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Scottish Parliament 

Forth Crossing Bill Assessor 
Hearing 

Tuesday 7 September 2010 

[The Assessor opened the hearing at 09:31] 

The Assessor (Professor Hugh Begg): Good 
morning, ladies and gentlemen and welcome to 
this hearing to consider objections to the Forth 
Crossing Bill. At the first hearing, I made a number 
of remarks regarding the conduct of participants at 
these meetings and gave further information about 
my role in the process. There is no need for me to 
repeat the detail of that information, because 
copies of my remarks have been made available 
to all who are present. 

I turn to a few domestic matters. There are 
toilets nearby, and staff can direct you to them. If 
we hear a fire alarm, it is not a drill and we should 
leave the room without delay in an orderly fashion 
and follow the signage, which is clear. I ask all 
those who have mobile telephones, BlackBerry 
devices and laptops to ensure that they are 
switched off and that they remain off for the 
duration of our proceedings. 

I am sure that we can make good progress this 
morning. However, for the record, I point out that I 
propose to divide the sitting day into two sessions. 
The first session will run from 9.30 until about 1 
o’clock, although I am sure that we will finish long 
before that. We will restart in the afternoon at 2 
o’clock. I hope to complete the proceedings before 
6 pm. Only in very exceptional circumstances will 
we sit beyond that. As usual, I am happy to 
consider short breaks at appropriate intervals, for 
comfort and to allow people to arrange papers. 

I have all the written evidence before me. 
Therefore, there is no need to repeat points that 
have been made in the written evidence unless 
that is required to answer questions directly. I 
welcome brevity and clarity in questions and 
answers. 

Group 47: Linn Mill Residents 
Association 

09:33 

The Assessor: With those preliminary matters 
out of the way, we move on to the first group of the 
day. My notes tell me that it is group 47, the Linn 
Mill residents association. Who will lead the case 
for the group? 

Douglas Ross: I will. 

The Assessor: Good morning, Mr Ross. 

Who will lead for the promoter? 

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

The Assessor: Are there any matters on which 
I should be updated, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: It would be helpful, by way of 
an introduction and overview, to hear from Mr 
Henderson in the first instance and to take matters 
from there. 

Frazer Henderson (Transport Scotland): It 
might indeed be helpful if I provide an overview. 
There were two principal issues in dispute with the 
residents of Linn Mill, the first being the M9 link. I 
understand that Mr Ross will make a statement on 
that later this morning. 

The other matter is described in the timetable as 
being the route of the haul road. I think that that is 
incorrect: it is the traffic management on Society 
Road. I am pleased to advise the assessor that 
there have been some profitable discussions 
between me and Mr Ross, representing the Linn 
Mill residents, which have culminated in the 
Scottish ministers giving an undertaking to him 
and the residents that the signals on Society Road 
will be prioritised such that local traffic will not be 
unnecessarily delayed. Although it will be for the 
contractor ultimately to determine the approach, it 
is likely that directional sensors or manual controls 
will be deployed. I have also noted Linn Mill’s 
preference for directional sensors. That will be 
made known to the contractor. 

On that basis, it is my understanding that the 
traffic management issue on Society Road has 
been resolved. 

The Assessor: Is that the case, Mr Ross? 

Douglas Ross: Yes, it is the case. Perhaps I 
will speak more about that later on. 

The Assessor: That is fine. We can take it in 
any way that is helpful to you. 
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I thank Mr Henderson. We still have the M9 link 
to consider, Ms Crawford. Is that correct? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. The ministers’ position on 
the M9 link is that they are content to rest on their 
evidence in the written submission that is before 
you, sir. 

The Assessor: We have heard a little bit about 
the subject already, Mr Ross, but it is open to you 
to cross-examine Mr Henderson on it. If you want 
to give me a preface on the traffic management on 
Society Road, it might be convenient to get it on 
the record at this point. 

Douglas Ross: I acknowledge the recent 
progress that Linn Mill residents association and 
Transport Scotland have made. That has resolved 
almost all our objections. We do not propose to 
give any evidence on the M9 link. We understand 
that that matter will be taken up by Queensferry 
and district community council and we are happy 
for that to be the case. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you indeed for 
that, Mr Ross. So your difficulties on Society Road 
appear to have been resolved and, as far as the 
M9 link is concerned, you will adopt the evidence 
that the Queensferry and district community 
council will give us some time in the future. Do I 
have that correct? 

Douglas Ross: On the M9 link, that is 
absolutely correct. I came here today even though 
we have just resolved a number of the issues that 
we had because I want to place on the record the 
fact that Society Road is the only access to Linn 
Mill. There is no other access and we are talking 
about five to six years of construction, so it is 
really important for us that the traffic management 
is resolved to our satisfaction. 

We are happy with the proposals for signalling, 
but we have one issue: if the proposals that are 
implemented do not work for us, we would like to 
be consulted. The traffic management group 
appears to be somewhat bureaucratic and there is 
no evidence that we will be able to get to it to give 
our views. I guess that we are still concerned 
about whether we will be able to make 
representations to the group and whether it will 
listen to us if the proposals that Mr Henderson has 
described to me do not work. 

The Assessor: I am not sure how you wish to 
handle this, Ms Crawford. Perhaps in the first 
instance an explanation of the operation of the 
traffic management working group and then its 
current composition might be helpful. 

Ruth Crawford: Certainly, sir. I turn again to Mr 
Henderson, who I hope will be able to assist the 
inquiry and Mr Ross with that matter. 

Frazer Henderson: Mr Ross and I have had a 
number of discussions on this issue. Clearly we 

want to go forward with the good relationship that 
we have at the moment and, indeed, be good 
neighbours for the next six years. 

If the signals do not perform as they should, the 
first person who will rectify the matter will be the 
contractor. Given that local traffic effectively has 
priority on the road, it will be in the contractor’s 
interest to ensure that they can get on to the road 
themselves through the traffic management 
process. 

That said, there is an opportunity for residents to 
make complaints, observations or comments in 
person through either the contact in the education 
centre at the offices of the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority or, perhaps more conveniently, the 24-
hour telephone hotline. As you might imagine, any 
traffic matters will result in an urgent and 
immediate response from the contractor and us. 

Any traffic management issue will be relayed to 
the traffic management working group to ensure 
that lessons are learned for the future and that all 
parties take the necessary steps to ensure that 
things do not happen again. The working group 
will comprise the three traffic authorities—Fife, 
West Lothian and Edinburgh—the contractor and 
Transport Scotland, all of which, together with the 
emergency services, will have overview of traffic 
management in the whole area covered by the 
scheme. 

I hope that that explanation of the complaints or 
observations process gives a degree of comfort to 
the Linn Mill residents. The working group itself 
will be chaired by the Scottish ministers who, as I 
have mentioned, have the interests of not only the 
scheme but residents in their focus at all times. 

The Assessor: Thank you for that. 

Mr Ross, I do not want to take this very much 
further. These are, if you like, the facts of the 
matter. I understand, though, from your evidence 
and perhaps your frame of mind this morning that 
you would like to have direct representation on the 
traffic management working group. Is that correct? 

Douglas Ross: If that could be achieved, we 
would be very grateful. 

The Assessor: Mr Henderson, can you indicate 
the practicalities of that suggestion? Have you had 
representations from other bodies that would like 
to be directly represented on the group? Is the 
circumstance achievable? 

Frazer Henderson: We have indeed had 
representations from a number of bodies on that. 
However, we believe that the group would function 
more effectively with the traffic practitioners, by 
which I mean principally the three local roads 
authorities and the emergency services, and that 
that would give greater comfort to the residents. 
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We fully understand why people feel that it 
would be advantageous to have representation on 
the traffic management working group. However, 
there is always an opportunity for them, if they so 
wish, to make representations through their local 
council to influence the group’s decisions. More 
important, perhaps, personal representations can 
be made to the Scottish ministers, who will chair 
the group. If Linn Mill, or other communities, have 
concerns, I urge them to make those concerns 
known via the channels that I have highlighted. 

09:45 

Douglas Ross: I have one further observation 
to make. I was trying to think of various ways in 
which we can reduce traffic on the road. It has 
come to our attention that the staff who are 
involved in the marine works will be working 24 
hours a day, not between 8 am and 6 pm. That 
being the case, we wondered whether the marine 
staff might be based in the north, on the basis that 
there would be less residential disturbance. 

The Assessor: Again, I wonder if we have the 
right witness here, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: I suspect that we do not, and 
part of the reason for that is— 

The Assessor: There has been no hint of the 
point. 

Ruth Crawford: Indeed. I was just checking my 
notes. I could be wrong about that. 

The Assessor: I do not recall the point coming 
up in the written evidence either, but there are 
several hundred pages of that so I stand to be 
corrected. 

Ruth Crawford: It is referred to in relation to 
another objector group, so it might be discussed at 
a later stage in the inquiry. I suspect that Mr 
Henderson can given general knowledge, but if 
you want detailed knowledge, it would require 
someone from the engineering team. 

The Assessor: Mr Ross, I think that you are 
probably just looking for an explanation, and that 
could take place outside the room. I have no 
problem with spending a couple of minutes on it 
just now, even if it does preface what we might 
hear later. We can be fairly relaxed with the 
witness. 

Ruth Crawford: In fairness, it has been drawn 
to my attention that, although the question is not in 
the objection, it features in the rebuttal. I am aware 
of the procedural rules of the inquiry that mean 
that we should not allow matters in the rebuttal 
that were not raised in the objection, but the 
question does feature in the rebuttal. 

The Assessor: In that case, let us see what we 
can do to help Mr Ross this morning. 

Douglas Ross: Thank you. 

Frazer Henderson: Sir, I can give a very 
general explanation of the situation. Mr Ross 
brought the issue to my attention on Sunday. 

On the location of construction staff for the 
marine works, it is fair to say that they could be 
travelling to the site from three locations: the main 
construction compound, which is located south of 
Linn Mill; the northern construction compound, 
which is near Rosyth; and the sea, if the staff are 
located on barges positioned in the Forth. It is 
important to realise that the bridge need not be 
constructed in a linear fashion from the southern 
shore towards the northern. The works can occur 
simultaneously at various locations within the 
Forth. Accordingly, access to those works could 
be taken by many and various means. 

I am afraid that my engineering knowledge does 
not go much further than that but, to help Mr Ross, 
he should know that there are many and various 
ways in which staff could get to the locations, and 
that will clearly be a matter for the contractor when 
he is formulating his plans. 

The Assessor: That is about as far as we can 
go, Mr Ross. I understand your concern, and if it 
gives you any comfort, I have made myself very 
familiar with Society Road. If you have seen 
anyone suspicious near your house, it was 
probably me having a good look at the properties. 
I am therefore aware of the traffic situation there, 
and recognise that Society Road is the only 
access to the series of ways into Linn Mill. Please 
take some comfort from the fact that I am aware of 
the situation on the ground. 

Douglas Ross: I am grateful for the information. 
Thank you. 

The Assessor: I think that that is as far as we 
can take things this morning, Ms Crawford. I am 
extremely grateful to Mr Henderson and Mr Ross 
for assisting the inquiry and reaching a negotiated 
settlement as far as was possible. That was 
exactly what the bill committee had in mind, and 
we have achieved it. 

Douglas Ross: Thank you very much indeed. 

09:50 

Hearing suspended. 
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14:12 

On resuming— 

Group 31: Newton Community 
Council 

The Assessor: Welcome to you all. This 
afternoon, we turn our attention to group 31, which 
is Newton community council. Who will lead the 
case for the promoter? 

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

The Assessor: Thank you very much. As I 
understand it, there are three objectors for 
Newton. I have them numbered as 13, 69 and 71. 
Is each of the objectors represented here today? 
Mr McInnes? 

Douglas McInnes: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Mrs Woollen? 

Evelyn Woollen (Newton Community 
Council): Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Good afternoon. 
And Mrs Mulligan? 

Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): Yes. 

The Assessor: Good afternoon. As a start, I 
want to confirm my understanding of the matters 
that concern the objectors and where the objectors 
would like to see changes to the bill. I will list 
those. Topic 1 is the lack of an M9 connection; 
topic 2 is noise and vibration; topic 3 is the loss of 
amenity; topic 4 is the loss of access; topic 5 is 
deemed planning permission for ancillary works; 
topic 6 is the lack of community council 
consultation on future changes to the code of 
construction practice and other related plans; topic 
7 is the construction compound impact; topic 8 is 
the restrictions on input, audit and compliance in 
the code of construction practice; and topic 9 is 
the use of the term “best practicable means” in the 
code of construction practice.  

Those are the matters on which I understand 
the objectors to be in dispute with the promoter. Is 
that correct? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. I also 
understand that the objectors are not unanimous 
on the changes that you wish to see and that there 
are some differences between you. Is that fair? 

Evelyn Woollen: That is correct. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. That 
complicates matters, as you can imagine, 
particularly as the time available to us to secure 

best evidence is necessarily limited by the 
requirements of the Forth Crossing Bill Committee 
and the parliamentary timetable. I also 
understand, particularly through you, Mrs Woollen, 
that you have been in contact with the clerks to 
establish the procedures that would be adopted 
here. I know that you have had some help there, 
but I appreciate that at least two of you are new to 
this process, so I am more than happy to try to 
help. 

14:15 

I will now make a brief statement to set out how 
this will work. As you probably know, my starting 
point, and indeed probably my end point—my sole 
objective really—is to obtain best evidence in 
order that my recommendations to the bill 
committee are as sound as possible. There are 
well-established ways of getting best evidence, but 
on occasion it is open to me to relax the normal 
rules if that will allow us all—the promoter and 
you—to get ahead in the limited time available. I 
know that you have been reading the daily 
transcript, so you will also have gathered that I am 
very keen that all objectors get a fair hearing. 
However, please do not be offended if I hurry you 
along on occasion. 

As far as today is concerned, I understand that 
you have received some guidance from the non-
Executive bills unit on the procedure that is likely 
to be adopted. That guidance follows the guide to 
oral evidence, which was provided by the unit to 
all objectors. For the avoidance of any doubt, as 
far as today is concerned, I will be adopting the 
process that has been outlined for you. Today, we 
will be going case by case—promoter then 
objector—and within each case we will go topic by 
topic. The representatives for the promoter will 
identify the topics they want to address in the way 
that they want to address them. You need not 
follow that as a mirror image; you should set out 
your case, topic by topic, as you wish to set it out. 

So, I will start with the promoter’s case and then 
I will take the objectors, taking each topic in turn. I 
do not know whether I need to go through this, but 
I will, just as a warm-up. First, I will take the 
evidence in chief from the promoter, and then you 
will all individually have the opportunity to question 
the promoter’s witnesses. I will be quite strict, so 
each person will be taken in turn, and then the 
promoter will have the opportunity to make any 
necessary re-examination. 

Once we have dealt with the promoter’s case, I 
will turn to you, and you will have the opportunity 
to make your case. Correct me if I am wrong, but 
what I will be expecting from you, in accordance 
with the advice that you received, is an opening 
statement—anything you may wish to say at that 
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stage—and I will take that as your evidence in 
chief. Is that how it was explained? 

Evelyn Woollen: More or less, yes.  

The Assessor: Each of you will then be cross-
examined by counsel for the promoter. After that, 
you will have the chance to tidy up, so to speak, in 
order to clear up any misunderstandings and so 
on. That might not take very long; in fact, you 
might not think that it is necessary. Once I have 
heard your case on each of the topics that you 
have identified, I will ask for what are normally 
called closing submissions. I will take the promoter 
first, which will allow you, as the objectors, to have 
the last word. 

It is a firm requirement of the bill committee that 
the closing submissions be no longer than five 
minutes. That being the case, I am happy to have 
a short adjournment of five or even 10 minutes if 
you want to draw your thoughts together and 
appoint one of your number to make the 
submission. Not everyone gets a chance to speak 
at that point—just one of you has the opportunity 
to make the submission on behalf of the group. 
Does that come as a bit of a surprise? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. The implication in the 
advice that we received yesterday was that we 
could divide the time between the three objectors, 
if that was our preference. 

The Assessor: You may divide the five minutes 
if you want. That is a matter for you. I am not very 
good at arithmetic. My understanding was that one 
objector would be identified, but it is open to me to 
relax the proceedings, so I will take it the way you 
want it. 

Evelyn Woollen: With your indulgence, 
perhaps we can have a brief conversation and 
come back to you about that. 

The Assessor: Yes, that is fine. You can do 
that at the end. I realise that this has been rather 
informal, but has it helped to explain how things 
will work? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

The Assessor: In that case, I now turn to 
counsel for the promoter. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I am happy to 
indicate the manner in which I intend to proceed. I 
hope that it will follow a logical structure. Sir, you 
will be aware that both promoter and objectors had 
the opportunity to meet earlier this afternoon, for 
which I am sure both parties are grateful. 
Following that, I understand that Mr Henderson 
may be able to provide you with an update on 
whether the issues have been narrowed. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. Do you 
intend to take things topic by topic as I had 
thought, or do you have another format? 

Ruth Crawford: I have another proposed 
timetable, but I suspect that that will be altered 
slightly by the update that Mr Henderson will 
provide. 

The Assessor: I am much obliged to you, Ms 
Crawford. I turn to you, Mr Henderson. 

Frazer Henderson: Good afternoon, sir. 

The Assessor: Good afternoon. 

Frazer Henderson: I am sure that Mrs Woollen 
will correct me if I give an incorrect assessment of 
this afternoon’s discussion, which was indeed 
profitable. I believe that items 1 to 4 are still in 
dispute. Item 5, which is the deemed planning 
permission, has not been withdrawn, but we have 
come to an understanding that we will work 
together after today’s hearing to come to a 
mutually satisfactory conclusion. We will provide 
you with information to enable you to complete 
your report in good time, so we will be looking to 
do that within a matter of days rather than weeks, 
sir. 

The Assessor: That is very helpful, indeed. As 
you know, I have a preference for getting a 
resolution by the end of the hearing period, but if it 
takes a couple of days longer to resolve, that is 
fine too. 

Frazer Henderson: We will strive to do our 
best, sir. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. 

Frazer Henderson: On item 6, which is the lack 
of community council consultation, I have given a 
number of undertakings that have been accepted 
by the objectors. Items 6, 7 and 8 are interrelated, 
and it is my understanding that the undertakings 
and the approach and manner that we have 
collectively adopted have addressed those issues. 
However, Mrs Woollen may wish to make some 
comment on those for clarity. 

The Assessor: Let us deal with it that way, 
then. Do you have anything to say? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. There are a couple of 
outstanding items under topic 6. We did not 
discuss the change to the bill that we seek at 
section 68(3)(b). However, I am content that we 
can discuss this outside the hearing. We also did 
not discuss an escalation process for complaints, 
although I am willing to be guided on whether the 
promoter is willing to discuss that as well. 

Frazer Henderson: Yes, the promoter is willing 
to engage at all times. 

Evelyn Woollen: Fair enough. The only other 
matter that we did not discuss at all, and which I 
would like to hold open for comment later, is that 
of independent oversight under topic 8. 
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The Assessor: So, the hope is that, outside this 
room and within a few days, engagement will 
enable these matters to be resolved. If they are 
not resolved, I will come back to the parties’ 
written submissions. Is that the way it is to work? 

Frazer Henderson: Yes. 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. We move 
on to topic 9. 

Frazer Henderson: I understand that topic 9 
has been withdrawn by the objectors. 

Evelyn Woollen: We are content on that. 

The Assessor: I am not sure whether it is my 
place to congratulate people, but I am certainly 
grateful, and I am sure that the bill committee will 
be as well, as it will not be required to arbitrate on 
those matters. Ms Crawford, do you need some 
space to deal with the changes? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. Over to 
you, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. By way of 
introduction, it might assist all parties if I were to 
afford everyone a brief outline of the manner in 
which I intend to lead evidence. The topics with 
headings that I have provided do not necessarily 
tally exactly with the issues that are said to be in 
dispute, but I am sure that parties will readily 
appreciate that they are primarily related to topic 
1, which is the lack of a connection to the M9. I 
propose to proceed by first dealing with the matter 
of traffic flows through Newton. Secondly, and 
related, there is the topic of the steps being taken 
to address the traffic flows through Newton. 
Thirdly, there is the topic that I have given the 
broad heading of “environmental impacts”, which 
covers noise, air pollution, access and amenity. 

Fourthly, there is the topic of the alternative 
route proposed by Mr McInnes. Fifthly, there is the 
topic of the alternative route that has been 
proposed by the community council and Mrs 
Mulligan. Sixthly and finally, to clarify matters once 
we have looked at those five topics, I will address 
some evidence about the impact on traffic through 
Newton in the event of the adoption of Mr 
McInnes’s proposed route or of that which is 
proposed by the community council, which I shall 
use as a shorthand for the route that has been 
proposed by the community council and Mrs 
Mulligan. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I have a note of 
that. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. That being so, I 
will turn to the first topic, which is the question of 
traffic flows through Newton. Sir, you will see that, 

primarily, the witnesses dealing with this topic, and 
the second connected topic of steps being taken 
to address traffic flows will be Messrs Duff and 
Shackman. 

Perhaps the best way to introduce this, 
gentlemen, is by referring to a statement in Mr 
McInnes’s rebuttal at page 7 of 21, where he 
indicates that there is a 

“37 year old major, worsening and ongoing problem of 
traffic traveling through Newton Village 24 hours per day.” 

This topic might be best addressed by you, Mr 
Duff, and perhaps by reference to figures. I think 
that it would assist to put this into context if you 
could describe the existing traffic flows through 
Newton by reference to the past, moving to the 
future. 

Alan Duff (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): The 
“Design Manual for Roads and Bridges” stage 3 
report has a set of annual average daily traffic flow 
diagrams for the existing situation, the situation 
that would develop in the future if there were no 
bridge, and in the future with the bridge. 

14:30 

In general terms, we see that, even without the 
bridge, traffic flows are likely to increase very 
significantly. However, the increase in traffic flow 
is almost totally driven by the fact that West 
Lothian Council has intentions to increase the 
number of households by 51 per cent, if I 
remember correctly, between 2005 and 2017. In 
turn, that will obviously generate traffic. So, taking 
2005 as the base, the flow of vehicles through 
Newton increases from 9,100 a day to 15,500 a 
day. We then come— 

Ruth Crawford: Sorry, may I ask you to pause 
there? It was 9,100 vehicles a day in 2005. You 
mentioned a figure of 15,500 vehicles a day. 

Alan Duff: Sorry, that will be by 2017 in a do-
minimum situation. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. 

Alan Duff: As I say, that growth is wholly due to 
the increase in housing and general activity. 
Adding in the bridge has two effects. One is that it 
switches traffic from using the Kincardine crossing 
and the Clackmannanshire bridge—the upper 
Forth crossings generally—to the new Forth bridge 
crossing. The other is that it switches how all the 
planned development traffic accesses the 
bridgehead. Traffic from the Uphall, Broxburn and 
Livingston area is switched from going through 
Kirkliston to coming up through Newton. The net 
effect of that is that in 2017 the expected flow will 
be 3,000 vehicles a day higher, at 18,500 vehicles 
a day. So we anticipate that the increase due to 
the bridge will be 3,000 vehicles per day. 
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Ruth Crawford: To be clear, your evidence is 
that, not taking account of the bridge, there would 
be an increase in traffic from 9,100 vehicles per 
day to 15,500 vehicles per day. I am not very good 
at arithmetic; what is that as a percentage? 

Alan Duff: It is 60-something per cent. It is 
between 60 and 70 per cent. I cannot do the 
maths in my head either. 

Ruth Crawford: Therefore, although you may 
not be able to comment on the 37-year period, is 
Mr McInnes right when he talks about a 

“major, worsening and ongoing problem of traffic”? 

Alan Duff: Absolutely. It is not a trunk road, but 
it is a principal regional road and, yes, I quite 
agree that the levels of traffic on that road have 
increased over time. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, Mr Duff. Related to 
this, sir, is my second subject heading. I wonder 
whether I might ask a question of Mr Shackman at 
this point, again with reference to the rebuttal. This 
time, I am looking at the objectors’ comment at 
paragraph 1.7.4 on page 16 of the rebuttal, about 
“constructive engagement”. This is with regard to 
on-going work for local mitigation of traffic impacts 
on the A904 in the Newton district. Mr Shackman, 
can you provide some context and background 
information on the on-going work to mitigate traffic 
levels in Newton? 

Lawrence Shackman (Transport Scotland): 
We recognise that the bridge would have an 
impact, caused by this scheme, as Mr Duff has 
just mentioned. We have had a number of 
constructive meetings with Newton community 
council and West Lothian Council. We have been 
looking at a number of measures to try to reduce 
those impacts as far as possible on a local basis. 
Those include traffic signals, traffic-calming 
measures, moving parking facilities, pedestrian 
crossings, relocating bus stops, and speed-
activated signs—a plethora of different measures 
to try to mitigate the effects of the increased traffic. 
The meetings have reached the point where we 
are open to any further suggestions that the 
community council has, in conjunction with the 
local authority, which also has quite a large role to 
play in defining the most appropriate measures. I 
hope that we can continue to work on that basis to 
find a constructive solution that is acceptable to all 
parties. 

Ruth Crawford: As far as the existing work is 
concerned, can we find it reported in a document 
described as the “Newton Traffic Mitigation 
Feasibility Study” of July 2010? 

Lawrence Shackman: You can indeed. 

The Assessor: Is that a document before the 
inquiry? 

Ruth Crawford: It is, sir. It is non-core 
document No 44. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: The feasibility study states that 
the A904 is an important, strategic local road. Do 
you agree with that? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: It states that it provides the 
most direct link between junction 2 on the M9 west 
of Newton and the Forth road bridge.  

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, I agree.  

Ruth Crawford: The document goes on to state 
that the A904 is part of the Forth valley tourist 
route, providing access to towns and villages on 
the south side of the Firth of Forth, including 
Bo’ness and Grangemouth.  

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct.  

Ruth Crawford: To assist the assessor, can 
you indicate why the promoter has prepared this 
feasibility study? 

Lawrence Shackman: It is basically to take 
forward the options I mentioned previously. I also 
refer to paragraph 1.7.1 of the objectors’ rebuttal, 
where Newton community council has outlined 
seven items. I agree that those are the issues that 
we are working to resolve. I do not think that there 
is any disagreement between us on what we are 
trying to achieve. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have no further questions 
in chief on subject matters 1 and 2.  

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case, it is my 
intention to allow questioning of the objectors’ 
witnesses. Who would like to go first? 

Douglas McInnes: We have not decided yet. 

Evelyn Woollen: With your indulgence, we will 
routinely go with me for Newton community 
council first, then Mr McInnes and then Mrs 
Mulligan. 

The Assessor: It is your preference. 

Evelyn Woollen: Thank you. The fact that we 
are taking these matters in the order put forward 
by counsel leaves me in a bit of quandary about 
how best to take on the issues, but I will do my 
best.  

I wish to talk a little about forecasting and 
particularly the forecasting of traffic volumes. For 
clarity, Mr Duff, can you confirm that all the 
forecasting of traffic volumes, particularly on the 
A904, arises from the national strategic model 
TMFS:05A? 

Alan Duff: In terms of forecasting growth, yes. 



501  7 SEPTEMBER 2010  502 
 

 

Evelyn Woollen: So none of the other traffic 
modelling that is undertaken and described at 
length in various places was for the purpose of 
obtaining either those basic traffic volume figures 
or anything else used in human impact 
assessment for the bill? 

Alan Duff: The traffic growth forecast came out 
of the strategic transport model for Scotland, 
TMFS. The difference between the do-nothing, do-
minimum and do-something scenarios has been 
applied in many of these other operational models, 
but the basic growth comes out of TMFS. 

Evelyn Woollen: So the additional modelling is 
really all about engineering, design and 
operational information rather than the other 
things, such as noise, vibration, emissions and so 
on—the human impact assessment work done for 
the bill.  

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Evelyn Woollen: If I understand it correctly, the 
calibration and validation data for TMFS:05A date 
from 2005, and in some cases from 2002, so no 
information involved in that projection work is any 
more recent. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. The calibration and 
validation data for TMFS:05A come from 2005—
that is what the 05 refers to. 

Evelyn Woollen: In our original objection, we 
referred to the number of calibration and validation 
points there were for the national model in the 
area that is our district. That number is quite small. 
Is there any dispute about the numbers? Do we 
have the numbers wrong? Were there more points 
of calibration? 

Alan Duff: No. I think that we have discussed 
that. Those are the points at which the model was 
calibrated. 

Evelyn Woollen: Fair enough. In its 2008 
annual report, Transport Scotland said that 
TMFS:07 would be used for the Forth crossing 
project, but that did not happen. Can you explain 
briefly why that was the case? 

Alan Duff: Yes. I think that we discussed that in 
South Queensferry but, for the record, although 
the intention was that we would use the TMFS:07 
regional model, it was not developed in time so we 
continued to use TMFS:05A, which was current 
when we started the work. 

Evelyn Woollen: There is now some 
information on TMFS:07 online, on the land use 
and transport integration in Scotland website, and 
similarly on a Forth crossing regional model—I 
have probably got its name wrong—but none of 
that information actually applies to what is being 
put in front of the Parliament or the rest of us in 
respect of the bill. 

Alan Duff: None of that was available in time for 
us to use it. 

Evelyn Woollen: Okay. My understanding is 
that, for local traffic schemes, when local 
authorities or whoever go to develop a new roads 
initiative of one sort or another, the practice is to 
take whichever the current strategic model is and 
tweak it for the area concerned, by obtaining 
additional or more current information, looking to 
see how the information works in the model, 
adjusting the technicalities of the model to bring it 
somewhat in line, and then forecasting on that 
basis. Is that a fair statement? 

Alan Duff: Sort of. 

Evelyn Woollen: Please correct me if I have 
misrepresented anything. 

Alan Duff: The process is that you would not 
adjust the forecasts in the national model. The 
whole point about having a national model is to 
have a national set of forecasts. What you would 
do is refine the model to try to reflect local 
conditions in terms of the volumes of traffic on 
links. I do not want to be pedantic about that, but 
there is a difference. 

Evelyn Woollen: I accept your correction. I 
have no problem with that. What I wonder is why 
that was not done for local traffic assessment for 
the north and south Forth regions for the Forth 
crossing project, given that TMFS:07 and what 
might have followed proved to be unavailable. 

Alan Duff: It was due to time. We had a 
timescale to meet for the programme. As I said, 
we started the journey anticipating that we would 
have the TMFS:07 regional model, which is the 
cordoned-out model for the east of Scotland, but 
that did not come through. That said, the strategic 
model—the TMFS:07 model—not coming through 
was not a major concern for us, given that the 
Forth crossing is probably the most strategic link in 
the network. There was not much that we would 
need to do to a model to make it localised, if you 
like. In addition, for us to be and continue to be 
robust in our assessments, we have developed 
the operational models to which you alluded. I 
believe that we have taken a pragmatic and robust 
approach to producing what we need to produce 
to promote the scheme in the time we had 
available. 

Evelyn Woollen: I have no argument with that 
from the point of view of the strategic project, 
which is the Forth crossing. My concern is all 
about the extent to which we can be confident 
when we look at the local traffic numbers outwith 
the trunk road network—the strategic network—
and the extent to which we have confidence and 
comfort that those numbers reflect the situation 
reasonably accurately, such that drawing human 
impact assessment conclusions from those 
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numbers in a very localised way is an accurate 
thing to do. 

14:45 

Ruth Crawford: Excuse me, sir. I am slightly 
concerned about where this line of questioning or 
this statement is going. Mr Duff has given a very 
full reason for why the promoter used the model 
that it did. I am also looking at the principal 
objection from Newton community council. On my 
copy, on pages 6 to 9, the objection dealing with 
baseline data would at least purport to have been 
excluded from consideration at this stage of the 
inquiry. So, although I suspect that the initial 
question was not objectionable—and Mr Duff 
explained why he used the model that he did—in 
my submission, any further inquiry into this topic 
has already been excluded. 

Evelyn Woollen: With respect, the question of 
the numbers was reintroduced by Transport 
Scotland in its response to stage 2 written 
evidence. It brought the numbers and the position 
on the traffic flows into debate at that time. I am 
now merely seeking to substantiate what was said 
in Transport Scotland’s evidence at stage 2 and in 
our rebuttal evidence in response to that 
information. That is the basis for my asking these 
questions—because we have different views 
about what the traffic flows are, something that 
was discussed in stage 2 evidence. 

The Assessor: I will avoid a direct ruling and 
say simply that I have questioned Mr Duff in 
general terms on this matter. It affects not only 
Newton but other distributor roads in the vicinity—
may I call them “distributor roads”? 

Alan Duff: Indeed. 

The Assessor: His evidence to me, which I 
found difficulty in breaking down, is that he is 
content that the model that was used was 
satisfactory—fit for purpose if you like—and that, 
although the assumptions that were used at the 
scale that you are speaking of are sometimes 
questioned, he is nonetheless content that the 
promoter has done a professional job on this. 

I accept, without reservation to you, that if you 
change the assumptions you change the 
conclusions. However, that is where Transport 
Scotland stands at the moment as far as its 
evidence is concerned. Given the time available, I 
am not sure whether we can take it much further. I 
am content to hear something about the impact on 
Newton of traffic flows, but that may spill out from 
other issues that we deal with.  

I am obliged to you for raising the issue, but I 
think that, for the reasons that Ms Crawford put 
forward, and because I have heard evidence on it 
before, we have gone about as far as we need to. 

Evelyn Woollen: No problem. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you.  

Evelyn Woollen: I wish to ask about the basis 
of the forecast for the 2017 traffic on the so-called 
westerly facing slips at junction 1A, simply 
because the indication in the “Design Manual for 
Roads and Bridges” stage 3 report is that there is 
a 0 per cent uptake on the westerly facing slips by 
heavy goods vehicles. Why do you believe that 
that will be so? 

Alan Duff: The assignment process for HGVs is 
that they are much more dependent on distance 
than a mixture of time and distance in the way that 
the models work. Therefore, the HGVs continue to 
go through Newton. That is why the percentage for 
HGVs that we quoted in the report shows that it 
increases in Newton in the future. 

Evelyn Woollen: Therefore, might you say that 
there is disproportionate growth for HGVs, given 
natural growth? 

Alan Duff: Well, it is not so much about growth, 
but how they choose to travel through the network. 

Evelyn Woollen: I understand. 

Alan Duff: The net effect is that the proportion 
of HGVs in Newton will be slightly higher. 

Evelyn Woollen: You spoke in evidence about 
the on-going increase attributable to economic 
growth, or whatever. Do you dispute that the high 
level of traffic on the A904 through Newton today, 
irrespective of the scheme, is significantly 
increased by the absence of any other means of 
getting to and from the southern bridgehead of the 
existing bridge if you are going west and south? In 
other words, if you are going to or from junction 2 
on the M9, there is no way to get to or from the 
existing bridgehead other than to take the A904 
just now. 

Alan Duff: At the moment? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

Alan Duff: Yes. I think that that is a statement 
of fact. 

Evelyn Woollen: So, it is not unreasonable to 
attribute a significant portion of that—the amount 
might be debatable and has been discussed 
already in evidence—to that missing trunk-road 
link. 

Alan Duff: Could you ask the question again? 

Evelyn Woollen: I could. There is no trunk-road 
route between the southern bridgehead and the 
M9 in the westerly and southerly direction today. Is 
that correct? 

Alan Duff: That is correct. Well, there is: you 
can go all the way to Newbridge and back along 
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the M9 spur, but I take your point that there is no 
short link, other than the A904. 

Evelyn Woollen: Or even an intuitive route. 
That is fair enough. 

May I move on to mitigation questions? 

The Assessor: Yes, of course. That is item 2, 
which we lumped together with item 1. 

Evelyn Woollen: At the time that the feasibility 
study, which you have available to you, was 
produced, there had been no attempt to quantify 
the effects of the measures put forward. Since 
then, there has been an attempt to quantify what it 
will take to make any kind of difference. It appears 
that the best that we can hope for is in the range 
of 6 to 9 per cent route change—mitigation 
measures will achieve that. Is that a fair statement 
of where we are with mitigation, Mr Shackman? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, that is absolutely 
correct. 

Evelyn Woollen: Right. Would it be your view 
that, give or take a tweak or two, it is probable that 
the work that has been done already has been a 
reasonable exploration of the options that are 
available for calming measures? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, absolutely. 

Evelyn Woollen: So, really, we are now at the 
stage where we have a fairly good idea of what is 
and is not likely to be possible. 

Lawrence Shackman: Again, that is absolutely 
correct. 

Evelyn Woollen: Okay. It seems unlikely that 
we will be able to find a hat from which to extract a 
magic rabbit that will significantly improve the 
deterrent effect. 

Lawrence Shackman: Do you mean that we 
will not find another form of traffic calming or 
measure that will do something that we have not 
already covered? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is true. 

The Assessor: Can I be quite clear that we are 
talking about mitigation of the impact of flows of 
traffic generated as a result of the project? You 
might be talking about the increment in traffic that 
is bound to go through Newton because of the 
recent planning approvals in the area. I was not 
quite sure—it is my fault—just what the 6 to 9 per 
cent referred to. Could Mr Shackman help me on 
that one? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, sure. We did a 
sensitivity test on the back of the feasibility study 
report to see what the traffic calming might do to 
the traffic flows through Newton. As a proxy, we 

coded the area through Newton as a 20mph zone, 
just as a way of trying to ascertain that. That is 
where the 6 to 9 per cent reduction in traffic flows 
comes from. If it was coded as 20mph as opposed 
to the 30mph that it is at the moment, that would 
put some traffic off going through Newton; it would 
stay on the M9 and travel up the M9 spur to 
access the bridge and other destinations perhaps. 

The Assessor: So, that is a 69 per cent 
mitigation with— 

Lawrence Shackman: It is 6 to 9 per cent. It is 
in that range. 

The Assessor: With the bridge in place? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I just want to get my 
notes absolutely correct. 

Evelyn Woollen: It refers to the traffic that we 
have called as shorthand “rat-run traffic”—traffic 
that seeks to get between the southern 
bridgehead and junction 2 of the M9 by some 
means. 

Lawrence Shackman: It is traffic through 
Newton that does not want to go through there 
because it is too slow for them. I cannot generalise 
and cannot tell you exactly where the traffic is 
going to and coming from, but it is traffic on the 
A904 in Newton that is displaced. 

Evelyn Woollen: Thank you. That is the clarity 
that I was looking for. You cannot be any clearer 
than that. That is fair enough. 

You have put mitigations together here, but 
there has been no discussion of ITS—intelligent 
transport systems—although there was some 
discussion of ITS impacts in Mr Shackman’s 
evidence on Monday of last week. May I ask about 
that? 

The Assessor: Ask Mr Shackman any question 
that you like. It seems to me that ITS has 
something to do with the 6 to 9 per cent mitigation. 
I am perfectly happy to hear a question put on that 
line. 

Evelyn Woollen: Thank you. I would like to be 
clear on the 6 to 9 per cent range. You were 
looking for a way of assessing what calming 
measures might result. ITS is assumed to be in 
place irrespective of the calming measures, 
although it is quite difficult to model the behaviour 
changes that you hoped that would bring forward. 
Is that fair comment? 

Lawrence Shackman: When you talk about 
ITS, do you mean the ITS on the main route 
corridor across the bridge, rather than electronic 
traffic signs in Newton? I am just trying to clarify 
the question. 
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Evelyn Woollen: I see what you mean. I mean 
the ITS to which you referred when you spoke on 
Monday of last week about measures that would 
deter the rat-run traffic. 

Lawrence Shackman: The ITS that I have 
been referring to is principally the 22km of ITS 
throughout the whole corridor of the scheme. 

Evelyn Woollen: And the ramp metering? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Evelyn Woollen: The 6 to 9 per cent is 
irrespective of that, in so far as it was already built 
in to the assumptions that you made about route 
choice. 

Lawrence Shackman: I believe that the 
modelling that was done to come to the 6 to 9 per 
cent that we are talking about did not need to take 
into account the ITS. It was just a crude analysis—
dare I say the word crude; it was a proportionate 
analysis—to ascertain what the likely effects would 
be of that traffic calming in Newton. 

Evelyn Woollen: I am just trying to be clear 
about what is in and what is out when we hear 
about numbers from time to time. I understand 
from information that was provided a week and a 
half ago by Transport Scotland that, in the event 
that queueing starts to occur on the so-called 
South Queensferry junction when ramp metering 
is active, ramp metering is effectively switched off 
by forcing the signal to green on the northern 
ramp. Is that correct? 

Lawrence Shackman: I believe that that is 
correct. I think that it has to be looked at on a 
needs-must basis, so it depends on the level of 
traffic on the main carriageway and the level of 
traffic on the gyratory, the junction itself and the 
approaches to the junction. The idea would be to 
strike the right balance between the needs of local 
traffic and the needs of trunk road traffic, with 
safety obviously being the most important 
consideration. 

Evelyn Woollen: Is it a manual choice or an 
automated choice adjusted from time to time on 
the basis of experience? 

Lawrence Shackman: I cannot really answer 
that question, because I am not an ITS specialist 
and I do not work in the control centre that will 
operate those facilities. I would, however, expect 
there to be a period when the scheme is first 
introduced during which it settles down. That 
always happens when there is a new road 
scheme. Drivers look at different ways of getting 
from A to B when the new scheme is in place. 
There is usually a settling-down period. I think that 
the situation will be no different for this scheme, so 
there will be a bedding-down period before the 
right balance is struck. 

Evelyn Woollen: I ask about this issue in 
particular because ITS has been proposed as a 
cure for the queueing issue and, specifically, for 
the issue that moving the southern bridgehead 
junction 1.2 miles west will bring any queueing on 
the A904 going back in a westerly direction 1.2 
miles nearer to Newton village, where there are 
homes adjacent to the carriageway. The 
implication is that, even with experience and trying 
to achieve the balance, there will still be situations 
in which queueing arises as if ITS were not in 
place. Is that fair? 

15:00 

Alan Duff: No. 

Evelyn Woollen: Okay—go on. 

Alan Duff: There are several aspects to ITS. I 
fear to go here, as I am not an ITS expert, but 
because of what I do I know a bit about it, so this 
might help. ITS does two basic things. One is to 
assist in smoothing traffic flows so that junctions 
work a bit more smoothly, thus allowing the main 
line or flow of traffic to proceed more smoothly. It 
does that using variable speed limits, ramp 
metering and so on. 

ITS also has the facility to switch in to control 
how any incident is served—and it will do that in 
the case of this project. Something might have 
been said to you about ITS being a solution to 
problems that occur at the moment—in cases of 
queueing through Newton when there is a problem 
on the bridge—and ITS will help with that. It will 
clear any queues arising from breakdowns or 
accidents more effectively. 

Furthermore, the operational assessment that 
we have carried out for the South Queensferry 
junction shows that the extent of queueing and 
delay is insignificant in normal operation. The 
system operates very well. Under normal 
circumstances, there would not be queues coming 
back. 

I do not know whether that helps. 

Evelyn Woollen: I believe it does—thank you. 

The Assessor: I will allow just one more 
question on this line. I notice that it is 3 o’clock, 
and we have a fair bit still to get through. I know 
where you are going. 

Evelyn Woollen: On the subject of queueing 
generally, can you indicate when queueing will still 
occur on the A904? I realise that there is the risk 
of unforeseen circumstances, and it is clear that, 
between windshielding and ITS, significant steps 
are being taken to prevent incidents. I wonder, 
however, whether you can give an example of 
when queueing might still happen. 
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Alan Duff: The scheme is designed not to have 
any significant queueing. When will it occur? It 
would have to be following some sort of major 
incident—some sort of catastrophic event that 
closed the carriageway, or something like that. It 
would not be just a matter of a car breaking down 
on the bridge; it would have to be something that 
was significant enough for the police to demand 
that the road be closed. 

Off the top of my head I cannot give you a 
specific instance, but there will not be any 
queueing in normal operating conditions and, 
when there are any incidents, all the facilities on 
the new bridge will mean that queueing will be a 
much less common occurrence. Whether that 
“much less” goes down to zero or to just about 
zero, I cannot say. 

Lawrence Shackman: One fundamental 
difference between the new bridge and the old 
bridge lies in the fact that the new crossing has 
hard shoulders. If there is an incident, people can 
pull over into the hard shoulders. An awful lot of 
the problems are because— 

Evelyn Woollen: How can I possibly have failed 
to mention hard shoulder running? 

Lawrence Shackman: The addition of hard 
shoulders will make a big difference to the 
operation and maintenance of the bridge in the 
years ahead of us. 

The Assessor: We have had questions on 
traffic flows and the steps being taken to address 
mitigation. Unless there is anything burning, I now 
turn to you, Ms Crawford, for any re-examination 
that you think necessary. 

Ruth Crawford: Gentlemen, as I understand it, 
Mr Duff’s evidence on that last question about ITS 
is that it helps with any queueing issue that might 
arise, albeit that you cannot readily foresee 
circumstances in which queueing would arise. Am 
I right in understanding that the tenor of your 
evidence is not that ITS would be a cure, but that it 
is an aid should the unforeseen happen? 

Alan Duff: Indeed, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: In relation to the traffic-calming 
measures that are set out in the feasibility study, 
am I right in understanding that the 6 to 9 per cent 
reduction that has been described in evidence 
would apply both to the do-minimum scenario and 
to the do-something scenario? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: As I hinted, arithmetic is not my 
strong point. That said, from the figures that you 
have given thus far in evidence, the 6 to 9 per cent 
reduction seems, in broad terms, to be just under 
half the anticipated impact of the bridge. 

Alan Duff: Yes. It is about half the increase.  

Ruth Crawford: So far as going forward with 
the proposals to have traffic calming measures in 
Newton, whether that is to apply to the do-
minimum or do-something situation, am I right in 
understanding that the proposals would have to 
comply with whatever policies West Lothian 
Council has in place? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: And you would require the 
agreement of West Lothian Council before you 
instituted any of the measures that are set out in 
the feasibility study? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. In fact, West 
Lothian Council would develop the measures on 
our behalf; it is its road. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, we are ready to 
move on to the next parcel of evidence, which is 
on environmental issues. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, it is. You are familiar with 
the witnesses, sir. They are Dr Bull, Mr Greer and 
Mr Weller and they will deal with environmental 
impacts. Having regard to the time constraints that 
we are all under and bearing in mind the strong 
indication that anything in the written evidence 
should not be repeated in hearings, I will confine 
my examination in chief principally to the issue of 
access, which is linked to the issue of amenity. I 
should say that no matters relating to noise, 
vibration and air pollution require to be clarified in 
terms of the rebuttal. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Of course, that does 
not preclude questioning on the matter from 
objectors. 

Ruth Crawford: Absolutely. My first question, 
which is for Mr Weller, is on the rebuttal on behalf 
of objector 69, Mary Mulligan. Mr Weller, I ask you 
to turn to paragraph 4.1 on page 10 of the 
document. 

Nigel Weller (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): Is 
that the part where on-going flow is addressed. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. It says: 

“There is an on-going flow of non vehicle travel between 
Newton and the surrounds and South Queensferry i.e. 
pedestrian, cycling and equestrian. This is to access 
services  ... but also for pleasure and exercise. Increased 
traffic will make this more risky and if people stop doing it 
there could be an adverse effect not just on them 
personally but also on businesses who depend on them.” 

The anxiety seems to be that some form of 
severance will occur between the communities of 
Newton and the surrounds and South 
Queensferry. 

Nigel Weller: Yes. Community severance is 
assessed and reported in the environmental 
statement. It was identified through site visits, 
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assessment and consultation. We contacted 
organisations such as Cycling Scotland, CTC 
Scotland, the Ramblers Association Scotland, 
ScotWays, the councils and community councils. 

I turn first to the A904. As we have heard, the 
A904 is the principal regional road; as such, it is a 
heavily trafficked road. Beyond Builyeon Road and 
as one heads to the north and south, there is no 
pedestrian provision. The A904 was therefore not 
identified as a key route for pedestrians or cyclists. 
It is a route with existing severance. That said, we 
identified a link between South Queensferry and 
Newton. The key ones, if we go to figure 17.3b, 
which is probably the easiest for reference— 

The Assessor: Is that in the environmental 
statement? 

Nigel Weller: Yes. 

The Assessor: Will you give me the number 
again? 

Nigel Weller: It is 17.3b. There are three key 
locations where the proposed scheme intersects 
paths in places we have assessed for community 
severance. The first location is 34; that is Society 
Road, which is a core path. The second is South 
Queensferry to Linn Mill and concerns the use of 
Echline fields, which we discussed in evidence 
previously. The third is South Queensferry to 
Newton, partially on the A904.  

The Assessor: Partially? 

Nigel Weller: It essentially runs from the vicinity 
of Queensferry junction, so it does not use the 
main section of the A904 to Newton. There are 
various routes to the west of the main line that 
bring users down just to the west of the proposed 
Queensferry junction. 

On mitigation, we have already discussed the 
point that Society Road would not be severed, as 
it would pass underneath the proposed scheme. I 
point out that, since completion of the ES, an 
undertaking has been given that a path that is to 
be provided during construction on Society Road 
will be maintained during operation. That is a 
provision beyond what was assumed in the ES. 

We have discussed various routes across 
Echline fields. An undertaking has been given 
through design requirements since the publication 
of the ES that there will be a more direct access 
underneath the southern abutment between the 
two sustainable drainage system basins. 

The final location is the A904. The provision 
there will be to assist crossing of that point. There 
will be upgraded cycle lanes and footways to the 
north and south routes around the Queensferry 
junction with signalised crossings. 

We consider two aspects on the residual 
impacts. The community severance is reported in 

paragraph 17.6.16 of the environmental statement 
as a slight/moderate residual severance effect 
between the two communities. In relation to the 
key links that I talked through, there is a negligible 
impact on location 34, a slight/moderate to 
moderate impact on 46 and a slight adverse 
impact on 45 on the A904 to the west of 
Queensferry. There would be a slight beneficial 
impact to the east of Queensferry due to the 
lowered traffic levels. 

Ruth Crawford: I will take you further forward in 
the response on the same theme. This time, it is a 
point that Newton community council took up—it is 
a similar point—at paragraphs 4.3 and 4.4 of the 
response, which are on page 18 of paper 21. 

Nigel Weller: I am sorry, you will have to bear 
with me. What page are you on? 

Ruth Crawford: I am referring to paragraphs 
4.3 and 4.4 of the Newton community council 
objector rebuttal, on page 18. 

Nigel Weller: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Paragraph 4.3 mentions the 

“provision for pedestrians and cyclists at the new gyratory” 

and makes a complaint about what was 
suggested. It goes on to say: 

“Since it is not joined up with any strategy to support 
non-motorised access to and from the Newton district, it is 
our view that this provision in isolation is unfit for purpose.” 

Then, paragraph 4.4 says: 

“Our view on the nature of such mitigation remains 
unchanged”. 

Will you comment on the complaint about the 
proposed mitigation and the lack of joining up, as it 
is described? 

Nigel Weller: We have identified the mitigation 
provision to maintain the connection across 
Queensferry junction. Connection to the path to 
Builyeon Road, the path to the north of Builyeon 
Road along to Headrig Road or informal access to 
Echline fields to the west would be the principle for 
any new non-motorised-user provision that those 
crossings would facilitate. 

15:15 

Ruth Crawford: So, you are saying that where 
the proposed roads link with an existing cyclepath 
or footpath, the promoters will make provision for 
those links to continue, once the roads are 
constructed. Is that correct? 

Nigel Weller: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: So the links that exist now will 
continue to exist in the future, albeit that they will 
perhaps be in a different form. 
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Nigel Weller: That is correct.  

The Assessor: The links will continue after 
construction. What about during construction? 

Nigel Weller: The situation during construction 
is dealt with in chapter 19 of the environmental 
statement. There are various mitigation 
commitments relating to maintenance of access, 
where practical. Obviously, there will be some 
diversions. 

The Assessor: In summary, those links will not 
be fractured, but they might be longer and less 
convenient for a while. 

Nigel Weller: The one that might not be 
available, due to the nature of the work that will be 
carried out in the area, is the additional route that 
we have identified across the main carriageway 
that crosses the southern abutment. 

Ruth Crawford: Is it your understanding, Mr 
Weller, that there are provisions in the code of 
construction practice dealing with maintenance of 
pedestrian, cyclist and equestrian ways during 
construction? 

Nigel Weller: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: I invite the objectors to ask 
questions, in their usual order. I noticed that 
Evelyn Woollen asked all the questions last time, 
but you are more than welcome to do it any way 
you want. 

Evelyn Woollen: I will start, but others will 
speak, too. I apologise to my colleagues if I 
deprived them of the opportunity to ask questions 
earlier. 

Douglas McInnes: You asked all the questions 
that I was going to ask, anyway. 

Evelyn Woollen: I have a couple of questions 
about the loss of access. Since our original 
objection, we have been asking about some 
issues of fact that are misreported in the 
environmental statement. Those issues have 
never been responded to. Do you think that if 
those factors been taken into account correctly, 
that would have changed your assessment? 

Nigel Weller: Could you direct me to the 
specific parts of the objection? 

Evelyn Woollen: They are in the original 
Newton community council objection—objection 
71, I believe. 

Nigel Weller: From January 2010? 

Evelyn Woollen: That is correct. Under 
objection 3, there is a series of matters of fact that 
are incorrectly reported. I do not know whether 

you can take a view on the fly, since we have 
asked— 

Nigel Weller: I can take a view, if you like, and 
we can talk through the specifics. It is probably 
best to go through some key points, which will 
explain the situation. 

Your first point is about the catchments. I should 
point out that we made our best endeavours to 
identify those catchments, which included issuing 
those catchments to Newton community council in 
a letter on 17 November 2008 and asking for 
verification of them. That is an item of baseline 
information that is useful in order to see the whole 
picture. However, in terms of mitigating an impact, 
we have identified that there are two communities 
that are linked and we have undertaken the 
measures that I have described previously to 
mitigate that impact. Essentially, although this 
information is useful as baseline information, the 
environmental statement is available to the public 
as well as to assessors, and the impact has been 
assessed. 

You mentioned various paths—45b, 46 to 50 
and 75—to the west of the main line. In the main, 
they are informal paths and local paths through 
woodland. I think that your concern is that we have 
not indicated that those paths provide a 
community link. The reason is that there are any 
number of options that someone can take in terms 
of routes between two points. From the description 
of the paths, they start and finish at points that are 
not intersected by the crossing. One example is 
path 49. The description in the environmental 
statement is of a path from Society Road to the 
north of Headrig Road. Society Road is path 34, 
which has been assessed. We identified links 
between communities, but through necessity we 
then had to focus on intersection points with the 
proposed scheme. That explains why path 49 is 
not identified as a community link in the baseline; 
the path does not create such a link in and of 
itself. 

The same point applies to your comment on 
what the environmental statement says about the 
post office in Newton, which you say we have 
described incorrectly. You say it was a sub post 
office, but it is now closed. That is unfortunate. I 
am not sure when the post office closed. My 
response is twofold: first, we included information 
that was provided to us and sought to address any 
change in facility provision. Where we identified a 
link between two communities, we identified and 
sought to maintain it. 

Evelyn Woollen: I do not understand how the 
bases on which you made your assessment were 
incorrect. I will focus not on the footpaths but the 
facilities in each place and whether movement 
occurs to and from them. Surely facilities affect the 
extent of movement between communities? If so, 
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surely the extent of the impact would also be 
affected. I am confused. 

Nigel Weller: As we explain in the 
environmental statement, we consider all routes, 
irrespective of the level of usage. Once we have 
identified a link between two communities, the 
value of the route, not the level of usage, is taken 
into account in the environmental impact 
assessment. For example, if a cycle route is used 
by only three cyclists, we consider it no less 
favourably than one that is used by 50 cyclists. 
Part of the purpose of the environmental 
statement is to explain provision in the environs. 
We have undertaken a robust impact assessment. 

Evelyn Woollen: Fair enough. Thank you. I 
have no further questions. 

The Assessor: Do you have any further 
questions, Mr McInnes? 

Douglas McInnes: No, thank you. 

Evelyn Woollen: I apologise. We gave no 
evidence on noise and vibration. Nonetheless, I 
think that I have the possibility of asking questions 
on the subject. 

The Assessor: You certainly do. 

Evelyn Woollen: Will you indulge me in that? 

The Assessor: Yes, of course. We will not 
extend much beyond 3.30pm, but I know that 
noise and vibration is quite an issue. 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. Excuse me. 

The Assessor: Although I am hurrying you, 
please do not feel over-hurried. 

Evelyn Woollen: I will try to remember to 
breathe. Thank you. 

My question is for Mr Greer. In the course of 
putting together the environmental statement, I 
understand that no actual measurement of noise 
was taken within the Newton community council 
district. 

Richard Greer (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
That is correct.  

Evelyn Woollen: Does that mean that all 
assessment of noise impacts was calculated 
purely on the back of traffic flows? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. That is the 
standard practice for such a scheme. 

Evelyn Woollen: Indeed. I am not arguing the 
point. I am simply saying that there is no 
measured validation of the calculations. 

Richard Greer: Measurements were not made 
within the Newton district, but they were 
undertaken around the scheme to provide 
validation calibration of the baseline predictions for 

the environment in 2017. Those figures are 
reported in the environmental statement. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is fair enough. Am I 
correct in saying that traffic mix is a factor in the 
calculations for noise impacts? 

Richard Greer: That is right.  

Evelyn Woollen: So, if the absolute numbers 
are the same, greater or fewer numbers of heavy 
goods vehicles would make a difference.  

Richard Greer: It would, indeed. That is taken 
into account in the calculations.  

Evelyn Woollen: That is fair enough. I believe 
that figure 16.11b in the environmental statement 
indicates that houses adjacent to the A904 in 
Newton will be in the range of 68.5 to 74.4dB(A). I 
would be grateful if you would confirm that, 
because it is immensely difficult to read the 
colours on the pictures that are provided. 

Richard Greer: I apologise for the difficulty in 
reading them. Can you redirect me to it? 

Evelyn Woollen: It is figure 16.11b. 

Richard Greer: Thank you. 

Figure 16.11b shows the noise levels in 2017, 
the year of opening, with the scheme in place and 
with mitigation. The levels certainly look to be as 
you describe for the closest properties in Newton. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is fair enough. Am I also 
correct that that is much the same level as the 
bund where there are no properties, to their great 
good fortune, beside the M9? 

Richard Greer: Yes, those levels exist around 
the outside of the M9. 

Evelyn Woollen: So the noise levels are strictly 
comparable based on the projections. 

Richard Greer: The noise levels are currently 
high in Newton. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is fair enough. 

I know that you have done this before and I 
apologise for asking you to do it again, but can I 
just be clear that, in fact, for the situation to 
become even worse, to the tune of 3dB(A), that 
would require a doubling of the traffic volume from 
what is projected? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Evelyn Woollen: For 1dB(A), which is the 
companion threshold for noise mitigation, if I 
understand the standards correctly— 

Richard Greer: That is not quite the case. I am 
sorry, let me— 



517  7 SEPTEMBER 2010  518 
 

 

Evelyn Woollen: Does it not need to be the 
case that it is both over the 68dB threshold and 
there is a minimum of a 1dB(A) increase? 

Richard Greer: I am sorry. I thought that you 
were referring to the assessment criteria in the 
environmental statement, but I think that you are 
actually referring to the criteria in the Noise 
Insulation (Scotland) Regulations 1975. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is correct. I apologise for 
being unclear. 

Richard Greer: You are right that it requires the 
absolute level to exceed 68dB and a 1dB increase 
attributable to road traffic over 15 years. As 
identified in the environmental statement and the 
written submission, the increase is slightly less 
than 1dB in the year of opening, 2017, comparing 
the situation with and without the scheme. That 
rises to an increase of slightly less than 2dB by 
2032. That is allowing for 15 years’ worth of 
growth of traffic in the region and, specifically, on 
the new route. 

Evelyn Woollen: Okay. Briefly, I understand 
that those are essentially calculated averages of 
noise. Is that a fair assessment of what those 
numbers mean? 

Richard Greer: It is not quite right to call it an 
average. Forgive me for— 

Evelyn Woollen: No, forgive me for over-
simplifying things. 

Richard Greer: In the wonderful world of 
acoustics there are many complicated ways to try 
to find the best way to identify impacts on people. 
The indicator that has been used for many years 
to quantify people’s response to road traffic noise 
is called the LA10,18hr, which is the level that is 
exceeded for 10 per cent of the time. It is a metric 
that has been heavily tested against community 
responses and there is information to demonstrate 
its effectiveness in identifying people’s responses 
in the annexes of the “Design Manual for Roads 
and Bridges”, so I am afraid that to call it an 
average is not quite right. It is an indicator that 
takes account of and has been illustrated to best 
equate to people’s responses to road traffic noise. 

Evelyn Woollen: To what extent is it able to 
reflect the problem of the partially laden lorry that 
thunders past my bedroom window at 5.30 in the 
morning? 

Richard Greer: A lot of work has been done 
over the years to ensure that the assessment 
method takes account of changes in heavy goods 
vehicle movements as much as changes in private 
care usage and to ensure, fundamentally, that 
traffic is, by and large, less and quieter at night 
than it is in the daytime, which reinforces the use 
of the 18-hour indicator. That has been much 
tested to ensure that it is still valid. 

15:30 

Evelyn Woollen: So, it is your professional view 
that the fact of such a day-changing event in my 
life is as well reflected as it can be in the numbers 
that are provided. 

Richard Greer: Yes, and, as I said, the view 
reflects the fact that the level is higher than 70dB 
at the moment, which is a high level. 

The Assessor: Are there any further questions 
on vibration? 

Evelyn Woollen: It is half past 3. 

The Assessor: I am not leading you or asking 
for any, but if you have some, now is the time to 
ask them.  

Evelyn Woollen: The lack of interest in ground-
borne vibration arising from traffic related to the 
scheme appears to be primarily associated with 
the fact that, when a new roadway is constructed 
by the promoter, the promoter is substantially in 
control of all of the various factors that are 
involved in ground-borne vibration—the surface, 
the substrata, the geological composition of the 
surrounding land and so on. However, we who live 
on the A904 live on an existing roadway in an 
existing circumstance. Do you still believe that 
ground-borne vibration is not significant in terms of 
traffic? Does that view still apply in this case? If 
so, can you explain why? 

Richard Greer: No, it does not. The levels of 
vibration by the side of a new road or a road that is 
laid to modern standards are negligible, partly 
because car and lorry tyres are very effective at 
reducing vibration. However, you are absolutely 
right to say that that, if a road has a poor surface, 
if there is a poorly backfilled trench or a dropped 
manhole or some other problem, vibration will be 
generated as vehicles—particularly HGVs—
traverse that road. I think that that is the situation 
currently in Newton. 

Evelyn Woollen: So it is not unreasonable to 
anticipate that the situation will worsen as the 
volume of traffic worsens.  

Richard Greer: I would have to agree, 
professionally. However, as with noise, whether 
the increase that is brought about by the project is 
enough to trigger a significant change in vibration 
is another question. 

The Assessor: On the basis of your 
modelling—which I assume is sound—and your 
judgment, what would be the impact on noise and 
vibration of a 10 per cent increase in traffic, which 
is the specific figure that was mentioned in 
evidence? 

Richard Greer: Without doing some 
calculations, I doubt that I can tell you that. 
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Assuming that that is the increase that is within the 
traffic models— 

The Assessor: Could you take that as a given? 
That is what I am being told by the objectors. They 
state that an increase of even 10 per cent, 
including HGVs, on the A904 would lead to 
increased noise, vibration and emissions, which 
would result in a reduced quality of life. I am trying 
to establish whether the matter is significant or 
insignificant.  

Richard Greer: Taken as noise or vibration 
only— 

The Assessor: Yes, we will leave emissions to 
one side. 

Richard Greer: There would be an 
imperceptible change in noise level. A 25 per cent 
increase is required to give rise to a 1dB change. 
That is the point at which, according to guidance 
and all the research, there is any level of 
perceptibility of the change.  

Evelyn Woollen: Does that 25 per cent figure 
presume a homogeneous mix of cars and HGVs? 
In other words, if the balance shifts, does that 
affect the percentage that renders that result? 

Richard Greer: Yes, but the reason why the 
decibel change is greater than you would normally 
predict, based on an increase in only private 
vehicles, is because of the increase in HGVs. The 
disproportionate increase in HGVs has been taken 
into account in calculating those noise changes. 

Evelyn Woollen: Right. So that is where you 
get the numbers in the ES, which are slightly 
higher than 1dB. 

Richard Greer: Slightly lower than 1dB. 

Evelyn Woollen: Slightly lower than 1dB at 
2017, but slightly higher in due course. 

Richard Greer: That is indeed right. 

Evelyn Woollen: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: In that case, I think that we 
have reached the end of the questioning, including 
my own. 

Ruth Crawford: I have a couple of points, sir. 
As ever, Mrs Woollen has focused clearly her 
cross-examination. By way of closing off chapters 
of evidence, and for your notes as much as for 
anything else, sir, I have some final questions for 
Mr Greer. We discussed the noise insulation 
regulations. Am I right in understanding that, if the 
assessor wishes to check the criteria for eligibility 
under the regulations, they can be found in the 
noise and vibration policy, which is in the 
evidence? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I may not be the right 
personnel to address the condition of the A904 
going through Newton—if I am not, please forgive 
me—but am I right in understanding that West 
Lothian Council is responsible for the road? 

Richard Greer: That is our understanding. 

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

The Assessor: In that case, we will move to the 
fourth item, which I have down in my notes as “Mr 
McInnes’s route”. Have you distributed all the 
maps and so forth? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. The promoter has 
prepared three drawings, the first of which is 
FRC/D/122/110/671. It bears the legend “M9 
Direct Link Proposed Scheme Comparison”. 

The Assessor: The drawings are at the right 
size for me. I note that yours are rather larger. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. I am not sure how many 
drawings you have, sir. 

The Assessor: I have three. I will give you the 
last number in the sequence for each: 671, 670 
and 653. 

Ruth Crawford: That is correct. For the 
assistance of the objectors, I intend to ask 
questions of the witnesses on the suggested 
alterations to the bill to provide alternative routes. I 
am sure that the witnesses will be able to talk you 
and each other through the drawings. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: Good afternoon again, 
gentlemen. I turn first to Mr McInnes’s proposed 
change, which can be most readily picked up at 
page 4 of the response document. Mr McInnes 
proposes: 

“An undivided two way road between the M9 adjacent to 
Duntarvie Castle Ruins and a position approximately half a 
mile east of Newton Village”. 

We referred to the drawings a moment or two ago. 
Mr Gillies, it might be useful to the hearing if you 
were to refer to the drawings in giving us your 
understanding of the proposal. 

Alan Gillies (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good afternoon. On drawing 671, the line that is 
shown in red is our interpretation of Mr McInnes’s 
route. We made our interpretation from the 
information that Mr McInnes provided in his 
objection. The proposed route is also shown in 
slightly more detail on drawing 653, where we 
focus in on the area and give a longitudinal 
section. 

Ruth Crawford: The drawings to which you 
refer are for illustrative purposes. 



521  7 SEPTEMBER 2010  522 
 

 

Alan Gillies: They are. They are an 
interpretation of what we believe Mr McInnes 
proposes. 

Ruth Crawford: Having interpreted what you 
believe Mr McInnes suggests, will you advise the 
hearing whether you have carried out any 
appraisal of the suggestion as you interpreted it? 

Alan Gillies: We have. We have undertaken a 
review, which comprised traffic and engineering 
assessments, an environmental review and a cost 
review. 

Ruth Crawford: Just because it is the last one 
that I have written down, I will take the last 
element first. Will you assist us with your 
conclusions in the cost review? 

Alan Gillies: The cost review of the proposed 
route that is shown in the drawing is £24.6 million. 
The figure is at quarter 4, 2006 prices and 
includes VAT. The work on traffic flows suggests 
that the existing A904 between the Queensferry 
junction and where the existing A904 will connect 
into the new link road would need to be upgraded 
to a dual carriageway. If that upgrading is added 
into the cost review, the overall cost rises to 
approximately £32.6 million. 

Ruth Crawford: Did you say £36.2 million? 

Alan Gillies: I said £32.6 million. 

Ruth Crawford: I am sorry, I transposed the 
figures. 

Your second item was an environmental review. 
What arose out of that in looking at Mr McInnes’s 
suggestion? 

Alan Gillies: Mr Weller can address the issues. 

Nigel Weller: We undertook a high-level 
environmental review of the option. In essence, 
the route cuts through an undeveloped area of 
prime land. Additional adverse impacts therefore 
arise in terms of land use, land take, landscape 
character impacts and visual impacts on scattered 
rural properties and some in Newton. Other 
environmental impacts also arise, such as 
pedestrian routes and additional watercourse and 
woodland crossings. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding that 
you require to assess those environmental issues 
further and report on them? 

Nigel Weller: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: But, from your high-level 
review, would I be right in understanding that you 
see some possible or likely problems from an 
environmental perspective? 

15:45 

Nigel Weller: There were certainly 
environmental impacts that would require 
mitigation. There is also Duntarvie castle, which is 
a scheduled ancient monument. There is already 
infrastructure there, but that is not to say that there 
would be no further impacts on the setting at that 
location. 

The Assessor: Remind me, if you will, whether 
there is extant planning consent for Duntarvie 
castle at the moment. 

Nigel Weller: I think that there is planning 
consent for the junction in the vicinity of Duntarvie 
castle. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I want to be clear. 
What quality of agricultural land will be run 
through? I am not asking for a Macaulay institute 
level of answer. 

Nigel Weller: It is prime-quality agricultural 
land. 

The Assessor: It is prime agricultural land. 

Nigel Weller: Yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Gillies, you said that a 
review was done that related to engineering 
matters. What was the outcome of that review? 

Alan Gillies: Obviously, there were engineering 
issues that need to be taken further, just as there 
are environmental issues that need to be taken 
further. There is evidence of mine workings 
located to the north. From the evidence that we 
have been able to gather from the original work for 
the scheme, it is likely that further works will be 
required to mitigate the mine workings. I did not 
take account of that in the cost estimate. 

There are a couple of engineering issues to do 
with drainage. There are very few potential outfall 
locations in the middle section of the road. I think 
that there is only one potential small watercourse 
in that area. If we could not find a suitable outfall, 
we would need to lift the middle section of the road 
so that the road would fall almost entirely back 
down to the M9. That would require the road to be 
lifted on a fairly substantial embankment along its 
entire length. 

There are also junction issues. The flows to the 
B8020, which is the stub arm just to the north of 
the Duntarvie junction, would still be around 4,200 
vehicles per day and the junction on to the A904 
would still carry around 4,800 vehicles per day. 
Those are just ballpark traffic estimates. However, 
it is likely that roundabouts would be required on 
those parts of the road. 

Ruth Crawford: We know that Mr McInnes’s 
suggestion is that there should be an undivided 
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two-way road. Did you interpret that as a 
suggestion that it should be classified as a local 
road? 

Alan Gillies: We have taken it that the traffic 
indicates the upper ends of a wide single 
carriageway. That would be around 10m wide plus 
1m hard strips. It would be a local connection. The 
M9 connections would effectively be two west-
facing slip roads coming off the M9 down on to the 
B8020. There would be a wide single carriageway 
from there up to the junction with the A904. 

Ruth Crawford: We know that part of the object 
of the proposed Forth road crossing is to link up 
the strategic network between Fife and the 
Lothians. Is the suggestion of putting in a local 
road just east of Newton consistent with that policy 
objective? 

Alan Gillies: In my view, no. 

Ruth Crawford: You touched on traffic, at least 
at the B8020 and the A904. We might as well take 
up now what was my sixth subject heading—the 
impact of the McInnes proposal on traffic through 
Newton. Has that been considered? 

Alan Gillies: As the question is on traffic, I will 
pass it to Mr Duff. 

Alan Duff: Unlike Alan Gillies, I will not give as 
precise a figure as 4,800 vehicles, because that 
would give a false sense of the accuracy of the 
work that we have done. There is no doubt that 
the scheme would reduce the traffic volumes 
through Newton. We estimate that the traffic would 
be about 5,000 vehicles a day, but it is probably 
safer to assume that it could be between 5,000 
and 10,000 vehicles a day, because the 
assignments are sensitive. The residual flow 
through Newton would be between 5,000 and 
10,000 vehicles a day. 

Ruth Crawford: That reduction would apply 
whether we had the do-nothing situation or 
factored in the do-something situation. 

Alan Duff: Yes—the figures would be broadly in 
that range. 

Ruth Crawford: So the reductions in traffic 
would apply to the do-nothing and do-something 
situations. 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: I might be asking you to state 
the obvious, but do you understand a consensus 
to exist in the Newton district about the McInnes 
suggestion? 

Alan Gillies: From the information that 
objectors submitted, I understand that no 
consensus exists. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
chief on the fourth subject—the McInnes 
suggestion. 

Douglas McInnes: The group that I represent 
feels that traffic through Newton has reached a 
critical level, depending on— 

The Assessor: I hesitate to stop you just when 
you are starting, but a statement is not needed at 
this stage. You can question the witnesses now. I 
do not object to a couple of sentences for context, 
after which you can go straight into a question. Do 
not address me—I will be taking notes. 

Douglas McInnes: In that case, my opening 
gambit is that the spur road that I have described, 
which my group desires, would be a trade-off. As 
the witnesses said, building that road would cost 
£24.6 million or thereby. We would like that to be 
traded off against the money that is expected to be 
spent on junction 1A. Our proposal would give 
Newton some relief from traffic. We feel that 
money should be spent not so much on junction 
1A as on the A904 spur that we desire. What is 
your— 

The Assessor: Accordingly, my question is? 

Douglas McInnes: What is your opinion on 
that? 

Alan Gillies: You propose that the money that 
would be saved by removing the west-facing slip 
roads at junction 1A would go towards your 
scheme. We estimate that not building those roads 
would save about £13 million. If the range that I 
provided earlier—from £24.6 million to £32.6 
million—were reduced by £12.9 million or £13 
million, that would take us to between £11.7 
million and £19.7 million. A significant additional 
cost would still therefore be associated with 
providing the link road. 

Douglas McInnes: When junction 1A is 
remodelled, I understand that two bridges will 
have to be remodelled or rebuilt. Do the figures 
that you have given us include that? 

Alan Gillies: They take account of that. I will try 
to set the scene. Under the proposals for junction 
1A, the existing bridge over the M9 will be retained 
and there will be a new bridge. We have assumed 
that, if the west-facing slip roads were removed, 
we would not have to build the new bridge, but 
some widening would be required to the existing 
bridge to accommodate traffic movements in the 
area. The figures take account of that in terms of 
the structures. 

Douglas McInnes: Thank you. 

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

The Assessor: Thank you. That was brief and 
clear, Mr McInnes. Thank you for that. Let us 
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move on to the next matter, which is the route 
proposed by the community council. 

Ruth Crawford: Indeed so, sir. The personnel 
will be the same as for the McInnes route. 

Perhaps Mr Gillies could explain to the inquiry 
and the objectors by reference to drawing 671 the 
promoter’s interpretation of Newton community 
council’s suggestion. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. Our interpretation of the 
objector’s proposal is shown as the blue route on 
drawing 671, and it is shown in slightly more detail 
on drawing 670. 

Ruth Crawford: Following that, we can see that 
the route goes from the proposed Queensferry 
junction down to what is described as the M9 
Duntarvie interchange. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Did you undertake the same 
review process that you described in relation to 
the McInnes route? 

Alan Gillies: By and large, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Did you undertake a review of 
cost? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: What were the conclusions on 
cost? 

Alan Gillies: The conclusion was that the cost 
would be £52.6 million. 

Ruth Crawford: On drawing 671, we see two 
blue lines towards the south. What do those 
depict? 

Alan Gillies: We understand that the objectors 
are looking for a trunk road connection between 
the M9 and the Queensferry junction. We take it 
that it would provide a free-flow connection, that 
west-facing slip roads would come off the M9—the 
traffic would not go through a local road junction—
and that the carriageway would be a dual, two-
lane motorway. 

Ruth Crawford: So the headline figure of a 
£52.6 million cost takes into account the 
configuration that you mention, with a dual 
carriageway motorway. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. However, it does not take 
into account the mine workings in the vicinity of 
the scheme, which might require consolidation. It 
might be slightly clearer on drawing 670 that, to 
accommodate the proposed road into the 
Queensferry junction, we believe that it would be 
necessary to increase the size of the junction to 
accommodate the additional arm. That has not 
been taken into account in the cost that has been 
provided either. 

Ruth Crawford: You alluded a moment ago to 
engineering issues—you mentioned mine 
workings—and you told us about the McInnes 
review. As far as the Newton community council 
route is concerned, are there other engineering 
issues in addition to the mine workings? 

Alan Gillies: The main issue is the number of 
structures that are required in order to 
accommodate not just the slip roads over the M9 
but the number of local accesses in the area, 
including the B8020. That and the mine workings 
are the two greatest engineering issues. 

Ruth Crawford: When you say structures, do 
you mean bridges? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: I asked that question on behalf 
of those of us who are not necessarily literate in 
road transport and engineering issues. 

16:00 

Alan Gillies: The objectors made reference to 
the possible Winchburgh junction, which would be 
located at Duntarvie. Although the developer has 
made no commitment on timescales or the detail 
of the junction, I believe that it will be what we call 
a grade-separated diamond junction. With the 
free-flow slip roads that are shown, it would be 
quite difficult to accommodate that junction; the 
proposal would significantly increase the 
complexity of what we are trying to do in the area. 
The cost estimate does not take account of that. 

Ruth Crawford: Is there any problem further to 
the north, at the proposed Queensferry junction? 

Alan Gillies: No, other than the fact that we 
would have to increase the size of the junction. As 
I mentioned earlier, the cost estimate does not 
take account of that. 

Ruth Crawford: Was a review of the 
environmental issues carried out? 

Nigel Weller: Yes; it was similar to the review of 
the McInnes proposal. The likely impacts are 
broadly similar. There would be slightly more land 
take, as the route is slightly longer and the road is 
slightly larger. The other key change is that the 
route runs very close to Westfield farm and 
Westmuir riding centre, which is likely to have 
implications for pedestrian access. 

Ruth Crawford: In your evidence, you mention 
certain traffic issues with reference to the McInnes 
route. Have you considered traffic matters in 
relation to the Newton community council route? 

Alan Duff: Yes. The difference between the two 
routes is that the Newton community council route 
would be to a much higher standard, so it would 
probably be attractive to people who were 
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travelling into Edinburgh and west Edinburgh from 
West Lothian and the M9 beyond. There is 
probably potential for traffic to switch from the A8 
and M8 routes into Edinburgh to the A90. In turn, 
that would push more traffic through the 
Queensferry junction and on to the A90. In broad 
terms, the two options would have a similar impact 
on Newton. 

Ruth Crawford: So there is the potential for 
traffic from the A8 and M8 to switch on to the A90, 
through the Queensferry junction, and down into 
Edinburgh. Would there be a similar effect on 
traffic from north of Edinburgh that wishes to go to 
the A8 and M8? Would it first divert through the 
Queensferry junction? 

Alan Duff: It could. 

Ruth Crawford: We will hear about this in due 
course, but is it your understanding that the City of 
Edinburgh Council already has concerns about the 
flow of traffic from the A90 into Barnton? 

Alan Duff: It does. Cramond and Barnton 
community council has given evidence to that 
effect. It has concerns about increasing traffic in 
that part of Edinburgh. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you saying that there is 
potential to add to those concerns if the Newton 
community council route is adopted? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Do any strategic issues arise 
from the Newton community council route, so far 
as the linkage of the road network is concerned? 

Lawrence Shackman: That particular option, 
as drafted, is a motorway so I guess that there 
would not be so much of an issue with strategic 
traffic. It would be a case of trunk road traffic 
staying on trunk roads. 

Ruth Crawford: Forgive me, Mr Duff, but I think 
that I might have confused myself, the objector 
and perhaps the assessor. Is it traffic from the M9 
travelling to Leith that would find the route more 
attractive? I think that I said the M8. 

Alan Duff: I probably did not help matters by 
mentioning the M8 as well. In essence, it is traffic 
in north Edinburgh travelling to West Lothian on 
the M8, A8 and such like that could find this to be 
an attractive new route. 

Ruth Crawford: I, at least, now understand. I 
hope that I have not confused everyone terribly. 

I have no further questions in chief, sir. 

The Assessor: Mr Weller, you were kind 
enough to let me know the quality of agricultural 
land in relation to the McInnes suggestion. Can 
you help me in the same way with this 
suggestion? 

Nigel Weller: Again, this is prime quality 
agricultural land. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. I realise 
that Mr Lancaster is not with us, but are you able 
to tell me whether there are any designed 
landscapes or anything of that nature in the area? 
I cannot remember from my own memory or see 
anything on this map. 

Nigel Weller: Unfortunately, I do not have the 
plans to hand, but I know that the area in the 
vicinity of Swineburn and Humbie is an area of 
outstanding landscape quality. The nearest 
designed landscapes will be Hopetoun to the north 
and Dundas to the east. 

The Assessor: So that designation exists. Is 
such a designation high up on the list of areas to 
be protected? 

Nigel Weller: The designed landscapes 
designation is a national designation, whereas the 
area of outstanding landscape quality designation 
is essentially to do with the council. 

The Assessor: So it is a local designation. 

Nigel Weller: Yes. 

The Assessor: It is low down on the scale, 
then, if I can put it that way. 

Nigel Weller: Relatively low down. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I think that we can 
move to questions from the objectors. 

Mary Mulligan: It has been said that there were 
difficulties in combining the Duntarvie junction with 
the proposal in the present application for a 
junction on the M9 to deal with the Winchburgh 
core development area. What exists at the 
moment and what do you think would be 
necessary in this area? In that respect, can you 
say a little bit more about the sketch that you have 
put forward? 

Alan Gillies: As I understand it, the developer 
for the area has proposed a grade-separated 
junction—in other words, a road across the M9 
with a junction on either side and four slip roads 
connecting down. As you can see from the plan, to 
provide a free-flow slip road without traffic having 
to stop at the junction we would need to weave the 
merge and diverge slip roads into the junction and 
beyond. Trying to construct that kind of free-flow 
connection on top of the grade-separated junction 
that the developer has proposed would require 
quite a bit of reworking to the junction, increase its 
complexity and likely increase the cost. 

Mary Mulligan: You mentioned the stage that 
that application is at. My understanding is that, 
although Transport Scotland has withdrawn its 
objection to the junction, it has not yet been given 
planning permission, or anything near it. Is it not 
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possible to redesign the junction so that it would 
not give you the headache that you suggest? 

Alan Gillies: The issue is more to do with the 
timescale. When I talked about planning 
permission, I was referring to the development, 
and not necessarily the junction. However, that 
highlights the problem of timescales and 
commitment. The developer has only an outline 
drawing on a plan. I was referring to how we would 
incorporate that within our scheme. The proposal 
would still add complexity to the junction, even if 
we incorporated it now. The developer has not 
committed to the junction. Potentially, 
incorporating that into our proposal would increase 
the complexity in the timelines. 

Mary Mulligan: You say that a more complex 
junction would be more expensive, but the 
developer is committed to making a financial 
contribution to the junction. Did you remove that 
sum in working out the sum that you mentioned? 

Alan Gillies: As I said, the cost estimate for the 
proposal does not take account of any added 
complexities; it just takes account of what we 
show on the drawing. I am not sure who is to pay 
for the junction—the developer or West Lothian 
Council. 

Lawrence Shackman: I believe that it will be 
completely developer funded, because it is an 
absolute must-have as part of the planning 
application. Integrating such a new motorway 
corridor into that junction and providing a free-flow 
dedicated access to and from the M9 would be a 
step change in the development of the junction. 
When Alan Gillies says that there would be 
significant extra cost, he really means significant, 
because we would need to provide additional 
bridges—I will use that word rather than 
“structures”—to provide the connections. I 
appreciate that it is difficult to explain the issue 
without drawing something on a plan. Pictures 
speak louder than words. It is difficult to grasp the 
concepts, so apologies for our not being able to 
explain it particularly graphically. 

Mary Mulligan: Are you saying that the link on 
to the M9 would have been better had it not been 
where the new junction is proposed? 

Lawrence Shackman: It would have been 
easier to construct it in a different location and if it 
was separate. It is not impossible by any manner 
of means—anything is possible—but it is much 
more complicated having it in the same location 
for that particular solution. 

Mary Mulligan: The Forth crossing is a national 
strategic route. My understanding is that business 
and commercial interests have stated that our 
proposal is preferable to having to take heavy 
goods and commercial traffic through the village of 
Newton on the A904. Reference has been made 

to having to catch up with what was necessary by 
building the M9 spur. What discussions if any have 
taken place with business and commercial 
interests on the issue? 

Lawrence Shackman: On providing a route to 
the east of Newton, whichever option was to be 
chosen, our proposals provide an opportunity to 
provide something in future. Our scheme does not 
preclude either of the proposed schemes, perhaps 
at some future time. However, our scheme is what 
is known as a distress purchase to get a new 
crossing in place. Other things can follow. In our 
discussions with road hauliers and so on, we have 
not gone into any detail per se about a direct link 
from South Queensferry to the Duntarvie junction 
as we are discussing. 

Mary Mulligan: I return to the point that Ms 
Crawford made about the M8 or M9—whichever it 
was. Could Mr Duff explain again why the traffic 
will increase and where it will come from? 

16:15 

Alan Duff: Essentially, by providing a fairly 
high-standard link between the M9 and the South 
Queensferry junction, you make the journey for 
people coming in from West Lothian on the M9 
who want to go to the north of Edinburgh—to 
Leith, for example—an attractive option. The 
proposal has the potential to increase that 
switchover, so that the traffic would come off 
there. People currently probably carry on down to 
Newbridge, if they are on the M9, and go on the 
A8 and cut across. That traffic could potentially 
switch over to that corridor and go in that way 
instead. I do not know whether that helps. 

Mary Mulligan: It helps in respect of explaining 
which flow of traffic we are talking about, but I 
wonder about the current volume of traffic there. 
One issue has always been about traffic coming 
off the M9 and going on to the A8 and the fact that 
the M9 is probably less congested than the M8, 
given the traffic that comes on there. Is that really 
a problem? 

Alan Duff: If the representative from Cramond 
was here, he would say, “Yes, it is a problem”, 
because it is traffic that comes through his part of 
the world. It is all about balance. Whether or not it 
is a problem, you would have to address it if you 
were going to put forward the proposal, because 
you would increase the volume of traffic going into 
the Barnton junction, which is already at capacity. 
There would be issues for the City of Edinburgh 
Council and the communities affected by that 
increase. We have not done detailed 
assessments; we have estimated how we think 
things might be affected. 

There is the potential for traffic to switch and, in 
so doing, for the volume of traffic passing through 
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the Echline area—for lack of a better description—
to increase, because traffic that currently goes via 
Newbridge would be pulled up to that part of the 
network. That is the point that I was trying to 
make, although I was obviously not making it very 
well. 

Mary Mulligan: No, that is helpful. Thank you. 

The Assessor: I am mindful of the time and 
accordingly think that we ought to move on. Does 
Ms Crawford have anything at this stage? 

Ruth Crawford: I think that Mrs Woollen might 
have some cross-examination questions. 

The Assessor: Mrs Woollen, I was trying to 
avoid eye contact with you but, since Ruth 
Crawford has so helpfully drawn that to my 
attention, please carry on. 

Evelyn Woollen: I am sorry. 

The Assessor: Do not be sorry. 

Evelyn Woollen: This is completely out of 
order, but I ask this question since we are looking 
at the A90-related issue. I think that I have almost 
grasped what the traffic flow change would be, but 
is the implication that the traffic would still end up 
going through the Barnton junction, irrespective of 
how it is drawn? The traffic would get there from 
the Maybury roundabout and take that route 
through Barnton. 

Alan Duff: It could do, or it could go over 
Drumbrae. Suffice to say that it would affect the 
way in which people travel to north Edinburgh. 

Evelyn Woollen: Do you have an order of 
magnitude in mind? 

Alan Duff: No. It would be thousands rather 
than hundreds, but I would not like to say how 
many thousands. 

Evelyn Woollen: Can I ask about the extent to 
which this route matches the route that was 
nominated in the “Setting Forth” study? 

Lawrence Shackman: Do you mean the 
proposal in the mid-90s? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes, to which we made 
reference in our original objection. 

Lawrence Shackman: Our proposed scheme 
and your proposals are very different from the 
proposal in “Setting Forth”. As I understand it, that 
was a two-bridge scheme, which allowed for trunk 
road traffic to cross on a new bridge directly down 
to the M9, with no intermediate connections; the 
existing bridge was to be used for local traffic. It 
was very much a two-bridge scenario. It was fine 
for the time during its development, but it came a 
cropper because it was obviously going to 
generate more and more traffic coming into the 
Edinburgh and Lothians areas. There was 

effectively a dualling in capacity and, as we go 
forward with the current proposals, that is certainly 
not part of what we are about.  

Evelyn Woollen: Perhaps you misunderstood 
the intention of my question. I accept what you 
say, but I asked about the “Setting Forth” route 
because specific consideration was given at that 
time to a route from the bridgehead to Duntarvie 
that is approximately analogous to the one that we 
are discussing. It was in approximately the same 
place and was specifically mindful of the impacts 
on agriculture, landscape and so on. 

The reason for my question is to ascertain 
whether the work that was done at that time on 
that route was taken into account in mapping the 
route that we are discussing. 

Lawrence Shackman: We considered “Setting 
Forth” route corridors extensively during the Forth 
replacement crossing study and at an early stage 
in developing the current proposals. However, one 
of the fundamental differences is that the M9 spur 
has since been constructed—I hope that I am not 
going too far off your topic—so we cannot 
compare like with like. Under the “Setting Forth” 
proposals, the M9 spur was certainly not going to 
be constructed as it was in the late 1990s, and 
junction 1A of the M9 was going to be removed, as 
I understand it. 

Evelyn Woollen: I am sorry—I think that we are 
still out of kilter in terms of scope. I am talking 
purely about the run line, irrespective of the 
purpose, specifically because of the implications 
for agriculture and the landscape. 

Alan Gillies: At the level of review that we have 
undertaken it would not make a difference. An 
adverse impact would result from putting a 3km 
motorway through prime agricultural land in 
addition to what we are currently proposing as part 
of the scheme. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is fair enough. We have 
only seen the maps for half an hour, so it is 
impossible for us to respond directly to the detail. 
However, one of the reasons why the community 
council proposed its nominated route was that we 
were aware that there had been specific 
discussion on that route with landowners in the 
area to minimise the impact. I wondered whether 
that was in any way leveraged into the work that 
you have done. 

You have answered my major question, which 
was why the junction at Duntarvie—I realise that 
the design is unclear—is not included in these 
maps. However, I wonder why the junction, in 
some form, was excluded from all the option 
sifting. It appears nowhere in the DMRB stage 2 
report or in any of the option sifting work. The first 
intimation of the inclusion of the junction in your 
planning and assessment appears in the DMRB 
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stage 3 report, although I believe that Transport 
Scotland’s—or rather, its predecessor 
organisation’s—objection to it was lifted in 
principle in 2005. 

Can you explain that? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is purely because 
of the timing of the approval to give consent to 
construct that junction. 

Evelyn Woollen: But you gave approval in 
2005, as I understand it. The structure plan that 
includes it was signed off in 2007. 

Lawrence Shackman: No. As far as I 
understand it, the approval to construct the 
junction was only given in 2007—or rather 2008. 

Evelyn Woollen: We have a difference in our 
view of the facts. 

Lawrence Shackman: It has been an on-going 
issue because of the design and spacing of the 
junction; a lot of the issues to do with the scheme 
involve the spacing of motorway junctions. That 
was a crucial aspect of the development and the 
approval to go ahead. It is not normally trunk road 
policy to allow for new junctions on motorways; 
there is an edict that they are not allowed except 
in exceptional circumstances. 

Nigel Weller: I can perhaps add something, 
leaving aside any network issues, on the provision 
purely of a route without considering the wider 
context. The route is similar to option 6, which was 
considered in the initial sifting in 2008 but 
discounted due to costs, mine workings and the 
overall environmental impact. Although it is not the 
exact route, a road in that area has been 
considered, and that is reported in the stage 2 
report. 

Evelyn Woollen: It is, and it is clear that route 6 
in the DMRB stage 2 report was not the “Setting 
Forth” route. 

Nigel Weller: You were linking it back directly to 
the land take and land use; it involved 
infrastructure in a similar area. 

Evelyn Woollen: Fair enough. 

Ruth Crawford: It would be useful to have 
some guidance here, sir. The position of the 
promoter is quite clear: it is promoting the route 
that is in the bill. Clearly, the objectors have 
suggested alternatives, which have been 
considered at the level described in evidence. I 
was not aware that this part of the inquiry would 
go into the rights and wrongs of what took place 
as part of “Setting Forth” or indeed earlier in the 
whole process. 

The Assessor: Yes. I think that we have gone 
about as far as we can on this one. I am even 
more concerned that the more questioning there 

is, the less time you have to make your own case. 
It may be that that can be done in short order, but 
nonetheless I usually close at 5 o’clock, although I 
see that we are going to go till 6. I believe that this 
room is being used this evening for another 
purpose. [Interruption.] No—I am told that that is 
not the case. Oh dear. However, I will certainly 
close the proceedings at 6 o’clock. We have gone 
as far as we need to on that particular line of 
questions. Unless you have anything else to ask 
that is absolutely essential, I will move on to the 
sixth matter, which the promoter drew to my 
attention. Before that, you might wish to do some 
tidying up. 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. There is no re-
examination. If I noted correctly some of the 
questions and answers for topics 4 and 5, the sixth 
question was the impact on traffic through Newton 
with either the McInnes or Newton community 
council route, which I think that Mr Duff has 
addressed. 

I asked and got an answer to my question about 
the effect of either the McInnes route or the 
Newton community council route on traffic flows 
through Newton. I am not sure whether that 
answer was picked up by either of the objectors, 
but I certainly got an answer in chief and I do not 
propose to revisit that topic now, given that it was 
covered in topics 4 and 5. 

The Assessor: Thank you for that. I have been 
getting some assistance to ensure that all matters 
are covered. Has sufficient evidence been taken 
on the impact of alternative routes? We heard 
specific questions about the impact on land use. I 
just want to be clear that the promoter is content 
that everything has been covered. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Weller has explained the 
high-level review that he undertook and has given 
evidence on that. It was not just about agricultural 
land, but that was one of the issues. 

The Assessor: Of course it was not just that. I 
was simply drawing attention to what I managed to 
pick up. In that case, we have dealt with what I 
understand to be your topic 1. Do we need to go 
further? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. As far as I am 
concerned, I had six topics that I proposed to 
explore in my case. We have already explained 
the position as far as planning permission, the 
construction compound and the code of 
construction practice—using a broad headline—
are concerned. Those matters were discussed at 
the outset of this session of the inquiry. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much.  

Mrs Woollen, it is open to you to comment on 
those matters on which the promoter has indicated 
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that it is resting. If you do not wish to comment, 
please do not feel that you have to. 

Evelyn Woollen: I would be grateful if you were 
to give me five minutes to gather my thoughts 
about this, given the way in which things have 
unfolded, with a view to reducing significantly what 
comment we might wish to make, if that is 
reasonable. 

The Assessor: We are simply inviting you to 
question the witnesses at this stage. 

Evelyn Woollen: Oh, excuse me. 

The Assessor: It is all right. I am obviously not 
making myself clear. I am trying to be as clear as I 
can be on these matters, because I know that you 
are new to this. There are various topics on which 
I have heard Ms Crawford say that she is resting 
her case. Accordingly, you have the opportunity—
although you do not have to take it—to ask 
questions briefly. If you do not wish to comment, 
do not feel that you have to. 

Evelyn Woollen: I do not believe that we need 
to. 

The Assessor: Thank you. That is very helpful. 

We have done very well. We have been here for 
a good long time—perhaps two and a half hours. 
Perhaps we should take 10 minutes, which would 
help everybody. 

16:30 

Hearing suspended. 

16:42 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Welcome back everyone. We 
are at the stage now of the community council 
case, if I can put it that way. 

Could you give me some assistance? How do 
you want to proceed? Would you like to go topic 
by topic as in your rebuttal, in which you clearly 
set out the matters that you would like to be 
changed? Of course there will be certain matters 
that you no longer need to look at. If that is how 
you want to proceed and how you have prepared 
the case, it is perfectly acceptable. 

Evelyn Woollen: It will be very helpful if you are 
willing to do that. 

The Assessor: That is the way we will go. As I 
said, I have given an indication of what I might 
expect of you but I am relaxed about how you 
want to bring your case. 

Evelyn Woollen: Following discussion, there is 
relatively little on which we need to make 
evidential statements. 

The Assessor: Thank you, but it would be 
helpful if you gave Ms Crawford something to 
hang on to. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is no problem at all. 

Mr McInnes is content to rest at this stage, but 
would like contribute to the closing summary, if 
that is acceptable. 

The Assessor: Of course. 

Evelyn Woollen: Going through the topics as 
per the rebuttal, Mrs Mulligan would like to make a 
brief statement on topic 1, specifically on 
developments since the submission of the rebuttal. 

Mary Mulligan: I particularly want to talk about 
mitigation. 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. We do not have anything 
further to say at this stage on topics 2, 3 and 4, 
which are noise and vibration, loss of amenity, and 
loss of access. Similarly, we have deferred for 
community council consultation and discussion 
with the promoter issues around topic 5, which is 
the deemed planning permission for ancillary 
works. I just want to restate that the proposed 
change to section 68(3)(b) is still outstanding, but 
we have no reason to advise anything further on 
that at this time. 

We believe that discussion with the promoter 
will resolve the issues under topic 7. We have one 
item remaining under topic 8, and I would like to 
speak about that briefly. If it is acceptable to do it 
now, I should note that we have not in any way 
changed our view on local authority powers; we 
would simply like West Lothian Council’s evidence 
to speak for us, if that is acceptable. 

16:45 

The Assessor: Are you telling me that West 
Lothian Council is going to appear? In the 
absence of any appearance, I will not have that 
evidence in front of me. 

Evelyn Woollen: I believe that that is the 
council’s intention, yes. 

The Assessor: I will gird my loins. 

Evelyn Woollen: Within topic 8, I would like to 
make a brief comment on the subject of 
independent oversight. Topic 9 is already agreed. 

The Assessor: That is very clear. Are you 
going to take the topics in order? 

Evelyn Woollen: If we may. 

The Assessor: Carry on. 

Evelyn Woollen: With respect to the proposals 
for mitigation of the traffic impact on the A904, 
since the rebuttal was submitted, we have been 
through another iteration of the proposal, which 



537  7 SEPTEMBER 2010  538 
 

 

has resulted in some concrete quantification of 
what we might hope to achieve via mitigation, and 
some additional options to explore that have since 
been discounted. 

That leaves the community in a rather difficult 
position because it means that, as we had feared 
all along but now see in reality, the extent of 
mitigation that we can anticipate is somewhat less 
than half of the anticipated increase that is 
attributable to the scheme. There is also a price 
for the community to achieve that. The price is that 
we experience non-trivial increased nuisance 
through noise, potentially increased emissions, 
and possible safety matters in the heart of Newton 
village. 

In the village, the frontage distance for local 
people who live immediately adjacent to the road 
varies between 8ft and 30ft, in old money, so the 
households are very close to the road. We have 
explored and been unable to achieve broadly 
acceptable measures that would slow the traffic at 
the extreme ends of the village, so it appears that 
the measures that are available will have to be 
instituted so that traffic stops and starts in the 
middle of the village. We recognise now that the 
community must take a view on that trade-off, and 
it is not simple. We will do that, but there is no 
clear guarantee of the outcome. 

We had a public meeting at which opinions were 
expressed, but one of the downsides of public 
meetings is that they tend to attract the squeaky 
wheel and do not necessarily represent a 
consensus. We will therefore encourage those 
who will be truly affected to express their views, 
rather than just those who self-select and attend 
meetings. 

The rock and the hard place between which we 
find ourselves is that we will have to take a 6 to 9 
per cent reduction, at best and at a price, or we do 
nothing. Those are our only choices. I should also 
point out that we have said from the beginning that 
we believe that, in due course, it will become 
inevitable that either the A904 is dualled and the 
village is bypassed, or that something of the ilk of 
the routes that are on the table just now will 
become necessary because widening the road in 
the village is not an option, for the same reasons 
why the mitigations are such a problem. 

We also face the possibility that, whatever we 
do, in due course the character of the village will 
be changed for ever and there is little that we can 
do to prevent that. The mitigation measures will 
have no effect on that whatever. 

That is all there is to say from the community 
council’s point of view. 

The Assessor: Thank you. That is your 
evidence in chief, if I can put it that way. 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

Mary Mulligan: Would it be possible to expand 
a little on mitigation? 

The Assessor: Yes, of course. 

Mary Mulligan: I appreciate the efforts that 
have been made on mitigation, but I recognise the 
point that Evelyn Woollen has put forward, which 
is that there are disadvantages as well as 
advantages to the measures that might be taken. 
Unfortunately, as an elected member, I am often 
faced with situations in which people campaign 
long and hard for mitigating measures but then 
feel the effects of them and wish that they had not. 
It is a double-edged sword. 

We have concentrated on the measures in 
Newton village, but I represent areas beyond 
Newton village. The people who live along the 
A904 or who use it as their only route of contact 
with the outside world—particularly my 
constituents at Old Philpstoun, where the road 
joins the B8046, which does not have a happy 
safety record—will not benefit from the measures. 
They will still be affected by the increase in traffic 
that will result from the new Forth crossing. I want 
to remind everyone that although we appreciate 
the efforts that have been made, there are others 
for whom they will have no impact whatsoever. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mrs Mulligan.  

Ms Crawford, would you care to examine the 
witnesses? 

Ruth Crawford: No. I am content not to ask 
questions. 

The Assessor: In that case, we can move on. 

Evelyn Woollen: I have now completely lost my 
place. I apologise. 

The Assessor: We have plenty of time. 

Evelyn Woollen: I am sorry—what did I say I 
would do next? 

The Assessor: We are taking the topics in 
order, so if you want to you can deal with noise 
and vibration. 

Evelyn Woollen: We are content to move on 
from that, from topics 3 and 4 and, further to our 
discussion with Mr Henderson, from topics 5 and 
6. Had I turned over my papers, I would have 
known where I was. I apologise. 

I wanted to say a few words on topic 8, which is 
independent oversight. 

The Assessor: If you do not think me too rude, 
may I just check on your behalf? 

Evelyn Woollen: You may. I would be very 
grateful.  
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The Assessor: Thank you. My notes 
correspond with yours. 

Evelyn Woollen: Thank you for checking. 

In our discussions and the responses that have 
gone to and fro, the one subject on which I believe 
there has been no movement from the promoter is 
independent oversight. Outside this process, I 
have taken some advice on the subject of how the 
bill is different from predecessor bills to which we 
have alluded, for ancillary works for example. I 
remain concerned that there is a lingering 
perception that the Scottish ministers and the 
employer’s representative in particular will be in 
the unfortunate position of being poacher and 
gamekeeper. Nothing has removed that 
fundamental concern—not even revision 2 of the 
COCP, even though it includes significant and 
welcome advances in engagement and 
involvement. 

Although it is not clear to us how, in appropriate 
legal terms, such oversight would be best 
achieved in the context of the role of Scottish 
ministers, local authorities and others, we persist 
in the view that the lack of independent oversight 
is a serious concern that has not been addressed 
by the measures that have been taken. I would 
say that no one has suggested that they do. So, 
our concern remains. 

The Assessor: As I recall from your written 
submission, you suggest that the promoter’s role 
will be that of not just poacher and gamekeeper 
but fox among the chickens as well. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is probably right. 

The Assessor: You will know that I have heard 
some evidence on the issue on day 1 and on other 
occasions, but I am more than happy for the issue 
to be investigated today. 

When you are ready, Ms Crawford, we can 
proceed. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, this is no doubt my fault, 
but I am confused about the procedure. 

The Assessor: You may question this witness, 
although I would also be perfectly happy to turn 
this into a hearing situation as well. There are a 
series of routes by which you could attempt to 
break down the witness’s statement, or you could 
just take evidence from one of your own 
witnesses. I am happy to go either way. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, the latter route seems to 
me to have its attractions, but I am aware that it 
would somewhat subvert the established 
procedure. 

The Assessor: Yes, that would be unusual. In 
that case, I would be obliged if you could simply 
question the witness. 

Let me try to be helpful by pointing out that we 
have heard evidence on the issue on other 
occasions—I laid a trail by mentioning day 1—so 
further reading of the transcript of that day might 
be helpful. If Ms Crawford wants to question the 
witness, I am obliged to allow her so to do. It may 
be that something will come out in that way. It is 
open to me to adopt such procedure as I wish—
the Parliament has allowed me that privilege—but 
I think that I am bound on this occasion to listen to 
counsel. 

Just for my benefit, I think that you are saying 
that the procedure is not fit for purpose. Is that 
what you are saying? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes, I fear that the procedure 
is not fit for purpose. 

The Assessor: You can expect to be 
questioned on why you have reached that 
conclusion. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is fair enough. 

Ruth Crawford: If I may, Ms Woollen, I will 
briefly ask some questions. I am aware that you 
are perhaps even more informed than I am of the 
provisions of the code of construction practice and 
of the provisions within the bill. You have used the 
metaphor of poacher and gamekeeper to describe 
the promoter’s role, and your rebuttal refers to the 
need for 

“a reasonable 3-way balance between Scottish Ministers 
and contractors, Local Authorities and the public.” 

Are you aware that the Scottish ministers and the 
contractors are not one and the same thing? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you aware that the Scottish 
ministers are committed to appointing a person 
who is described as the employer’s 
representative? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you aware that the 
employer’s representative will oversee the 
process, so there will be not be the alliance 
between the Scottish ministers and the contractors 
that you fear will arise? 

17:00 

Evelyn Woollen: I do fear that it will arise—that 
is what we fear. As we have said before, it is our 
view that once the works are under way there will 
be a significant identification of interest between 
the employer’s representative and the contractor, 
which is potentially contrary to the interests of 
local people. 
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Ruth Crawford: Would you accept that that is 
your perception, rather than the reality of the 
situation? 

Evelyn Woollen: No, I would not. It is in both 
the contractor’s and the Scottish ministers’ 
interests—and, therefore, the employer’s 
representative’s interests—to do things such as 
deliver the project on time and to schedule even in 
the face of a large array of potential unforeseen 
circumstances over six years. Those interests will 
potentially override concern for local people. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you aware that the code of 
construction practice covers a number of different 
groups on which communities can be represented, 
as well as local authorities, statutory authorities 
and statutory undertakers, which will all have an 
input to overseeing the project; and that local 
communities will have a voice through various 
devices and mechanisms? 

Evelyn Woollen: I recognise that local 
communities have a voice. I also recognise that at 
no point do local communities hold a casting vote. 
In other words, we do not have—and have not 
sought—decision-making power. 

Ruth Crawford: You are aware because you 
are the secretary. Is that correct? 

Evelyn Woollen: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I did not wish to get 
that wrong. You will be aware that, under the Local 
Government (Scotland) Act 1973, community 
councils do not have a decision-making role. 

Evelyn Woollen: Absolutely. Indeed, that is 
why we have not sought one. This is not 
particularly about our role; the issue concerns a 
general perception and view of the process that is 
embodied in the code of construction practice. It is 
about the manner in which those interests that I 
have described will be balanced and the concern 
over whether the employer’s representative is, in 
fact, well placed to enforce that balance. 

Ruth Crawford: On independent oversight, are 
you aware that neither Fife Council nor the City of 
Edinburgh Council has an objection to the 
procedures that are outlined in the code of 
construction practice or to the oversight of the 
contract? 

Evelyn Woollen: No, I was not aware of that. 

Ruth Crawford: I am advised that, as a 
consequence of neither Fife Council nor the City of 
Edinburgh Council expressing an objection in 
relation to the perceived problem that you have, 
West Lothian Council is not pursuing that 
objection. 

Evelyn Woollen: Fair enough. I do not think, 
however, that that alters my view that someone 
has to speak from the point of view of local 

residents. I have identified my view that a three-
way balance needs to be struck. 

Ruth Crawford: I think I am right in 
understanding that—as you fairly recognise—
there have been constructive discussions with the 
promoters, which have continued until earlier this 
afternoon and will be on-going. 

Evelyn Woollen: Indeed—but this is not a 
subject for that discussion, as far as I am aware. 

Ruth Crawford: We know that Mr Shackman 
gave general evidence on day 1 of the inquiry, 
which is available for everyone to read, about the 
oversight process, the independence of the 
employer’s representative and such concerns as 
you may have. 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I have nothing 
further. 

The Assessor: I am trying to get to the essence 
of this. Am I right in thinking, Ms Woollen, that you 
feel that the contractor and Transport Scotland 
have an overwhelming interest in completing the 
project on time? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes. 

The Assessor: Do you feel that that might lead 
to the employer’s representative not taking the 
hard option at any particular time? 

Evelyn Woollen: Yes, that is it exactly, sir. 

The Assessor: That is the essence of what you 
are saying. 

Evelyn Woollen: That is correct. 

The Assessor: Is the corollary of what you are 
saying that you seek some form of independent 
oversight of the employer’s representative, or the 
replacement of the employer’s representative? I 
am trying to see exactly what you want. Do you 
wish the employer’s representative to be replaced 
by some other person? 

Evelyn Woollen: No. I am rather more 
interested in someone other than the employer’s 
representative being tasked to ensure that certain 
aspects of what is going on specifically adhere to 
the procedures that are identified for all, including 
the employer’s representative, through the code of 
construction practice. 

The Assessor: Is there a hierarchy here? Do 
you want somebody who is— 

Evelyn Woollen: I do not so much want 
someone above; there are a whole set of areas 
where such a person would not act at all. Rather, 
the person could effectively be a court of appeal, 
should it be felt that the procedures that have 
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been laid down are not being followed in an even-
handed manner. 

The Assessor: Would not the Scottish ministers 
themselves be in the dock, if I can put it that way? 

Evelyn Woollen: It is possible. 

The Assessor: Is that not sufficient for you, in 
this instance? 

Evelyn Woollen: It is more about avoiding 
getting to that stage at all, by having someone with 
a role to play to ensure that an even-handed 
approach is taken. Part of the problem that we 
foresee is that, as the moment grows more 
heated, it becomes easier for procedures to fall by 
the wayside in the pursuit of the higher objective. It 
would be helpful and would be perceived to be of 
value to local communities to have someone 
whose role was to play that part. 

The Assessor: I cannot form any further 
questions on the matter. It might not be my 
position to say this at the moment, but I can 
understand where your problem is. I have also 
heard about the safeguards that the promoter is 
putting in place to try to ensure that that situation 
never occurs. However, you are indicating to me 
that there is still a residual problem at the back of 
your mind. I will have to take that away with me 
and think about it. I do not think that we can take it 
very much further today. 

We have been calling this part “tidying up”. Do 
you wish to tidy up any matters? 

Evelyn Woollen: Is that distinct from 
summarising? 

The Assessor: It is indeed. We do it at the 
end—it is effectively a matter of re-examining 
yourself. 

Evelyn Woollen: I do not believe that I have 
anything to add. 

The Assessor: Is your case complete? 

Evelyn Woollen: It is. 

The Assessor: We will have time—I suggest no 
more than 10 minutes—to allow you to draw your 
thoughts together and elect a person to speak. 

17:08 

Hearing suspended. 

17:20 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, in keeping with 
our procedures, I invite you to make your closing 
submissions. 

Ruth Crawford: The submissions on behalf of 
the promoter in relation to this group are as 
follows.  

You have heard evidence regarding the pre-
existing and on-going traffic problems on the A904 
through Newton. There is a forecast increase in 
traffic of some 60 per cent between 2005 and 
2017 under the do-nothing scenario—that is, 
without the Forth crossing. You have heard that 
that increase arises from West Lothian Council’s 
aspirations regarding future development. As was, 
I think, recognised by the community council, the 
community has acknowledged that in future it may 
well have to face up to changes in the character of 
the village. It is the submission of the promoter 
that those changes will be brought about not 
through the scheme but by the manner in which 
West Lothian is developing.  

So far as the scheme is concerned, you have 
heard evidence that there will be an increase in 
traffic of some 3,000 vehicles a day. The evidence 
was to the effect that that increase can be and will 
be managed satisfactorily at the proposed South 
Queensferry gyratory. No problems are anticipated 
with delays or queueing, unless there is a 
catastrophic incident, as Mr Duff described. It 
would take an incident of that nature before one 
could expect any problems with traffic flow. 

It is all very well to talk about blunt figures of an 
increase of 3,000 vehicles, but I respectfully 
submit that what one must consider is the impact 
of that increase. As we know, that has been 
assessed and reported on in the environmental 
statement. If I might, I will highlight one or two 
points that arise in the environmental statement. 
So far as noise is concerned, we have heard from 
Mr Greer that there will be a less than 1dB 
increase in noise in 2017, rising to a less than 2dB 
increase in noise in 2032. As we heard in the 
evidence in previous sessions and that has been 
repeated again in this session, that is an 
imperceptible change. The environmental 
statement also assesses that there will be no 
significant vibration impact.  

One other area of concern that I might highlight 
for the purposes of this submission relates to the 
question of loss of access. Again, we have heard 
evidence with reference to figure 17.3b of the 
environmental statement. In short, Mr Weller’s 
evidence confirmed that, where the scheme 
intersects with existing pedestrian and other non-
motorised traffic routes, access will be maintained 
during and after construction. It was made plain 
that it is recognised in the environmental 
statement that there is a connection between the 
South Queensferry and Newton communities. 

That being so, the submission on behalf of the 
promoter is that the proposed scheme will operate 
satisfactorily and with no significant adverse 
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impacts, whether they are environmental or 
concern traffic movements through Newton. 
Nonetheless, one should bear in mind that 
Transport Scotland, having taken on board the 
concerns of the committee at stage 1, is working 
with the community and West Lothian Council to 
address what is, in its submission, an existing 
problem.  

The mitigation study, we are told, will result in a 
traffic reduction of between 6 and 9 per cent, 
which, in broad terms, will halve the increase in 
traffic that the scheme will bring about. Given the 
lack of impact on the local community of Newton, 
the question arises why the promoter should 
propose a solution to a situation that it has not 
brought about, but which has been brought about 
by other external sources. On behalf of the 
promoter, I say that the answer to that question is 
that it does not propose to devise a solution to 
cure a problem that has been brought about by 
other sources. In short, the scheme will result in 
no significant impacts that need to be addressed. 

However, in a desire to be helpful, Transport 
Scotland has considered the suggestions that Mr 
McInnes and the local community council put 
forward, the costs of which range from headline 
figures of £24.6 million to £52.6 million, with the 
caveats and exceptions that were explained in 
evidence. We were told that there would be 
environmental impacts to consider relating to the 
land take of prime agricultural land, as well as 
landscape and visual issues, and the other 
aspects that Mr Weller referred to. In addition, the 
objectors’ alternative suggestions raise strategic 
problems that would have to be addressed and 
might give rise to traffic movement problems. 

Crucially, should either of the proposed 
alternatives be recommended by you, sir, in your 
report to the committee, that would, in my 
submission, bring about a degree of uncertainty, 
which, in turn, would put into doubt the promoter’s 
ability to deliver the policy objective that is set out 
in the bill’s policy memorandum. For all those 
reasons, the promoter does not propose to accede 
to either of the two suggested changes to the 
route south of the crossing point. 

In relation to items 5 and 6, I simply refer to the 
written evidence; I do likewise on item 7. I do have 
a submission to make on item 8, which, broadly 
speaking, relates to the question of independent 
oversight by an independent monitoring officer. 
The best that I can do in that regard is to remind 
the committee and you, sir, as you make your 
recommendations, of the stage 1 report, in which 
an explanation was given of the employer’s 
representative and his roles and functions, and of 
the difference between his roles and functions and 
those of an independent monitoring officer. You 
will find that at paragraph 272 of the stage 1 

report. It is worth bearing in mind what the 
committee’s view on that was, which can be found 
at paragraph 275 of the report, which states: 

“In considering the mechanism available for monitoring 
and enforcement, the Committee agreed, given the 
concerns of objectors and some statutory consultees, that 
the local authorities should have an enhanced role to play. 
The Committee requests that the Promoter considers this 
aspect further in discussion with the local authorities and 
comes back with amendments to the Code of Construction 
Practice in this regard.” 

Sir, you will, of course, have heard a large 
amount of evidence on the amendments that have 
been made to the code of construction practice 
and on the enhanced role that the local authorities 
are to play. On that topic, it is worth noting that as 
far as I have been advised, none of the local 
authorities has an objection to make as regards 
independent monitoring. In addition, I remind you 
of the controls and protections that are built into 
the COCP, which have been covered in earlier 
evidence, and the roles that the various groups, 
such as the traffic management working group and 
the noise liaison group, to name but two, are to 
perform. 

I trust that that sets out the promoter’s position 
and concludes the submissions in relation to group 
31. 

17:30 

The Assessor: Thank you very much, Ms 
Crawford. It is over to the objectors now. I 
understand that they may want to split their time 
three ways. They can do it their way. 

Evelyn Woollen: We will split it three ways, with 
Mr McInnes going first, then Newton community 
council and Mrs Mulligan concluding. 

The Assessor: I will allow you time to move 
from one to the other. 

Douglas McInnes: The aim of my appearing 
here today was to persuade you of the merits of 
what is now known as the McInnes link. It has 
been led in evidence today that the remainder cost 
of about £26 million would be the trade-off if some 
aspects of junction 1A were cancelled. I believe 
that to be around 1 per cent of the total cost of the 
entire project and a cost worth paying.  

My suggestion and Newton community council’s 
are similar. Mine costs marginally less, but I 
commend both suggestions to you and rest on the 
remainder of my written evidence. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. 

Evelyn Woollen: Newton community council is 
united on the problem. We have sought to propose 
alternatives. For a long time, we tried to focus on 
the objectives rather than solutions. Inevitably, we 
find ourselves at a disadvantage when asked to 
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comment on specific solutions that transport 
professionals have proposed. Throughout our 
work on the objection, we have attempted to point 
to ways in which the Forth crossing scheme as 
proposed does not fully fulfil the objectives that are 
laid out for it and to point out how considering a 
proposal along the lines that we have suggested 
might provide a better fit with the objectives. 

We have heard today that the impact of the 
scheme, as proposed, on the community in 
Newton village will, one way or another, be a level 
of noise from the main carriageway that is the 
same as if we were beside the M9. That is a 
matter of real concern. We have sought a remedy 
that moves the traffic away from people. It is 
entirely appropriate to seek a solution that values 
human health and safety above agriculture, 
landscape and wildlife. That is not unreasonable. It 
could be achieved and it is well within the wit of 
the transport professionals to solve some of the 
technical problems, such as the integration of a 
reasonable junction at Duntarvie. 

The second part of our objection related to the 
code of construction practice. We accept with 
enthusiasm that significant advances have been 
made on that and we believe that we can now take 
further steps. We are grateful for the opportunity 
that has been afforded to contribute to the process 
that will run our lives for the next six years. 

Mary Mulligan: It is important for me to say, 
particularly as an elected member, that at no stage 
have I sought to object to a new Forth crossing. 
My principal objection is based on the detriment to 
my constituents in Newton village and further 
afield who will be affected by the construction of a 
new Forth crossing. 

It is clear that my constituents’ quality of life will 
be reduced by the impact of the new crossing. The 
promoter has a responsibility to share some of the 
burden of the impact of not only the increased 
traffic but any traffic that uses the crossing 
because, without the crossing, the traffic would not 
affect my constituents. It has been suggested that 
other developments may cause the increased 
traffic, but the traffic from those other 
developments would not go through Newton if it 
was not for the presence of the crossing. 
Therefore, the promoter must take some 
responsibility for the impact and look closely at the 
alternatives that have been proposed not only for 
the benefit of the community but because the 
Forth crossing is a strategic route and, in 21st 
century Scotland, it behoves us to provide an 
adequate route for all traffic that will use our new 
Forth crossing to get to wherever it seeks to go. 
We want a road of that standard, and that is the 
alternative that we have proposed. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much indeed. 
There are no other matters to which we need to 
attend today, so all that is left for me to do is to 
thank all the witnesses—the objectors and those 
who appeared for the promoter—and congratulate 
the objectors on how well prepared they were for 
the meeting. I thank both parties for what 
happened outside the room. I look forward to 
seeing some of you, at least, tomorrow. 

Hearing closed at 17:36. 

 





 

 

 


