenge because of 
engineering difficulty. The screens on the side of 
the bridge need to take account of wind loading. 
They need to mitigate turbulence, but they must 
also avoid generating it for the road traffic on the 
bridge. So 2.8m is the height that the screens 
should be to maximise the protection from the 
wind effect on road traffic. 

As the assessor has heard in evidence 
previously, we realise the importance of trying to 
get the issue right and of balancing visual and 
environmental impact, constructability and cost to 
the public purse. In doing that, we have 
considered a large number of options, including 
increasing the height and length of barriers. 
Unfortunately, the reality is that increasing the 
height of barriers follows the law of diminishing 
returns. We found that increasing the height of the 
barriers would make a negligible difference, 
because of the amount of screening that will 
already be provided by the deck and the 2.8m 
barrier. There are engineering reasons why that 
probably could not be done but, equally, it 
probably would not provide any significant benefit 
even if the height could be increased. 

Donella MacDonald: It would provide benefit to 
my property in that it would hide more vehicles—
the higher vehicles. 

Richard Greer: The visual impact is a matter for 
one of the other specialists but, on noise, the 
change that we are talking about would be around 
a 0.5dB improvement, which is a negligible 
change that nobody would perceive. 

Donella MacDonald: You said that noise will 
increase by 12dB to 13dB. Is that compared to the 
level that you predict without the scheme in 2032? 

Richard Greer: The prediction is for 2032 with 
the scheme—to allow for 15 years‟ worth of traffic 
growth—compared to 2017, which is the year of 
opening, but without the scheme. 
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Donella MacDonald: Is the 2017 figure without 
the scheme higher than the figure today? How 
much have you pushed it up by? 

Richard Greer: In the area that we are 
discussing, I do not think that there was any 
change at all. The figure changes only where there 
is already significant existing road traffic noise, to 
allow for the fact that traffic will, by and large, build 
up between now and 2017. However, as you said, 
the area is quiet and there is no existing significant 
traffic noise. Therefore, there will be no increase 
between the levels now and those in 2017. 

Donella MacDonald: As you say, our ambient 
noise levels are very low. I believe that the level 
varies between 35dB and 45dB. 

Richard Greer: I do not think that it gets that 
quiet even in the middle of the night. The levels 
during the day are just under 50dB or in the high 
forties. 

Donella MacDonald: The tables and graphs 
that I have say 47dB. 

Richard Greer: That sounds right. 

Donella MacDonald: So, in my garden, I will 
have an increase of 16dB, according to you. The 
figure for my garden is 62.4dB. 

Richard Greer: The 12dB to 13dB is specific to 
outside the gardens and properties on Clufflat 
Brae. If you will forgive me, I am just referring to 
the written submission. Rather than both of us 
doing it on the fly from the diagrams, we should 
look at the worst-affected garden or façade, and 
the written statement shows that the largest 
increase is 12dB to 13dB. 

The Assessor: For my benefit, is that in the 
questioner‟s garden? 

Richard Greer: It is 1m in front of the worst-
affected façade, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you, but to repeat my 
question, is the worst-affected façade where this 
lady lives? 

Richard Greer: Are you asking whether I know 
which address that is at? 

The Assessor: Yes, I would like the address. If 
you need time, I will take it later. 

Richard Greer: It will be a matter for 
interrogating the model, sir. Suffice to say, the 
noise levels now and in 2017, and with the 
scheme, are pretty consistent across all the 
properties on the westernmost edge of Clufflat 
Brae. 

The Assessor: That is very helpful. Do you 
understand why I asked the question? Ms 
MacDonald said “my garden”, and I wondered 
whether her garden is the worst-affected property. 

You have now helped me because you are talking 
about levels right along the Clufflats line, if I can 
put it that way. 

Richard Greer: Indeed, sir. 

The Assessor: Does that help? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. I have one other 
question about the new windshielding that you are 
proposing. I believe that it has holes in it. Has it 
been tested for additional noise problems, 
especially if it is a new type of windshielding? As 
you can imagine, we are in a windy area and the 
wind will be blowing through the holes in the shield 
and traffic will be passing them. Has the 
windshield been tested for noise as well as for 
protecting the traffic? 

Richard Greer: It has been tested in a wind 
tunnel and will be designed to ensure that it fulfils 
its function and does not increase noise levels. 
The majority of the length going past Clufflats will 
be solid and doing its job as a noise barrier as well 
as being a windshield. 

Donella MacDonald: Are we also discussing 
construction noise today? 

The Assessor: Yes, we are. I was just going to 
suggest that you might want to move on to that. 
So far, you have dealt with operational noise. Do 
you want to ask some questions about 
construction noise? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. With regard to 
scheme noise, we object to the fact that we are 
not eligible— 

The Assessor: No, that is fine. We are moving 
on from there. In the event that the haul road—or, 
indeed the bridge—is not put there, all the 
objections and rebuttals will fall. No pun intended. 

Donella MacDonald: On construction noise, 
obviously the haul road is right next to us and we 
have already discussed the fact that there will be 
320 HGVs and LGVs passing per day. As I said 
previously, we think that the noise from one single 
HGV is more than 70dB, so imagine if hundreds of 
them are passing immediately adjacent to us. 
Have you assessed the noise levels that will be 
inflicted on us during the construction? 

Richard Greer: Yes, we have. That is now 
covered in chapter 19 of the environmental 
statement. You have heard the evidence, and I am 
happy to repeat as much or as little as is 
necessary about the assessment methodology for 
the construction. 

The Assessor: We can leave the assessment 
methodology to one side because Ms MacDonald 
now has access to all the previous documents. 
They are all on the website. You might not have 
seen them yet, but they are there. Do you need to 
hear anything about the methodology or do you 
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want to get straight into the output from that 
methodology? 

Donella MacDonald: The output from the 
methodology. 

16:30 

Richard Greer: I would like to highlight again 
what I said in evidence this morning. Unlike the 
guidance provided for most construction sites, 
which would set a daytime noise limit of 75dB, the 
assessment procedure brought forward for the 
Forth replacement crossing takes into account 
existing noise levels. The fact that it is quiet in this 
area means that the assessment category for 
Clufflat Brae and Springfield is 65dB during the 
day. 

Appendix A19.2 contains the results of the 
calculations compared to the assessment levels 
for each of the receptors used to inform the 
assessment. A number of those locations include 
properties within Clufflats—those closest to the 
works. Those calculations take into account all the 
traffic information that we have been talking about 
in terms of the number of HGV and LGV 
movements on the haul road and the fact that that 
will be occurring in parallel with a number of other 
construction activities, including constructing the 
southern abutment and constructing the piers. So, 
taking into account mitigation—including distance, 
the commitment to 3m-high noise barriers on 
either side of the haul road and a tarmac road 
surface, which is also beneficial in terms of 
vibration—the predicted worst-month noise level is 
lower than the 65dB assessment level. That is the 
reason for confirming that we are not identifying 
any noise impacts or significant noise affect during 
construction. 

Donella MacDonald: How can one HGV be 
more than 70dB yet your assessment of multiple 
HGVs, LGVs, construction and everything that is 
going on in that field comes to less than 65dB? 
That does not add up. 

Richard Greer: The 75dB relates to the highest 
instantaneous level generated 7.5m to the side of 
a road as a single vehicle passes. The best 
practice guidance—everything that is in the 
“Design Manual for Roads and Bridges” and 
everything that has informed or been considered 
as part of looking at how noise is quantified and 
how people respond to it—identifies that the 
indicator that gives the best guidance for people‟s 
response to noise is a thing called the equivalent 
noise level. It takes account of all the energy over 
the period of a day—or over one hour at night 
time—and therefore takes account of the 
individual noise from each vehicle and whatever 
other noise occurs in between. In respect of the 
calculation, it then allows for factors such as the 

difference in distance between that reference 
location of 7.5m and assessment at your 
properties, and also takes account of the benefit of 
things like the screening. The screening will 
provide probably a 10dB reduction compared to 
not having it. It is about finding the right indicator 
that takes account of all the energy and then, 
allowing for the mitigation and distance, we come 
to the conclusion, which, as I say, is based upon 
robust methodology that is proven through other 
projects in respect of comparing measured and 
forecast. 

Donella MacDonald: In the revised code of 
construction practice, in table 5.4.1b on page 43, 
which you will be familiar with, on maximum noise 
levels in the road sections— 

Richard Greer: Sorry. Quickly if I may, another 
key issue in respect of noise level is speed. The 
79dB for an HGV is when an HGV is accelerating 
at wide-open throttle and it is therefore going at 
some speed. Obviously, on the haul route it will be 
going considerably slower as it passes your 
properties. 

Donella MacDonald: Is an HGV not noisier 
while it is queueing? 

Richard Greer: No. 

Donella MacDonald: No? 

Richard Greer: It is loudest at wide-open 
throttle. 

The Assessor: The haul road is on an incline 
going away from the Forth. 

Richard Greer: Indeed, sir. 

The Assessor: Does that require the vehicle to 
be a little bit more noisy because it is necessary to 
open the throttle? 

Richard Greer: It does, but that is taken into 
account, as is the fact that the vehicles coming 
down will not be at wide-open throttle, so we are 
going back to my point about taking into account 
each of the different sources and how they will 
operate. That information goes into the noise 
model. 

Mike Glover: That is why we have reduced the 
gradient on the haul road for the design as much 
as we possibly can; I think that it is just over 7 per 
cent. 

The Assessor: I think that you mentioned that 
figure. Thank you. Sorry to interrupt you.  

Richard Greer: Forgive me, but I am just trying 
to find my copy of the code of construction 
practice. Are you looking at the most recent 
version? 



449  6 SEPTEMBER 2010  450 
 

 

Donella MacDonald: Yes—the one that 
includes the maximums, which were not in the 
previous versions. 

Richard Greer: Are you looking at table 5.4.1? 

Donella MacDonald: I am looking at table 
5.4.1b, on page 43, and the previous table, 
5.4.1a—one is for the main crossing and one is for 
the road sections. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Donella MacDonald: Is the viaduct up to the 
abutment counted as the main crossing? In other 
words, does the road start at the southern 
abutment? 

Richard Greer: Yes. 

Donella MacDonald: Both of the tables are 
applicable to us, in that case, as we have the 
abutment and the viaduct and the road.  

Richard Greer: Yes, they will apply to different 
works. That is also the reason why, in appendix 
19.2 of the environmental statement, Clufflats 
appears in the tables that provide calculations for 
the main crossing, and in the calculations that 
provide noise levels for the network connections. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that we should 
be in the lowest assessment category—A—for 
nights, weekends, evenings and Saturdays. 
However, if I remember rightly, we were put in 
category B in relation to one time period because 
the figures were rounded up as opposed to being 
rounded down. The code says that, with regard to 
ambient noise levels, there will be rounding to 
5dB, but it does not say whether the figures will be 
rounded down or rounded up. However, because 
you rounded up, we have been put into 
assessment category B when we should be in 
assessment category A. 

Richard Greer: I am pretty sure that all of the 
receptors around the south foreshore and Echline 
fields are assessment category B during the night. 

Donella MacDonald: That is for the roads and 
the main crossing. 

Richard Greer: Yes. 

Donella MacDonald: We are assessment 
category A for all the other time periods—
evenings, weekends and Saturdays. 

Richard Greer: You are certainly category A for 
daytime, but I would need to check what the 
category is for the evening. 

Donella MacDonald: What are these LAmax 
figures of 75dB and 85dB that have now appeared 
in the tables? 

Richard Greer: As I said earlier, there are 
various ways of quantifying and measuring noise. 

The indicator that has been identified as most 
closely giving guidance to how people respond 
involves what are called the equivalent noise 
levels, which appear in these tables as LAeq,T. “L” 
means level; “A” means A weighting, which means 
that it approximates closely to the frequency 
response of the human ear; “eq” means equivalent 
level; and “T” means over a period of time, which 
relates to the second column, which talks about 
the assessment time, which is one hour for night 
time and 10 hours for day time.  

Donella MacDonald: So, it is averaged out 
over— 

Richard Greer: It is averaged out in energy 
terms. It is not an average noise level. Basically, it 
adds together the total energy of the sound from 
all the different sources.  

Donella MacDonald: So, is 65dB over 10 hours 
what you get if you take the average maximum 
noise from 10 hours and divide by 10? 

Richard Greer: If you do that in terms of sound 
power rather than linear level, then yes it is. 

Donella MacDonald: So, although the average 
is 65dB over 10 hours, there could be five hours 
with an ambient level of 45dB and five hours with 
90dB. 

Richard Greer: It could not be that high, 
because, if it were, there would be nothing left in 
terms of the amount of noise allowance within the 
65dB criterion during the day. However, you are 
right to suggest that there will be periods during 
the day when the noise level may well be louder 
than 65dB. 

Donella MacDonald: So, the averages give us 
no indication about what the peaks are. If the 
average is 65db, we could be at 80dB for half the 
time. 

Richard Greer: There are two things to bear in 
mind. The first deals with any individual loud 
events. That is the reason for bringing forward the 
additional maximum noise level criteria, because 
the LAmax figures for each of the assessment 
categories are the instantaneous level from any 
loud event, such as a vehicle passing or 
percussive piling. 

I appreciate why it may seem that voice is not 
being given to your concerns about the loudest 
parts of your day, but I can advise that use of the 
LAeq is—and has been for decades—an industry 
standard. Use of those criteria, which are in the 
latest version of BS 5228, is born of 25 years of 
experience on major construction sites that are 
very similar to that which is proposed for the Forth 
crossing project. Those guide levels were 
identified as protecting people. That is not to say 
that there will not be audible noise, but people will 
be protected from significant disturbance. 
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Although I can understand that it is easy for me, 
as someone who deals with such matters day in, 
day out to say that, I hope that you take some 
comfort from the fact that the guide levels have 
been heavily tested and proved on other projects. 

Donella MacDonald: At which of those levels 
must you consult the local authorities? Must you 
do so when the noise exceeds the assessment 
level or when it exceeds the maximum level? 

Richard Greer: The local authorities will be 
involved all the way through. They will join us on 
the noise liaison group, which will review the 
project as it is planned. Critically, as the contractor 
brings forward its proposals, it will need to 
demonstrate, through submissions and 
assessments that are required under the COCP, 
that its works will not have noise levels that are 
worse than those that are identified in the 
environmental statement and in the assessment 
categories in tables 5.4.1a and 5.4.1b of the 
COCP. 

Donella MacDonald: Which figure is the 
relevant one as far as the requirement to consult is 
concerned? Is it the LAeq or the LAmax figure? 

Richard Greer: It is the LAeq figure. That is 
because we are talking about project planning and 
there is a large amount of data available from the 
standards and from databases to make robust 
calculations on equivalent continuous noise level. 
Such information is not available for maximum 
levels. Therefore, the emerging agreement with 
the local authorities is that that will form the basis 
of monitoring during the works, as an extra 
precautionary measure to pick out any individual 
noisy events, as well as to deal with the overall 
noise exposure from the construction works. 

Donella MacDonald: That backs up the 
suggestion that there will be an increase of 40dB. 
If we currently have a level of around 45dB, 85dB 
represents an increase of 40dB. Is that not the 
case? 

Richard Greer: No. 

Donella MacDonald: If the level in the tranquil 
Clufflats is currently 45dB and we have a 
projected maximum of 85dB, to me that represents 
a 40dB increase. I believe that 10dB is double the 
increase that is allowed— 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Donella MacDonald: An increase of 40dB is 
horrendous. 

Richard Greer: The ambient level of 48dB that I 

think we talked about earlier is an LAeq. In the 
same way that you will see a 20dB difference 
between any assessment at night time—
assessment category A shows a 20dB difference 

between the 45dB LAeq and the 65dB LAmax at 
night— 

Donella MacDonald: That is still a difference of 
20dB, not— 

Richard Greer: —you will find a similar 
difference with day-to-day activities. In the existing 
environment, events such as cars passing or 
aircraft flying past will give rise to instantaneous 
maximum levels that are very much higher than 
48dB LAeq. I can see how you got to the figure of 
40dB—by subtracting one number from another—
but you are not comparing like with like. 

Donella MacDonald: We are saying that the 
construction noise will be worse than the scheme 
noise overall. 

Richard Greer: There may be periods when the 
noise from construction activity will be louder, but 
they will be short periods associated with the most 
intense activities. 

Donella MacDonald: Right. Transport Scotland 
predicts that Clufflats will not be eligible for noise 
insulation for the scheme or for construction. 

Richard Greer: That is correct. We spoke about 
noise insulation for road traffic noise earlier. The 
predicted levels for road traffic noise are 10dB 
lower than those that would trigger provision of 
noise insulation. Using daytime as an example, if I 
may, as is standard practice across large 
infrastructure projects across the UK, the accepted 
norm for the triggering of noise insulation is 75dB. 
That is identified in table 5.2.13 of the code of 
construction practice. The fact that the 
environment around Clufflats is so quiet at the 
moment triggers the need to reduce levels lower 
than that and is the reason for using the 65dB 
assessment level; it provides an extra degree of 
protection. However, you are quite right; as a 
consequence of that, the levels will not as far as is 
reasonably practicable creep up to the point at 
which noise insulation measures are triggered. 

16:45 

Donella MacDonald: As I have said, for us the 
ambient noise will increase by at least 20dB. 
Transport Scotland previously told us that the 
scheme would produce eight times our existing 
noise; as you have agreed, construction noise is 
even louder—indeed, it is probably 10 times our 
existing noise or more. The noise at Clufflats will 
be horrendous for a six-year period. 

The Assessor: That is contrary to what Mr 
Greer is suggesting. 

Let me take you to paragraph 4.2.8 on page 24. 
I think that that is the Transport Scotland 
numbering. 
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Richard Greer: Forgive me, sir. Are you 
referring to the written submission? 

The Assessor: I beg your pardon. Yes, I am. 

Richard Greer: I have been looking at the code 
of construction practice. 

The Assessor: It is in Transport Scotland‟s 
written statement. It might help Ms MacDonald if I 
draw people‟s attention to the third sentence of the 
paragraph, which says: 

“However, it cannot be ruled out” 

that 

“there may be times when daily or weekly noise levels are 
greater than the monthly averages identified in the 
Environmental Statement. If noise and vibration levels are 
such that the criteria set out in the Code of Construction 
Practice are met, then” 

noise insulation or temporary rehousing 

“will be offered.” 

Is that correct? 

Richard Greer: Yes, sir. 

The Assessor: The evidence that you have 
given today suggests that it is unlikely that the 
criteria that are set out in the code of construction 
practice will be violated. If they are and if the 
situation really gets—as Ms MacDonald has 
suggested—“horrendous”, which is what triggered 
me to ask this question, she might well be offered 
temporary rehousing but more likely some form of 
noise insulation. Is that correct? 

Richard Greer: Yes, sir. 

The Assessor: Does that help, Ms MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes—but Transport 
Scotland has already said that according to its 
predictions we will not be eligible. 

The Assessor: Yes, but I have just read into 
the record Transport Scotland‟s statement that 

“it cannot be ruled out” 

that 

“there may be times when daily or weekly noise levels are 
greater”. 

It has made a commitment in writing that if things 
get—to use your word—“horrendous”, you could 
be rehoused. I am sure that you will not be 
particularly looking forward to that, but on noise 
insulation, which you raised, Transport Scotland 
has suggested that that might be on offer if the 
facts of the matter justify it. Does that help? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Would you care to 
move on? We have covered operational and 
construction noise, but I notice that vibration, air 
pollution and various other matters are part of this 

package. It might be that you have no further 
questions on those topics or that you perhaps 
have one or two. 

Donella MacDonald: I certainly have some 
questions about air pollution. Although there are 
noise monitors in Clufflats, no air pollution 
monitors have been installed. Am I correct in 
thinking that the nearest such monitor will be at 
Linn Mill? 

Michael Bull: I can go through the whole 
process of establishing baseline air quality. At the 
outset, we have the Government‟s estimates for 
background air quality, which are made on 1km 
squares for the whole country. We also have the 
information that has been collected from local 
authority air quality monitoring sites and air quality 
monitoring data that we have put in ourselves. 
Figure 15.4b gives the locations of the air quality 
monitoring sites that we used, and you are correct 
in saying that there is an air quality monitoring site 
roughly at Linn Mill. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. 

This morning, I had a quick look at the transcript 
of one of the other hearings in which there was 
discussion of the use of frisbees to measure 
dust—is that correct? 

Michael Bull: Yes. 

Donella MacDonald: There was an implication 
that the amount of dust generated is calculated by 
deducting the amount of dust in the frisbee that is 
downwind from the amount of dust in the frisbee 
that is upwind—is that correct? 

Michael Bull: That particular bit of transcript 
was my recommendation that, in order to establish 
how much dust is produced by a construction 
operation, we should look upwind and downwind 
and subtract one from the other, as that would 
give the net contribution from the construction 
operation. 

Donella MacDonald: So, the assumption is that 
the dust would not blow upwind at all—that there 
would be no construction dust in the upwind 
frisbee. 

Michael Bull: I suggested that up to four frisbee 
gauges be put up around the site. If the receptor is 
upwind, it is not physically possible for dust to be 
transported from the construction site back to the 
frisbee gauge, as the wind is blowing in the other 
direction. 

Donella MacDonald: So, why put an air 
pollution receptor at Linn Mill? Linn Mill is upwind 
of the viaduct and the whole field. The wind blows 
from Linn Mill towards the Clufflats, from the west 
to the east. Is that a westerly wind? I am not sure 
what we call a wind that blows from the west to the 
east. Ninety per cent of the time, the wind blows 
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from Linn Mill towards the Clufflats, so why put an 
air pollution monitor upwind, at Linn Mill, and not 
at the Clufflats? 

Michael Bull: We are talking about two different 
things. When I described the frisbee gauges, we 
were talking about the contribution from 
construction sites. The diffusion tube monitors that 
we put in are to establish either background levels 
of air quality or the levels of air quality near the 
existing roads. They are there to get 
representative samples of the present air quality in 
the area. 

Donella MacDonald: Well, the Clufflats area is 
going to be the most severely impacted by both 
the construction and the scheme. It is immediately 
downwind of the construction and the scheme and 
it will take the first hit of any pollution, whereas 
Linn Mill is upwind 90 per cent of the time. There 
is no logic in putting an air pollution receptor at 
Linn Mill but not at the Clufflats. 

Michael Bull: I disagree. As you identify, Linn 
Mill is upwind of your receptor; therefore, that is 
the one that is carrying the background pollution 
towards your receptor. 

Donella MacDonald: Sorry? 

Michael Bull: Linn Mill is upwind of— 

Donella MacDonald: Everything in Echline 
field. 

Michael Bull: Quite, yes. Therefore, as the air 
mass moves into your area, it travels through Linn 
Mill, and we know what the concentration there is. 
It then travels over the bridge, adding the pollution 
from the bridge, before reaching the receptors in 
your area. 

Donella MacDonald: But there were no 
receptors in our area. There have been no 
baseline receptors in our area. 

Michael Bull: I do not think that you have 
understood what I am talking about. In terms of 
establishing what the concentrations are after 
construction, we cannot measure now what 
pollution there is in your area from the operation of 
the site, because the site does not exist yet. What 
we can establish are the background levels in the 
area and then the additional contribution from the 
road when it is built. We then take the sum of the 
two together and do some calculations in terms of 
dispersion of the pollutants in order to calculate 
the concentrations at your site. 

Donella MacDonald: If you have no air 
pollution receptor monitoring the Clufflats just now, 
you have no baseline from which to work out the 
increase. 

Michael Bull: We have a lot of information 
about the baseline. Indeed, the baseline that we 
used was an extremely pessimistic one. We were 

asked by various authorities to use a site in 
suburban Edinburgh rather than the site at Linn 
Mill, and that site in suburban Edinburgh has twice 
the concentrations that are measured at Linn Mill. 
The concentrations that we have predicted for the 
area are very pessimistic because we have made 
a worst-case assumption at the request of the 
regulatory authorities. 

Donella MacDonald: So, will there be air 
pollution monitors at the Clufflats during 
construction and the scheme? 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Henderson might be able to 
answer that question, sir. 

Frazer Henderson: As confirmed with Ms 
MacDonald on 16 August, we will indeed provide 
air quality monitoring equipment throughout the 
entire construction period in the vicinity of Clufflat 
and Clufflat Brae. I can be slightly more precise 
than that. It will be on the other side of the 3m 
fence that we will put up, so that it gives the full 
impact of whatever is happening on the 
construction site, rather than being on Ms 
MacDonald‟s side of the fence, where it would not 
give a true representation. 

Donella MacDonald: As I said, because there 
has been no monitoring there before, there is no 
baseline. 

Frazer Henderson: I believe that Dr Bull has 
given an explanation of that. 

Michael Bull: I have explained from where we 
will take our baseline information. The site is well 
characterised in terms of baseline air quality. As 
you mentioned, there are not many pollution 
sources in the area, so we would not expect large 
spatial variations in background air quality. In my 
view, we have taken sufficient information to 
establish the background air quality in the area. 
Indeed, we have made a very pessimistic 
assumption about that. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ms MacDonald, I do not think that you are going 
to be able to break Mr Bull down. I think that we 
have gone as far as we can with that one. Do you 
have anything else in the package of topics that 
we are discussing? We are dealing with 
construction and operation and we are looking at 
dust, air pollution, noise and vibration. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. Will someone from 
Transport Scotland say whether they believe that it 
is ethical for the residents of the whole of South 
Queensferry, but particularly west Queensferry 
and the Clufflats, to be drowned in excessive 
carbon provided that there is a reduction 
elsewhere in Scotland in order to meet the 
requirements of the Climate Change (Scotland) 
Act 2009? Surely that cannot be ethical. 
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Ruth Crawford: Sir, before any of the 
witnesses rush to express a view, I would remind 
you what the current stage of the process is 
concerned with. It is not concerned with questions 
of ethics. Frankly, I am not sure that it would be 
appropriate for any of the witnesses to address an 
ethical issue, which would of course be personal 
to each and every individual. 

The Assessor: Yes, I can quite understand 
that. Ms MacDonald, for my benefit and the benefit 
of everyone else, you might want to ask the 
question in a slightly more moderated form. We 
could perhaps split it into two bits. First, is there 
going to be an increase in background emissions 
and, if so, of what type? Secondly, how will it 
impact on the residents, as objectors? I 
understand where you are coming from, but Ms 
Crawford has a point. Mr Bull, do you want to 
comment? 

Michael Bull: I assume that we are talking 
about carbon. 

Donella MacDonald: Sorry? 

Michael Bull: Are we talking about carbon or 
about all air pollutants? 

Donella MacDonald: We know specifically that 
the carbon emissions are going to breach the 
Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 and that 
reductions will therefore be required elsewhere in 
Scotland. 

Michael Bull: That is not the case. There is no 
requirement in climate change policy or the 2009 
act for every individual development to make a 
contribution. There is a requirement that a national 
strategy be undertaken to meet the requirements 
of the act. Clearly, it would be absurd to require 
every development to do that, because an 
individual new house will increase carbon dioxide 
emissions. The way in which the Government 
approaches meeting the climate change strategy 
is through national measures and a balanced set 
of policies—not through requiring a contribution 
from every new development. 

The Assessor: On balance, are there winners 
and losers, if I can put it as crudely as that? 

Michael Bull: The policy accepts that some 
sectors will have increases in carbon dioxide that 
will have to be balanced by other sectors. 

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, you clearly 
have a difficulty with emissions. Can you phrase 
some questions to test the witness on the problem 
of emissions as you see it? 

Donella MacDonald: There is obviously a 
problem with carbon emissions and there will be 
lots of other emissions from the vehicles in terms 
of nitrates, small particles or whatever. There will 
be a vast increase in emissions because there are 

zero vehicles in the field beside the Clufflats at the 
moment but 100,000 vehicles a day are predicted 
to cross the viaduct. The pollution that will be 
generated from that will be extremely detrimental 
to the health of the Clufflats residents. 

17:00 

Michael Bull: I am not entirely sure what the 
question is, but I can respond to the comments. 

First, we have made predictions of what the 
concentrations of pollutants are likely to be at 
Clufflats, and they are well below the air-quality 
standards and limit values that are intended to 
protect human health. Secondly, the overall impact 
of the scheme is a reduction in exposure to the 
population in and around South Queensferry 
because we are displacing traffic from a more 
populated area to a new location. 

Thirdly, we have made some calculations of the 
carbon dioxide emissions, and there is very little 
change in emissions compared with most 
transport schemes because the project is a 
displacement of activity and is not generating new 
capacity. The displacement activity involves a 
slightly greater distance to travel, so a small 
increase in emissions is predicted based on the 
calculation method that we have. However, we 
have done further work that looks at that in more 
detail, and it suggests that the increase will be 
relatively small. 

We also have to consider what would happen if 
we did not have the scheme and had at some 
point to close the existing bridge and divert traffic. 
In that instance, the traffic would have to travel 
considerably longer distances. We have looked at 
that situation in a rough outline. I cannot 
remember the exact figures, but it would be about 
15 years until we got back to carbon neutrality: 
because there would be more emissions in the 
time that we were diverting traffic, it would 
compensate for some time for the small increase 
from the displacement of the traffic to the new 
location. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I think that we have 
heard enough about that now. 

Mike Glover: Could I add one point, sir? The 
intelligent transport system that we will introduce 
on to the road moderates the traffic—that will also 
reduce the carbon emissions. That is another 
bonus in the scheme. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Glover. I think 
that we have heard enough. Any re-examination, 
Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No thank you, sir. 
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The Assessor: Is there anything that you would 
like to say under the general heading, Ms 
MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: I would just like to say 
that travel at 70mph generates a lot more noise 
and pollution than 50mph, and 50mph is the limit 
that we would like on the viaduct approach road. 

The Assessor: I think that that point comes 
under item 10, on motorway classification. 

If that is all that you have to say, I would like to 
take a five-minute break and remind everybody 
that we must finish by 6 o‟clock. I am going to 
have to curtail the amount of questioning on the 
various items that are still before us. I think that we 
can manage to complete everything satisfactorily 
by 6 o‟clock, but it will demand quite a bit of 
discipline on all our parts. 

Mike Glover: Sir, I could deal with the 
substation in just a few statements, if that would 
help. 

The Assessor: Are you on number 12? 

Mike Glover: Yes. I think that there is a total 
misunderstanding. We call a collection of rooms a 
“substation” but within that collection of rooms 
there is one utility room and the equipment in 
there is exactly the same equipment that you find 
in any estate, including in South Queensferry. 
There is nothing unusual about the electrical 
substation at our site. The other rooms are to do 
with what we call UPS—uninterruptible power 
supplies—and so on, so there can be no issue. I 
think that it is a misunderstanding on our part 
because we have called it a substation, which 
implies that it is larger. 

The Assessor: There is no request for 
mitigation. Is that statement—that there is nothing 
unusual—acceptable to you, Ms MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. It is just another blot 
on the landscape. 

The Assessor: Well—go on Mr Glover. 

Mike Glover: I was responding to the concern 
about its health impact, rather than anything else. 

The Assessor: And is it a “blot on the 
landscape”? 

Mike Glover: We have landscaped it in as low a 
position as possible, so I do not agree that it is a 
blot on the landscape. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I am anxious to get 
ahead. I want to take a five-minute break for 
comfort and other reasons. Then we will proceed 
as fast as we can with the other items. 

17:05 

Hearing suspended. 

17:11 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Welcome back. We are on item 
7 for group 26. My reading is that that item is 
construction working hours. Am I correct, Ms 
Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, that is my understanding, 
sir. I indicated earlier that I proposed to lead some 
evidence, but, having reflected on the matter, and 
having regard to the changes to the code of 
construction practice and last week‟s oral 
evidence on a further change, I propose to rest on 
the written evidence, amplified by those changes 
to the code of construction practice. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. Given 
the time, would you allow me just to refer to the 
construction working hours that you would prefer, 
Ms MacDonald? You think that they should be 
reduced to five days a week—Monday to Friday, 
9.30am to 7.30pm, inclusive of 30 minutes start-up 
and 30 minutes wind-down. I beg your pardon. It is 
5.30pm. Is that what you are looking for? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes—or even less, if 
possible. 

The Assessor: Or even less. 

I ask Mr Henderson to respond to that proposal. 
I am cutting through our procedure just so that we 
can get finished by 6 o‟clock. 

Frazer Henderson: Certainly, sir. We have 
been very clear about this. We have set out in 
section 3.4 of the code of construction practice the 
working hours that we feel are appropriate to 
ensure the delivery of the project within the very 
tight timescale, so that the scheme is open by 
2017. We have made one revision, which you will 
be aware of, sir, but Ms MacDonald might not be 
aware of it. On Saturdays, we previously advised 
that we would have operations for the road works 
from 8 in the morning to 6 in the evening, with a 
30-minute start-up time prior to 8 in the morning. 
That 30-minute start-up time will now be within the 
period of 8 to 6 in the evening; it will be from 8 to 
8.30 in the morning. 

In respect of the marine works and working at 
night and on Sundays, I draw Ms MacDonald‟s 
attention to paragraph 3.4.6 of the code, which 
states: 

“Working at night and on Sundays will be permitted for 
„marine works‟ associated with construction of the main 
crossing and approach viaducts, but only with the approval 
of the Employer‟s Representative and provided that the 
work is undertaken in accordance with the requirements of 
Section 5 of this CoCP.” 
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Section 5 addresses noise and vibration matters. 

The Assessor: I will ask one or two questions 
that might be of assistance. We have heard 
evidence on this before, but were the construction 
working hours to be reduced by the amount that 
Ms MacDonald suggested—or even more—what 
would be the impact on the length of time that 
construction would be required in her vicinity? 
What would be the impact on cost? You can take 
those questions in two bites if you want. 

17:15 

Frazer Henderson: Sir, I will deal with the costs 
first. I mentioned that we will be spending 
something of the order of £1 million per day on this 
project. Our expenditure is clearly predicated on 
having the time as set out in the code of 
construction practice available to us for the 
delivery of the project. A constraint on that time 
would have financial ramifications but, more 
important, it might mean that the project is not 
delivered to the time when it will be required. 

The Assessor: Indeed. We have heard 
eloquent evidence and questioning from Ms 
MacDonald on the construction, so will the 
construction period lengthen? The project might 
not be delivered on time, but will there be more of 
the noise and vibration that she fears will take 
place outside her house? Will that continue for 
longer? 

Frazer Henderson: Clearly, sir, that would be 
the case. 

The Assessor: I have asked one or two 
questions for you, Ms MacDonald. Do you have 
any of your own? 

Donella MacDonald: At the moment, there are 
zero vehicles in that field. Do you think that it is 
reasonable that more than 300 vehicles will be 
passing a few metres from it per day? 

The Assessor: That does not have a lot to do 
with construction working hours. 

Donella MacDonald: It is about the number of 
vehicles and the noise. 

The Assessor: We have dealt with noise and 
the number of trips and so on. We are now talking 
about construction working hours. 

Donella MacDonald: But we want the hours to 
be reduced because of the noise. 

The Assessor: I understand that, and you have 
heard the promoter‟s response. 

Donella MacDonald: It is not reasonable to 
expect us to go from zero noise to the noise of 
hundreds of vehicles starting at 8 in the morning, 
even at the weekend. It is not reasonable. 

The Assessor: It is for the bill committee to 
decide what is reasonable, and I will certainly 
make a report to that committee that will contain a 
recommendation on working hours, bearing in 
mind what you have said. 

Donella MacDonald: I should have said as few 
working hours as possible. 

The Assessor: Yes. Thank you. 

I realise that I am speeding ahead, but could we 
move on to motorway classification? I am not quite 
sure what that heading means, but I suspect that it 
might have something to do with the 70mph speed 
limit. I am open to correction on that. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, it is about that. Change 
12 proposed by the objector states that the speed 
limit on the crossing‟s southern viaduct road 
should be 50mph instead of 70mph. I have the 
promoter‟s written evidence numbered as section 
11 on page 53, although I realise that the 
numbering has gone slightly awry. 

The specific point about a speed limit of 50mph 
rather than 70mph is not dealt with in written 
evidence, so it might be helpful for all parties 
concerned to hear evidence about why the 
promoter proposes classification of that road as a 
motorway, and what comments the promoter 
might have about the proposal for a 50mph limit 
rather than a 70mph limit. That might best be 
addressed by Mr Shackman. 

Lawrence Shackman: The project provides us 
with an opportunity to help to complete the 
strategic road network and the motorway network. 
In this case, the link will be made between the 
M90 and the M9. There are various other parts of 
the road network at which completion of the 
strategic network is going ahead, such as the M80 
and the M74 in Glasgow. There are also plans for 
the M8 between Edinburgh and Glasgow. 

It also helps to ensure consistency in road 
design and driver perception of the route. 
Crucially, it helps to ensure that the highest level 
of safety is built into the design, because 
motorways are recognised as being the safest 
form of road. Last week, Mr Henderson presented 
some figures, which showed that. 

Although the speed limit for a motorway is 
70mph, the section of motorway that we are 
discussing will incorporate an intelligent transport 
system, which has been mentioned previously. As 
the road gets progressively busier, the system will 
be used to reduce the speed limit downwards, 
typically in 10mph steps. That will help to smooth 
the flow of traffic so that, in the busiest periods, 
the speeds are lower, thus reducing noise and the 
potential for accidents. Again, I am alluding to 
helping to improve road safety. 
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If a 50mph speed limit were imposed, that would 
unnecessarily delay traffic for long periods of the 
day. At the busiest periods, the speeds will be 
lower and the noise will be lower accordingly. 
There are examples of motorways with 50mph 
speed limits in the area. The Scotstoun junction at 
the end of the M9 spur has a 50mph limit, but that 
is only because of a specific road layout constraint 
in the area. It would not have been possible to 
build that piece of road without going for a lower 
speed. There are other examples, each of which 
has specific requirements. However, it is very 
unusual to adopt a motorway with a speed limit 
less than 70mph, unless there is an absolutely 
imperative reason for doing so. 

The Assessor: And no such imperative reason 
exists at the particular stretch of the proposed 
motorway that we are talking about. 

Lawrence Shackman: No, there is no such 
reason. 

The Assessor: How do you respond to the 
point about noise and air pollution? You have 
suggested that smoothing the flow of traffic and 
safety are important issues, but that neither noise 
nor air pollution is an imperative reason. 

Lawrence Shackman: They are not imperative 
reasons. Road safety is of paramount importance 
in this matter. 

Ruth Crawford: I see that Mr Greer is still with 
us. It might assist all parties to know what noise 
effects there will be on the road. Earlier, Mr Greer 
mentioned a low-noise road surface, but I ask him 
to factor in the impact, if any, of reducing the 
speed limit from 70mph to 50mph. 

Richard Greer: I will answer that in two parts. 
The first is that if all the traffic was running at 
70mph and we suddenly reduced it to all the traffic 
running at 50mph, the decrease in noise would be 
just over 2.5dB, which is not a perceptible change, 
as you have heard in evidence previously, sir. 

The second part returns to the evidence that Mr 
Shackman has just given. First, not all traffic 
travels at 70mph on a 70mph road—heavy goods 
vehicles travel more slowly, as does some other 
traffic. Secondly, as Mr Shackman said, the ITS 
system will in any case slow vehicles in peak 
periods. That means that the average speed 
during the day will be less than 60mph, taken 
across all the traffic. If we were to consider the 
change in average speeds from just under 60mph 
down to 50mph, the effect on noise would be even 
lower than the change that I just described. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, for completeness, 
do you want to cover the air pollution issue? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. I invite Dr Bull to 
comment on the air pollution aspect of reducing 
the speed limit from 70mph to 50mph. 

Michael Bull: On the relationship between 
speed and emissions, vehicles tend to run most 
efficiently at around 50 to 55mph. Consequently, 
their emissions are lower than they would be at 
70mph, but the change is rather small—probably 
about 10 to 20 per cent. We should remember that 
the concentrations that are experienced at a 
receptor are made up not only of what comes off 
the road; they are made up predominantly of what 
is already in the background. Certainly at the 
properties that are relevant to the objector, the 
contribution from the road network is relatively 
small, so a reduction in the speed limit would 
probably make an extremely small change in 
pollutant concentrations. I would think that it would 
be of the order of 1 to 2 per cent. 

The Assessor: You may have questions on this 
issue, Ms MacDonald, but because of the time 
constraints that we are under, you might want to 
think about ensuring that we have enough time for 
the questions that you want to ask about SUDS 
and so on. Do you have any questions for these 
witnesses? 

Donella MacDonald: Does the speed limit of 
70mph apply right over the South Queensferry 
gyratory? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Donella MacDonald: It reduces to 50mph only 
when you get to the M9 spur. 

Lawrence Shackman: The whole of the project 
corridor, from Halbeath on the M90 in the north all 
the way down to Newbridge in the south, will be 
subject to the variable speed limit system. The 
corridor will be encompassed by that. 

Donella MacDonald: Okay. 

The Assessor: Do you wish to re-examine the 
witnesses, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, we move on to 
what I have noted as item 11, which is the location 
and operation of what I now know to be two SUDS 
basins. That includes drainage and flooding. 

Ruth Crawford: As I indicated at the outset of 
this part of the hearing, the promoter intends to 
rest on its written evidence. 

The Assessor: Thank you. That means that it is 
open to Ms MacDonald to question witnesses. I do 
not know which witnesses you intend to put up, Ms 
Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: There will be a change, sir. I 
think that we will hear from Mr Gillies and Mr 
Weller. 



465  6 SEPTEMBER 2010  466 
 

 

The Assessor: Could I break in again? I am 
anxious to establish exactly what Ms MacDonald 
seeks by way of change. In your rebuttal, you said: 

“Relocate the eastern SUDS to be nearer the coast”— 

that would be the river itself. You went on to say: 

“If this is not technically possible then ensure that all 
water flowing into the eastern SUDS has previously had all 
pollutants filtered out and safely disposed. The eastern 
SUDS requires to have a solid base to prevent water 
seeping through the ground to Clufflats. All water should be 
forced to exit via an outlet pipe with no seepage or 
overflow.” 

That is the change to the bill that you seek. Would 
you care to question the witnesses to find out how 
far they can go along those lines? 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that you have 
said previously that, technically, you cannot move 
the eastern SUDS any nearer the coast and that 
you have provided evidence for that. Is that 
correct? 

Alan Gillies (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Yes. The positioning was explained in the written 
submission, but I could expand on it a bit more. 

Donella MacDonald: Is the explanation of why 
you cannot relocate the eastern SUDS all written 
down in your evidence? 

Alan Gillies: It is explained in the written 
submission. From a technical point of view, we do 
not believe that we can move it further towards the 
coast, because of topographical constraints and 
the properties in the area, including the barracks. 

Donella MacDonald: Right. The main point is 
the fact that the water that flows into the eastern 
SUDS will be polluted. We are talking about all the 
rainwater that falls on the deck in the area from 
the southern tower towards the abutment. Is that 
correct? 

Alan Gillies: The section in question includes 
the approach roads over the salt marsh area, 
which are about 300m to 350m long, plus another 
300m, so it is about 600m— 

Donella MacDonald: Right up to the southern 
abutment? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Donella MacDonald: I am sorry—how many 
metres did you say? 

Alan Gillies: I think that it is about 600m. 

Donella MacDonald: So we are talking about a 
section that is 600m long and 40m wide—that is 
the width of the two decks. All the rainwater that 
falls on there and all the pollutants from the 
vehicles—which will include glycol and 
antifreeze—will flow off there into the eastern 
SUDS. That water will not be treated at all and the 
pollutants will not be removed. Is that correct? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. The treatment train that we 
agree with the Scottish Environment Protection 
Agency in accordance with the various standards 
and guidance would usually include filter drains 
and swales as well as SUDS detention basins. 
Obviously, we cannot put a filter drain on the 
bridge, so the basin is the main form of treatment 
for that section of the road. 

17:30 

Donella MacDonald: Can you not use 
something like—I do not know the technical 
terms—oil interceptors to remove the pollutants 
from the water before it flows into the SUDS? The 
SUDS on the western side has pollutants removed 
by the filter trenches of the roads but the one on 
our side will be polluted. It will be full of sludge and 
slime and will require regular maintenance. 

Alan Gillies: All the SUDS basins will require 
maintenance and use the same process, albeit 
that the basin to the west takes a much longer 
section of road carriageway, which explains why it 
is much larger. The one to the east will deal with 
600m of carriageway, so it will be relatively small 
compared with the one on the west. The purpose 
of the basin is to remove certain pollutants and 
particulates. If we could remove them before the 
basin, we would not really have a need for it. 

Donella MacDonald: Well, on the west side, 
you will remove pollutants before they go into the 
basin. 

Alan Gillies: Filter drains do not remove 
pollutants entirely. They remove, I think, between 
50 and 85 per cent of particulates or certain other 
pollutants. The basin will be part of a treatment 
train, but we cannot accommodate a filter drain on 
the bridge deck, so the basin will undertake that 
aspect of the treatment. 

Donella MacDonald: Why can you not use 
some other method, such as oil interceptors, to 
remove the pollutants? Surely you would need the 
SUDS anyway to prevent flooding. 

Alan Gillies: No. Because the relevant sections 
of the road outfall to the Forth, there is no 
requirement for the flood detention aspects of the 
basin. The basins are purely for treating pollution 
in the water before it enters the Forth. 

Donella MacDonald: So all the pollution from 
the bridge—600m by 40m—will be dumped 3m 
from the bottom of our garden. I presume that it 
will produce toxic fumes in the air. It will seep 
through the ground or overflow towards our 
properties. 

Alan Gillies: I will pick up on a couple of 
aspects that were raised in your rebuttal. The 
ponds will be lined with an impermeable 
geomembrane. 
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The Assessor: Does that amount to a solid 
base? 

Alan Gillies: It is not a solid base mainly 
because putting in a concrete slab, for example, 
would cause maintenance issues with cracking, 
movement and joints. A geotechnical membrane is 
more flexible and will prevent any seepage 
through into the groundwater. 

The other aspect of overflow control is that the 
basin is designed to accommodate a one-in-1,000-
year storm event. Anything over and above that 
would be piped—the overflow is piped; it is not a 
spillway. Therefore, an event of more than one in 
1,000 years would be needed to overtop the basin. 

Donella MacDonald: The basin is only about 
25m by 45m, is it not? It is a small area. 

Alan Gillies: It is about 1,700m2, I think. 

Donella MacDonald: The basin on the eastern 
side? 

Alan Gillies: Yes, I think that that is the area 
that it can cover. 

Donella MacDonald: On the map, it looks like 
something like 25m by 45m. 

Alan Gillies: It is designed for a one-in-1,000-
year storm event, which is what all the basins are 
designed for. 

Donella MacDonald: We have flooding in that 
corner of the field as it is without additional 
problems and we strongly object to pollution being 
dumped there. 

The Assessor: I will clarify my understanding of 
your evidence, Mr Gillies. Can the eastern SUDS 
not be located nearer the coast, as suggested in 
the first sentence of point 15 of the objectors‟ 
rebuttal? 

Alan Gillies: It cannot, no. 

The Assessor: I am obliged. The rebuttal 
continues: 

“If this is not technically possible then ensure that all 
water flowing into the eastern SUDS has previously had all 
pollutants filtered out”. 

You have indicated that that is not a possibility. 

Alan Gillies: No, it is not. 

The Assessor: On the objectors‟ point that 

“The eastern SUDS requires to have a solid base”, 

you said that there will be an impermeable 
membrane that will perform the function of a solid 
base. Although the membrane will not be solid 
itself, will it perform the function that the objectors 
are looking for? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

The Assessor: Hence, there is no question of 

“water seeping through the ground to Clufflats.” 

Alan Gillies: Yes, that is correct. 

The Assessor: The objectors also ask that 

“All water should be forced to exit via an outlet pipe with no 
seepage or overflow.” 

Is that dealt with by the ability to accommodate a 
one-in-1,000-year storm event that you 
mentioned? 

Alan Gillies: Yes, the basin will accommodate a 
one-in-1,000-year storm event. 

The Assessor: If you can help me to 
understand what a SUDS basin is, that might help 
Ms MacDonald as well. The pollutants will not be 
filtered out, so they will drain into the SUDS basin. 
Is that correct? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

The Assessor: What happens inside the SUDS 
basin? Do the pollutants just fester in the SUDS 
basin, or is it designed so that some series of 
processes takes place to ensure that no such 
unpleasantness happens? 

Alan Gillies: On the mechanism of a SUDS 
basin, the basin is in effect dry, so it will fill up 
during a rainfall event. The outflow pipe is slightly 
smaller, so the water will drain out over a 24-hour 
to 48-hour period. That allows the particulates to 
settle out. The SUDS basin also uses other 
mechanisms. Because the water is not standing, 
there are no anaerobic conditions that would result 
in the rotting of vegetation that might take place in 
standing water. I think that the basin also uses 
photosynthesis, which allows the hydrocarbons to 
be removed. 

SUDS basins are very commonly used in 
residential developments and in other road 
schemes. They are one of the recommended 
measures that appear in the various guidance 
from the Construction Industry Research and 
Information Association—CIRIA—and they have 
been agreed with SEPA. No health concerns are 
identified with such measures. 

The Assessor: Are SUDS basins regularly 
maintained? 

Alan Gillies: Their maintenance has various 
aspects. SUDS basins usually have a grass 
surface so, when they are dry, they appear to all 
intents and purposes like grass. Landscape 
maintenance might be required a couple of times a 
year. For cleaning out the build-up of sediment 
and particulates, the CIRIA guidance suggests a 
maintenance schedule—it is quite vague because, 
obviously, it depends on the particular 
circumstances of the scheme—which 
recommends that the basin should be cleaned out 
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every three to 10 years or as is required. 
Obviously, we do not want build-up, because that 
reduces the basin‟s effectiveness. 

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, I hope that that 
might provide some context in which you can ask 
some specific questions, if you wish. 

Donella MacDonald: I thought that the 
maintenance would be more regular. 

Alan Gillies: The landscape maintenance to 
control the general look of the basin would be 
more frequent. On the issue of dealing with the 
build-up of what you referred to as sludge, the 
SUDS basin will have to all intents and purposes 
the aspect of a green grassed area. The 
maintenance requirements that are suggested 
within the CIRIA guidance are that they should be 
cleaned out every three to 10 years or as is 
required. The build-up of material is not 
particularly rapid or significant, given what the 
manual suggests about maintenance 
requirements. Obviously, under Transport 
Scotland‟s maintenance requirements, there will 
be more regular inspections. People will not just 
turn up 10 years later to look at the basin. 
Presumably, there will be annual or six-monthly 
inspections. To maintain the efficiency of the 
basin, the maintenance may be undertaken as 
frequently as is required. 

Donella MacDonald: Will there be absolutely 
no health risk from all those pollutants lying in the 
sludge at the bottom of the basin? 

Alan Gillies: I can only go by the fact that 
SUDS basins are a recommended treatment 
measure in the published guidelines and have 
been agreed with SEPA. SUDS basins are 
frequently used in residential developments and 
other road schemes. 

The Assessor: The basin is not simply a sink 
into which pollutants fall and lie there to build up 
over a perhaps seven-year period or until such 
time as someone comes along and maintains it. 
That is not what a SUDS basin is about. Is it? 

Alan Gillies: Not really; the water would drain 
away. As I said, the intention is that the basin 
would look green during dry periods. 

The Assessor: Are they safe? Are SUDS 
basins fenced? 

Alan Gillies: They are. It depends on the final 
design of the basin, but the contractor would have 
to undertake a risk assessment to define the exact 
safety requirements. In addition to that, Transport 
Scotland has specified that there will be a 
minimum fencing requirement. It must be a 1.2m-
high weldmesh fence with a lockable gate. There 
are also landscape proposals—there will be a 
hedge around the basin in that area and other 
landscaping that might assist with deterrence, 

although that is not the intention of the 
landscaping. 

The Assessor: Do odours emerge from a 
SUDS basin, in your experience? 

Alan Gillies: No. We do not believe that that will 
be a problem because it is a dry basin without the 
anaerobic conditions that can result in odours. 

The Assessor: Are there examples of SUDS 
operating successfully in the vicinity? I have seen 
one recently in a new housing scheme in 
Dunfermline. 

Alan Gillies: Yes, they are used fairly frequently 
in housing developments. I am trying to think of 
one in the vicinity of South Queensferry. 

The Assessor: That would be of assistance to 
the objector. 

Alan Gillies: There is none that I can think of off 
the top of my head. There is one operating on the 
M9 spur at the top end, but it is not a dry basin; it 
is more of a wetland treatment basin. 

Donella MacDonald: There is a mini one near 
Tesco. I do not know whether it is a SUDS, but it is 
like a ditch. It is full of black sludge and the road 
beside it is constantly flooded. 

Alan Gillies: I think that the one to which you 
refer is a swale. 

Donella MacDonald: It is a similar idea—the 
water that flows into it is supposed to disappear 
but does not. 

Alan Gillies: I cannot comment on that specific 
measure, but the contractor has to comply with the 
various design requirements and one of the main 
ones is that the scheme has to be drained. There 
is also a requirement in the code of construction 
practice that he is not to do anything that might 
exacerbate flooding in the vicinity of the scheme. 

The Assessor: I ask Mr Henderson, through Ms 
Crawford, whether he wants to say something. 

Frazer Henderson: I wish simply to state to Ms 
MacDonald that we have made a commitment—
there is an undertaking by ministers—that the 
basin will be secured so as to prevent 
unauthorised access. It will be screened by 
vegetation. Furthermore, we gave information on 
18 August that the vegetation will extend 30m from 
the basin towards the properties at Clufflats, so 
the screened area will now be extensive. 

The Assessor: I think that what is suggested is 
that it will not be visually intrusive. 

Frazer Henderson: Yes, sir. 

The Assessor: Ms MacDonald, I am sorry that 
we are asking you all these questions. I hope that 
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some of them are helpful to you. Do you have 
anything to add? 

Donella MacDonald: I have said everything 
about our objections to the SUDS. 

The Assessor: Any re-examination, Ms 
Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No, thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case we can jump over 
number 12 and go to number 13, which deals with 
the problem of the package of financial losses—
the CPOs, property devaluation and the 
compensation for construction scheme operation. 
We have almost 15 minutes to deal with that. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. Mr Henderson 
will address for the promoter the evidence on 
financial losses. The promoter intends to rest on 
the written evidence in so far as evidence in chief 
is concerned. 

The Assessor: I am obliged. Ms MacDonald, 
would you like to question Mr Henderson? I 
believe that you have considerable concerns in 
this area. We have sufficient time for you to ask as 
many questions as you want. 

17:45 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that the Clufflat 
and Clufflat Brae residents will not be eligible for 
any compensation for the CPOs on land in which 
we all have a common share because it is owned 
by Persimmon Homes. Therefore, the only 
compensation for a CPO will be for one property in 
Clufflat losing part of its garden. Is it correct that 
there will be CPO compensation for only one 
householder? 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. The compensation for 
compulsory purchase will be made to the owners 
of the property. As you have identified, Persimmon 
Homes is the owner of two plots of land, and the 
other plot of land is owned by the owner of, I think, 
2 Clufflat— 

Donella MacDonald: Number 4. 

Frazer Henderson: Apologies—the owner of 4 
Clufflat, Mr Henderson. 

Donella MacDonald: I believe that 
compensation for property devaluation is available 
only in relation to the scheme operation and not 
the construction, that it is available only from a 
year after the scheme opens, which will be 2017 
or 2018, and that it must be proved on one of 
seven different points. Is it correct that Transport 
Scotland has predicted that Clufflats residents will 
not be eligible for compensation under those 
seven categories for the scheme? 

Frazer Henderson: We have not predicted 
what may or may not happen on that, although, 

based on the information that we have presented 
for what will happen in 2017, we have taken a 
view that compensation is unlikely. However, that 
should not deflect any person who believes that 
they have a legitimate claim from making such a 
claim in 2017—I do not wish to give that 
impression. 

Donella MacDonald: Is it correct to say that 
there will be no compensation for property 
devaluation during the six-year construction 
period? 

Frazer Henderson: We believe that that is the 
case. The reason for that is that, provided that the 
construction is undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of the bill—under the bill, there are 
also the code of construction practice and the 
environmental statement—and all other applicable 
statutory and regulatory controls, we believe that 
that will go some way towards reducing, mitigating 
and controlling any disturbance to the occupiers of 
adjacent properties. It is also important to state 
that no rights to you are being infringed—by rights 
I mean statutory rights that you have, such as the 
right of access to your property. 

Donella MacDonald: The fact of the matter is 
that our properties have been vastly devalued 
already, even since before the announcement in 
December 2007, and they will be vastly devalued 
even more as soon as the major construction 
arrives in the field at the bottom of our gardens 
and then with the subsequent scheme. Do you not 
think that as the project is unique—it is the largest 
infrastructure project in Scotland—it should have 
unique compensation levels for the residents? 
There is no benchmark. 

Ruth Crawford: Before Mr Henderson rushes 
to answer that question—I am aware that he 
wishes to be helpful—let me say that, as counsel 
for the promoter, I am slightly wary about his being 
encouraged to express his own value and 
subjective view of what might be appropriate. 

The Assessor: In that case, I urge caution on 
Mr Henderson. 

Frazer Henderson: Counsel pre-empted the 
view that I was going to express. 

Ms MacDonald mentioned that property has 
been devalued. I am not aware of the evidence 
that property has in fact been devalued as a direct 
consequence of our proposals for the bridge. 
There may be other reasons why it has been 
devalued. 

As for the other aspect, my personal view is 
neither here nor there in the scheme of things. 
However, I assure you that the Scottish ministers 
will act in accordance with the bill, the code of 
construction practice and the environmental 
statement. As I have previously stated, we believe 
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that if the provisions in those documents are 
carried out as they should be the disturbance to 
properties will indeed be mitigated. That is not to 
say that there will not be disturbance, but we 
believe that it will be mitigated. 

If, however, our actions are deleterious, it will be 
up to the residents to make claims of negligence 
against the Scottish ministers—and rightly so. 

Donella MacDonald: There is already evidence 
that people in Clufflats are having problems selling 
their properties. Indeed, at stage 1, one of the 
residents told the committee that he had been 
trying to sell his property for two years and that 
people‟s overriding reason for not purchasing it 
was what was going to happen in the field behind 
it. Someone else in Clufflats has been banned 
from trying to sell their property because of the 
bridge. If you were going to buy a house, would 
you buy one there? No one is going to buy a 
house with a major six-year construction project 
happening at the bottom of the garden. Surely 
such a project will vastly devalue these properties. 
I simply cannot see how you can say that that is 
not the case. This is a unique project, and we 
require unique compensation. Why should we lose 
tens of thousands of pounds on our properties just 
because you have decided to put the construction 
in the wrong place? 

The Assessor: I think that that question—if it is 
a question—might be answered in the guidance 
on compensation and related matters that is 
available to all objectors and which I believe was 
issued quite early in the process. 

I am trying to help, Ms MacDonald. You might 
well have read that guidance thoroughly. 

Donella MacDonald: I have read it, and what it 
says is that we will not be eligible for anything. I do 
not think that that is fair. 

Frazer Henderson: In trying to be helpful, I 
think that it is worth drawing people‟s attention to 
section 23 of the bill, which relates to “Acquisition 
of land by agreement”. I should say that by “land”, 
we also mean property. Under section 23(1)(c), 

“Ministers may acquire by agreement any land ... the 
enjoyment of which will be seriously affected by the 
carrying out or the operation of the Forth Crossing works.” 

I do not wish Ms MacDonald to go away thinking 
that, should the bill be passed, the Scottish 
ministers will deploy those provisions randomly or 
indeed frequently. Under the provisions that we 
have made, the Scottish ministers must, in relation 
to any representation made by any party, take into 
account whether that party is “seriously affected” 
and in light of that representation come to a 
determination. I do not know what determination 
the Scottish ministers will make on future events; I 
am simply pointing out that the bill contains 

provisions to enable such situations to be 
addressed if the need arises. 

The Assessor: Do you have any more 
questions on that matter, Ms MacDonald? I am not 
forcing you to ask a question, but you seemed 
anxious to get another one in. 

Donella MacDonald: It is just difficult to 
remember everything. I do not think that I have 
any more questions about compensation, other 
than to say that— 

The Assessor: You can give a statement in a 
moment. 

Do you wish to re-examine the witness, Ms 
Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

The Assessor: If you have a statement to make 
in evidence, Ms MacDonald, now would be the 
time to do so. 

Donella MacDonald: I simply think that it is 
unfair for us to be subjected to six years of 
construction nightmare and then to a scheme that 
will increase the number of vehicles passing just a 
few metres away from us from zero to 100,000. 
Apart from one property that is subject to a CPO 
for land take, we will receive no compensation. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Do you wish to 
examine the witness? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, we will move to 
items 14 and 15. I believe, Ms Crawford, that you 
felt that these matters might have been 
encompassed in previous evidence, but I have 
come across a couple of matters on which it might 
be worth taking evidence. Do you have the 
rebuttal? I am thinking of items 13 and 14. 

Ruth Crawford: I was thinking the same, sir. 
That will require a change of witnesses—Mr 
Lancaster and Mr Shackman will come to the 
table. 

The Assessor: You recall, Ms MacDonald, that 
these items involve questions about the overhead 
gantries and directional signs that are visible from 
Clufflats and the matter of the ancient woodland. 

Ruth Crawford: It may be that Mr Gilchrist can 
assist on the ancient woodland. 

The Assessor: We will treat this as item 14—
although it might actually be item 15; I will bring up 
something on item 14. The heading in this 
particular case is not all that helpful to us. 

Ruth Crawford: It is not for me to comment, sir. 

The Assessor: It is not that helpful to me, then. 
Item 14 it is. We are dealing with gantries and the 
ancient woodland. 
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Ruth Crawford: In relation to topic 14 on the 
timetable, I picked up from the objections a worry 
or anxiety that, in carrying out the visual impact 
assessment, account had not been taken of lights, 
gantries, signage, the viaduct, the substation, the 
southern abutment and the haul road. I wish to ask 
Mr Lancaster whether he took account of those 
items. 

Mark Lancaster: The answer is yes; we looked 
at those in the landscape and visual assessments. 

Ruth Crawford: Moving on to the objector‟s 
desired change, the wish is for there to be no 
overhead gantries or direction signs visible from 
Clufflats. Mr Shackman can indicate why the 
gantries and direction signs require to be 
positioned where they are. 

Lawrence Shackman: Gantries are typically 
positioned at strategic points on the approaches to 
junctions, usually to signify the one-mile and half-
mile exit destinations and the slip road itself. Their 
position tends to be fairly fixed. If they are moved 
particularly far out from that orientation, it can 
confuse drivers. The siting of gantries must be 
within specific bounds to make the destinations 
clear to motorists—that is part of the road design 
standards. 

Ruth Crawford: You have indicated that the 
gantries must be placed where they are so as not 
to confuse drivers. Is account taken, in so far as it 
is possible to move the gantries, of the visual 
impact on residents? 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. I explained during this 
morning‟s session that we actively took part in the 
placement of gantries. We advised on positioning 
and made suggestions for moving gantries where 
they could be moved. As Mr Shackman pointed 
out, we must stay within certain limitations, but 
where possible we would move gantries to 
locations where they would have less visual 
impact. 

Lawrence Shackman: In previous evidence 
sessions we discussed the philosophy across the 
whole of the new road corridor of trying to reduce 
the number of gantries to the minimum wherever 
possible, to try to reduce the environmental 
impact. 

18:00 

Ruth Crawford: I have another question in 
relation to the objector‟s desired change. The 
suggestion is that high, mature, evergreen trees 
should be planted near the viaduct to conceal 
permanently all the viaduct and vehicles from 
Clufflats. Mr Lancaster might want to address that 
suggestion. 

Mark Lancaster: It is a case of considering the 
existing landscape and topography and the 

opportunities that arise for planting. A balance 
must be sought between visual impacts and 
landscape impacts. We believe that the proposals 
that we have come up with are suitable for the 
existing landscape character and will provide 
some screening. One of the issues with the 
viaduct is that it is of a considerable height and, as 
you move away from the abutment, the ground 
slopes away and it becomes higher and higher. It 
is not really feasible to screen it from view 
altogether, even if you plant large trees.  

Another aspect is that it is difficult to achieve a 
good level of success when planting large 
evergreen trees, and maintenance of the trees is 
often also a problem. The success rate is not 
fantastic. 

Ruth Crawford: In layman‟s terms, does 
planting large trees give rise to the possibility that 
those trees might not survive? 

Mark Lancaster: The survival rate for semi-
mature trees seems to be a lot lower than the 
survival rate for smaller trees, which are more 
vigorous and acclimatise themselves to the ground 
conditions and the local climate. However, if you 
bring in a tree that has been growing in a well-
controlled nursery environment for a number of 
years, it is quite common for them to suffer from 
the change. We tend, therefore, to plant relatively 
small, because we get a better success rate. In 
the longer term, doing that offers better value for 
money. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief. 

The Assessor: I invite Donella MacDonald to 
examine the witnesses. 

Donella MacDonald: Are the gantries visible 
from Clufflat? They are not marked on the papers 
before me. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes. You can see one of them 
in the photomontage in the environmental 
statement. One is close to the bridge abutment—it 
is just on the land side of where the viaduct lands.  

Donella MacDonald: Wonderful; right outside 
my house. There is a gantry at the southern 
abutment. 

Mark Lancaster: Close to the abutment. 

Donella MacDonald: On the exposed viaduct. 

Mark Lancaster: I cannot give you the exact 
position, but I am pretty sure that it is on the land 
side, not on the viaduct. It is around the junction 
point where the road is on the embankment and 
heading into the cutting. There is also planting on 
the embankment in that location, which will, over 
time, help to screen the view of the gantry. 

Donella MacDonald: Over 20 or 30 years? 
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Mark Lancaster: We tend to use an 
assessment period of around 15 years for the time 
that it takes vegetation and trees to become 
established. It takes time for trees to get taller, but 
the species mix that we are using includes fast-
growing species as well; it is not just slow-growing 
varieties. 

Ruth Crawford: I do not want to interrupt the 
flow of questioning, but I have a diagram that 
might assist the objector and you, sir, with regard 
to the positioning of the gantry under discussion. 

The Assessor: Please introduce it if you think 
that it will help. 

Ruth Crawford: I think that it might, because I 
am not sure that the objector is fully aware of the 
position of the gantry. Indeed, Mr Lancaster 
himself said that he was not precisely sure of that. 

The Assessor: Let us get rid of any 
misapprehension that there might be. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Henderson is passing you a 
drawing, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Donella MacDonald: Is the red line the gantry? 
It is not down in the cutting at all—it is exposed. It 
will be visible from all these properties. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I thought that the diagram 
might assist the objector in focusing the remainder 
of her questions by letting her know where it is 
proposed to put the gantry. 

The Assessor: Have you seen the diagram, Ms 
MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes. 

The Assessor: That is splendid. 

Donella MacDonald: It is not very realistic, to 
say the least. 

The Assessor: What is not realistic? 

Donella MacDonald: The impression. Is it a 
before-and-after diagram? 

The Assessor: It is a photomontage. 

Donella MacDonald: But does it show the area 
before and after? 

The Assessor: Yes. It is entitled “viewpoint 14” 
and shows the existing view from the bottom end 
of Clufflat. A little bit of your own property or the 
one adjacent is visible. Are you suggesting that 
the bit of the gantry and some of the screening 
that are shown are not a fair representation? 

Donella MacDonald: It makes them look much 
further away than 180m. Furthermore, nearly all 
the trees that are shown as standing in the after 
picture will be felled when the 40m-wide viaduct is 

ploughed through them. I think that it is very 
misleading. 

The Assessor: Thank you. That is on the 
record. 

Donella MacDonald: What Mr Lancaster is 
saying is that he cannot plant anything to hide this 
construction and that the view from our property 
will be of an ugly, exposed, concrete-and-steel 
viaduct that I believe will be higher than Inchgarvie 
House and will slope down into a cutting. I have to 
say that that slope will have to be considerable. 

As I say, the view from our property will be of 
the exposed viaduct and the gantries. Nothing will 
hide them. That diagram is simply not an accurate 
representation of how things will look. 

Mark Lancaster: You raise a number of points 
that I would like to respond to. First, I beg to differ 
on whether the diagram in question is inaccurate. 
In constructing the photomontage, we used a 3D 
model and meticulously worked out the distance. 
We are trying to show the width of the view, if you 
like, and have tried to fit it on an A3 page. We 
could make it a lot bigger and make everything 
shown larger, but there are already enough 
reference points on it so that you can see the view 
with your own eyes. However, you have to adjust 
your sense of scale to work it out. As far as the 
distance is concerned, we have not put it any 
further away than it will actually be. 

Donella MacDonald: The diagram shows a tiny 
HGV. If it actually showed what you could see 
standing 180m from the bridge, that vehicle would 
be three times the size. That view is taken from 
more than 180m; it is about 200m further back. 

Mark Lancaster: Yes, it is about 200m away 
from the viaduct.  

Donella MacDonald: But that HGV, which is 
hidden, would be about three times that size. It is 
a total misrepresentation of how it is going to look. 

Mark Lancaster: I am sorry, but I do not see 
the HGV. 

Donella MacDonald: Precisely. It is hidden 
behind the— 

Mark Lancaster: Well, how do you know it is 
there, then? 

Donella MacDonald: I will show you, if you like. 

Mark Lancaster: I am sorry, but I do not see it. 

Donella MacDonald: Can you see it, Mr Begg? 

The Assessor: No, I cannot. We will just try to 
calm things down a little. 

Where, on this, do you see an HGV? 

Donella MacDonald: The version that you are 
looking at is not the version that I have.  
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Mark Lancaster: I thought that you were 
referring to the photomontage in the environmental 
statement. 

Donella MacDonald: It was one that was sent 
to me.  

The Assessor: I am in difficulty. The document 
that you are showing me says “draft” on the 
corner. I do not know what status it has. I am not 
suggesting that it was not sent to you or that you 
did not use it in good faith; I am merely saying that 
I am not quite sure what status it has.  

Mark Lancaster: During the consultation 
process, various requests were made for images. 
The word “draft” was put on those images as they 
were very much part of a work in progress. During 
that process, we were at pains to point out that 
things were still developing.  

The Assessor: Was there any attempt to 
mislead anyone whom you were consulting? 

Mark Lancaster: Absolutely not. 

The Assessor: I have seen many examples of 
this type of image over the years. Would you say 
that the methodology that you have used to 
produce the photomontages is what I would 
understand to be the state of the art? 

Mark Lancaster: Certainly. 

The Assessor: Does the state-of-the-art 
technology that is being used represent an 
improvement in the area over the past three or 
four years? 

Mark Lancaster: Very much so. We use 
computer modelling, and the photography is 
carefully set up, with each image being stitched 
together with a 50 per cent overlap in order to 
minimise distortion. It is as close as we can get to 
the real thing. It is still a flat image but, within the 
limitations of the technology, we believe that it is 
accurate. 

The Assessor: I accept that the image that we 
are talking about has no particular status in 
relation to the environmental statement, but could 
you explain why, at the consultation stage, the 
photomontage that is stamped as a draft differs so 
considerably from the image that was included in 
the environmental statement? 

Mark Lancaster: It is to do with the need to 
produce something rapidly at the request of 
residents. We have certainly had to examine the 
environmental statement more carefully to ensure 
that everything is right. I have not got the other 
image before me, so I cannot compare the two at 
the moment. However, we attempt to produce the 
most suitable images that we can at the time.  

The Assessor: The bridge looks to me to be a 
little closer and more dominant in the medium to 
fore ground.  

Mark Lancaster: Okay. All I can say is that I am 
quite confident that the image that we have in front 
of us for the environmental statement is accurate. 
One issue that we may have had to rectify is the 
stretching of the photographs—the distortion effect 
when one takes a panorama—which I talked about 
earlier. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I hope that that is 
helpful. 

18:15 

Mark Lancaster: Ms MacDonald made another 
point that I would like to clarify. She said that all 
the trees would disappear. If you look at the plan 
view, which shows the line of lime trees along the 
driveway to Inchgarvie House, only a small 
number of the trees at the far end will be removed. 
The trees in question are towards the centre of the 
view, just to the left. The remainder will stay in 
place. You can see the difference between the 
before and after scenarios in the photomontage. 

Donella MacDonald: I am sorry. Where can 
you see that? 

Mark Lancaster: In this photomontage in the 
environmental statement. 

Donella MacDonald: A different one? 

Mark Lancaster: Yes, the one that I am 
referring to, which is the one in the environmental 
statement. 

Donella MacDonald: But that one shows all the 
trees still standing. Forty metres or more of that 
line of trees will disappear. 

Mark Lancaster: No. As I pointed out, there is a 
difference between the two. What I am saying is 
that it is only the trees towards the far end that will 
be taken out. That is why there is not that much 
difference in the view. 

Donella MacDonald: There is no difference. 
Every single tree is still there. 

Mark Lancaster: If you look closely at the left-
hand side of the line of trees, you will see a 
difference. 

The Assessor: I have to go with Mr Lancaster 
on that one, so can we move on? 

Donella MacDonald: Where are we at now? 

The Assessor: You were questioning the 
witnesses in connection with the location of the 
overhead gantries and direction signs. I think that 
we have probably dealt with that—or perhaps we 
have not. If you wish, we could move on to the 
ancient woodland and the notion that there should 
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be substantial planting to conceal as much of the 
viaduct as possible from Clufflats for at least part 
of the year. 

Donella MacDonald: I am sorry, but I did not 
respond to Mr Lancaster when he said that 
account had been taken of the lighting, the 
gantries and signs, the electricity substation and 
the southern abutment in the record of visual 
impact. I have that here and those things have not 
been taken into account. 

The Assessor: Is the topic of the electricity 
substation not long gone? Have we not dealt with 
that? 

Donella MacDonald: There is a summary of the 
impacts on the view from Clufflats, along with a 
legend with all the potential impacts. The existing 
view from Clufflats has been classified as “u”, “r” 
and “s”: urban, rural and sea/estuary. The only 
elements of the proposed scheme that are said to 
be visible from Clufflat Brae are “v”, “b” and “sdb”: 
vehicles, the bridge structure and the SUDS 
detention basin. There is no mention of all the 
other features—there is no “l” for lighting, no “g” 
for gantries and no mention of the substation. 

The Assessor: What are you reading from? 

Donella MacDonald: Appendix A13.1 to the 
environmental statement, which is entitled “Built 
Receptors—Main Crossing”. 

The Assessor: Are you asking Mr Lancaster 
whether those matters have been taken into 
account? 

Mark Lancaster: I can assure you that we have 
taken them into account in our assessment. 

The Assessor: I cannot put the witness on 
oath, but I can assure you, Ms MacDonald, that he 
is giving the evidence in good faith. I must take it 
that those matters have been taken into account. 

Donella MacDonald: There is the proof. 

The Assessor: And the proof is? 

Donella MacDonald: That those things have 
not been included. Appendix A13.1 has a legend 
that gives symbols for all the elements of the 
scheme, but symbols for those things are not 
listed in table 1.1 under the heading “Elements of 
proposed scheme visible”. Table 1.1 lists “v”, “b” 
and “sdb”—vehicles, the bridge and SUDS 
basins—as being visible from Clufflat Brae, but it 
does not include lights, gantries or the substation. 
It also does not include the haul route, which, 
although it is a construction feature, will still be 
there during the scheme. 

Mark Lancaster: If we take, for example, 
number 3 at Clufflat— 

Donella MacDonald: I am at Clufflat Brae, if 
you go back to that part. 

Mark Lancaster: Right. 

Donella MacDonald: Clufflat Brae is on the 
edge of the field. The only symbols that are listed 
for it are “v”, “b” and “sdb”. There is no “l” or “g” 
listed, and there is nothing in the legend for a 
substation or for the haulage road, which will still 
be there during the scheme. 

Mark Lancaster: I reiterate that we took lighting 
and gantries into account. I am not quite sure why 
the symbols for lighting and gantries are not in that 
list; they are under the next entry. I am slightly at a 
loss. It seems to me that that might be a mistake. 

Donella MacDonald: It certainly is an error, 
because there are more Clufflat Brae than Clufflat 
properties overlooking the field. There are only two 
properties in Clufflat. That certainly is a mistake, 
as is the fact that there are entries missing from 
the legend, such as the substation and the haul 
road, which are visual impacts. 

Mark Lancaster: All I can do is reiterate what I 
have said. 

Donella MacDonald: It is a mistake. 

Mark Lancaster: As you can see, we have 
identified “substantial” visual impacts in those 
locations. 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, but they should be 
more than “substantial”—they should be “major” 
and “adverse” impacts. You have listed only half of 
them. 

Mark Lancaster: I assure you that “substantial” 
is correct in my view. 

The Assessor: Can I summarise the evidence? 
If I have understood you correctly, Ms MacDonald, 
you have stated in your written submission, and 
again today, that the visual impact has been 
assessed incorrectly, and that the assessment has 
not taken into account all the pertinent factors. Is 
that correct? 

Transport Scotland—including through Mr 
Lancaster—suggests that the claim is not valid for 
the following reasons: that the visual impact 
assessment was undertaken in accordance with 
best practice— 

Mark Lancaster: It certainly was. 

The Assessor: And that it was undertaken in 
accordance with practice that has been applied 
consistently throughout the UK for a number of 
major projects. 

Mark Lancaster: Absolutely. 
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The Assessor: Is it correct that the results of 
the visual impact assessment are reported in 
chapter 13 of the environmental statement? 

Mark Lancaster: That is correct. 

The Assessor: To your knowledge, has the bill 
committee accepted the environmental statement 
in its entirety as a basis on which to proceed? 

Mark Lancaster: I believe so. 

The Assessor: That is your position. 

Ms MacDonald, are you still holding to your 
position that the visual impact has been incorrectly 
assessed because not all the pertinent factors 
have been taken into account? 

Donella MacDonald: Yes, and Mr Lancaster 
has admitted that. 

The Assessor: I have attempted to provide for 
you Transport Scotland‟s position, which is that 
the assessment was undertaken in accordance 
with the stated methodology. That has been 
incorporated into the environmental statement, 
which I understand has been accepted by the bill 
committee at stage 1 as being an adequate basis 
on which to proceed. I am not sure that we can 
take this very much further—in saying that, 
though, I turn to Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: Just to ensure that no one is 
misled, sir, you said in your remarks to Mr 
Lancaster that the assessment of the visual impact 
can be found in chapter 13 of the environmental 
statement. That is correct, but I must point out that 
that is the assessment of the scheme once it is 
operational. Perhaps Mr Lancaster can confirm for 
the record my understanding that the visual 
impacts during construction are assessed and 
reported on in chapter 19 of the environmental 
statement. 

Mark Lancaster: That is correct. Items such as 
the haul road do not appear in chapter 13. 

Ruth Crawford: I just wished to clarify with the 
witness that there is a difference between the 
construction and the operation of the scheme and 
that, as a result, the environmental statement 
contains two separate chapters assessing the 
visual impact in each phase. 

The Assessor: I really would like to close the 
discussion if that is possible. Do you have any 
further questions, Ms MacDonald? 

Donella MacDonald: No, sir. 

The Assessor: Do you wish to re-examine, Ms 
Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

The Assessor: I think that I know where you 
are coming from, Ms MacDonald, but would you 

like to add anything, or can we take it that you 
have made your position very clear? 

Donella MacDonald: All I would say is that we 
would require the objections of 81 and 31 and all 
the written and oral evidence provided at stages 1 
and 2 to be taken into consideration. We have 
covered most of the topics in the discussion. 

The Assessor: That is very helpful. 

Donella MacDonald: I presume that you do not 
want me to give a summary of it all. 

The Assessor: No, but I have another matter 
that I want to introduce right at the end of the 
discussion—I see everyone shrinking back at that. 

Ms Crawford, I note that in point 19 of the 
rebuttal the objector states: 

“All Clufflats residents complaints concerning the FRC 
construction, scheme, etc. should be actioned and resolved 
efficiently and effectively.” 

As I believe that that aspiration is shared by both 
parties, I do not want to say any more about it. 
However, related to that, Ms MacDonald asked me 
to note the nota bene in the rebuttal that 

“Confirmation is required that any amendments agreed 
will be reflected in the ... Bill and/or in the construction 
contract.” 

That is obviously the case, but the note goes on to 
say: 

“Many of the issues raised by Clufflats residents have 
not been resolved because Transport Scotland have stated 
that the final decisions are the responsibility of the 
contractor. However we will not be able to raise formal 
objections with the contractor, nor would we wish to waste 
even more time on repeating this objection process”. 

I should point out that, as the bill is primary 
legislation, there will not be another objection 
process. 

18:30 

Donella MacDonald: Does that mean that we 
cannot object to the final design, which has not 
even been finalised? 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, I wonder whether 
you could assist Ms MacDonald in understanding 
where things would go in future if the bill were to 
be passed. 

Ruth Crawford: It might be useful to hear from 
either Mr Shackman or Mr Henderson about what 
will happen with the finalisation of the design and 
the process of procuring the contract in the event 
that the bill is passed. 

Lawrence Shackman: As this is a design-and-
construct contract, there is scope for the 
contractor to finalise the design after the contract 
is awarded, which is expected to happen next 
spring. However, there is the surety that the 
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impact of any aspect of the design that the 
contractor takes forward cannot be worse than the 
impacts set out in the environmental statement, 
which obviously takes into account the scheme‟s 
construction and the permanent final design. 

As far as the checking of that design is 
concerned, the contractor has his own designer 
and must also appoint a checker, whose role will 
be to ensure that all the contract‟s requirements 
are adhered to. On top of that, all the contractors‟ 
documents including his drawings, method 
statements, management plans, consultations 
undertaken with statutory bodies and documents 
related to attendance at the traffic management 
working group and all the project‟s various other 
strands will be presented to the employer, 
Transport Scotland, and our assistant, Jacobs 
Arup, to ensure that we have an oversight of all 
the information before construction starts. The 
process of checks and balances and ensuring that 
everything is as it should be before construction is 
very rigorous. 

Ruth Crawford: With regard to the anxiety 
raised in the NB to the rebuttal, is it correct that 

“the final decisions are the responsibility of the contractor”, 

or does Transport Scotland have some oversight 
role on that matter? 

Lawrence Shackman: We do have an 
oversight role. As I have said, we will not 
necessarily object to everything that the contractor 
does, but he is constrained by the contract 
conditions as well as the code of construction 
practice, the environmental statement and all the 
other related documents, particularly the bill. 

The Assessor: That has been very helpful to 
me, at least, and I hope that it has been helpful to 
Ms MacDonald. I do not think that we should ask 
any further questions—that is a very clear 
statement of Transport Scotland‟s position. 

As we have reached the end of this particular 
group, I give heartfelt thanks to those who have 
shown patience and courtesy throughout this 
afternoon‟s process. Thank you very much, Ms 
MacDonald. You came to the hearing very well 
prepared and your questions have been 
penetrating and helpful. Once again, Ms 
Crawford‟s team have been very helpful. I look 
forward to seeing you all—or at least some of 
you—tomorrow. 

Hearing closed at 18:33. 

 





 

 

 

 


