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Scottish Parliament 

Forth Crossing Bill Assessor 
Hearing 

Wednesday 8 September 2010 

[The Assessor opened the hearing at 09:30] 

The Assessor (Professor Hugh Begg): Good 
morning. Welcome to this hearing in respect of the 
consideration of objections to the Forth Crossing 
Bill. As everyone in the room knows, at the first 
hearing I made a number of remarks on the 
general conduct of participants in the hearings and 
provided further information about my role as 
assessor in the process. There is no need for me 
to repeat that detailed information today, although 
I have some specific remarks to make about how 
we might conduct today‟s hearing. I know that 
copies of my general remarks have been made 
available to everyone and hope that you have read 
them. 

I turn to some domestic matters that I must 
cover. There are toilets nearby; staff can direct 
you to them, if necessary. If we hear a fire alarm, it 
is not a drill and we should leave the room without 
delay, in an orderly fashion, following the signage 
that is clearly marked in the room. As ever, I ask 
that all mobile telephones, BlackBerry devices and 
laptops are switched off and remain off for the 
duration of the proceedings. 

As ever, I am keen to make good progress, so I 
will divide the sitting day into two sessions. The 
first will run from 9.30 until about 1.30, during 
which time I hope to finish consideration of group 
29. After a break of half an hour or an hour for 
lunch, I hope to complete proceedings in this room 
by about 6 pm. Only in very exceptional 
circumstances will we sit beyond that time. I am 
happy to consider short breaks at appropriate 
intervals, both for comfort and to allow us to 
arrange our papers. 

I have all the written evidence before me. I 
make clear that I do not want or need to hear 
repeated reference to points that have been made 
in written evidence, unless that is required directly 
to answer questions. I would also welcome brevity 
and clarity in both questions and answers. 

Group 29: Echline 

09:32 

The Assessor: Having dealt with those 
preliminary matters, which are general to both 
sessions, I move to the first group for today. Who 
will lead the case for the promoter? 

Ruth Crawford QC: Good morning, sir. For 
those who have not met or seen me before, I am 
Ruth Crawford, Queen‟s counsel practising at the 
Scottish bar. I present the case on behalf of the 
promoter. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. For 
Echline, we have an array of objectors. I have 
noted numbers 15, 27, 46, 57, 59 and 60. Are 
each of the objectors represented this morning? 

Doug Tait: Yes, we are. Good morning, sir. 
Number 61 is also on our list, but he is resting. 

The Assessor: Who is resting? 

Doug Tait: John Roan. 

The Assessor: That is helpful. Because of the 
special nature of this diverse group, I must deal 
with a few more preliminary matters. It is my 
understanding that, as objectors, you have not 
been able to identify a single lead objector who is 
willing and able to speak for all of you. Is that 
correct? 

Doug Tait: We have requested that we be 
allowed to have joint lead objectors. 

The Assessor: That is fine. I put on record that 
I am perfectly happy for you to have joint lead 
objectors. The Forth Crossing Bill Committee‟s 
preference is for a single lead objector, but the fact 
that you were unable to provide one is not a 
difficulty for me. I will set up a procedure that will 
be able to handle that—I hope—for the benefit of 
us all. 

Doug Tait: Thank you. 

The Assessor: It has complicated matters, but I 
understand that you have had a lengthy set of 
productive conversations with the clerks that have 
enabled you to produce a way forward for us this 
morning. Is that correct? 

Doug Tait: That is correct. 

The Assessor: I hope that I will be able to allow 
you a fair hearing, albeit that we have a limited 
time available. 

I understand that some of your group have a 
residual concern about the way in which the 
hearing will be conducted. Just as a belt-and-
braces exercise, I want to go through the 
procedure that I intend to adopt. As the clerks 
have pointed out, I am ultimately responsible for 
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the procedure to be followed for any particular 
group of objectors. In deciding the best way 
forward for any group, I want to find a method that 
secures the best evidence to ensure that my 
recommendations to the Forth Crossing Bill 
Committee are as soundly based as possible. 
There are established ways of achieving that 
objective but, as you have probably noted from 
your reading of the transcripts, it is open to me to 
relax the normal rules if doing so allows us to get 
ahead and to make the best use of our limited 
time. 

As I have said, I am determined to ensure that 
all objectors get a fair hearing but, as I said to Ms 
Woollen yesterday, please do not get upset if I 
hurry you along. On occasion, I will push ahead 
simply because I have heard the evidence before 
or I am able to refer back to written evidence. 

I understand that you have received the 
guidelines from the non-Executive bills unit on the 
procedure that is likely to be adopted for the 
group. I can confirm that that is how I intend to go 
ahead. As you know, the procedure is set out in 
the guide to oral evidence that is provided to all 
objectors. 

In short and for the avoidance of any doubt, I 
will proceed case by case and, within each case, 
topic by topic. I will start with the promoter‟s case 
and then hear your evidence. First, I will hear what 
is known as evidence in chief from the promoter; 
you can then come in with their questions; and at 
the end of all of that the promoter has an 
opportunity to re-examine the witnesses in order to 
tidy things up, take away misunderstandings, 
clarify points and so on. I should also say that I 
accede to your request that your questioners be 
identified and that they be able to ask their 
questions in any sequence that they prefer, just as 
long as I know what the sequence is going to be. 

Once the promoter‟s case is completed, I will 
hear your evidence. It is for you to identify the 
topics on which you will give that evidence. Am I 
right in understanding that a lot of work has been 
done on that already? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: For the avoidance of doubt, I 
make it clear that the way in which you play out 
your case need not be identical to or a mirror 
image of what the promoter has done. You can lay 
out your case in any way that you find satisfactory. 
I will come back to that point in a moment. 

I will expect a brief opening statement from each 
objector—I understand that the clerks have 
indicated to you that that might be the way 
forward—and I will take that as your evidence in 
chief. Is it your intention that the opening 
statement be made by one person or will several 

people be making a statement on each topic? I 
was rather hoping to get a single voice if I could. 

Doug Tait: It is difficult to answer that question 
at the moment. It depends on what we hear from 
the promoter. 

The Assessor: I am happy enough with that. As 
I say, I will be as relaxed as I possibly can within 
the bounds of the rules. 

Doug Tait: I wonder whether, when the 
promoter concludes its stage of the process, we 
might be given a few minutes to confer. At that 
point, we could give you an answer to your 
previous question. 

The Assessor: Absolutely. You can take as 
much adjournment time as you need to order your 
papers and to lay out your case as you wish. Five-
minute breaks are very welcome in this room. 

As I say, I will expect from the objectors a brief 
opening statement, which I will take as evidence in 
chief. Then you can expect to be questioned by 
Ms Crawford on behalf of the promoter. I have no 
doubt that you will be able to answer her 
questions. When that is complete, you will have 
the opportunity to tidy up any misconceptions or 
whatever. That part of the process might be very 
brief; indeed, you might not even want to go 
through it at all. In formal terms, it is your 
opportunity to re-examine. 

Once I have heard your case on each of the 
topics still in dispute, I will ask for closing 
submissions, which will summarise the parties‟ 
final position. It is not new evidence; instead, it is 
based on all the evidence that has been heard. 
Your position might even change once you have 
heard what the promoter has to say—I do not 
know—but in any case the final submission 
represents the final position. As you might be 
aware, I set some store by those submissions, 
because positions evolve over time. Indeed, that is 
what has happened in other sessions. 
Accordingly, I want to know exactly where you 
stand at the end of the proceedings. 

The promoter goes first and the objectors have 
the last word. Finally, I point out that a requirement 
of the bill committee is that closing submissions be 
no longer than five minutes. As has been pointed 
out, the objectors might wish to elect someone to 
give the submission; if that does not prove 
possible, you can split the five minutes between 
you. It is another complication that you might want 
to spend a few minutes thinking about. My custom 
is to allow five to 10 minutes for the parties to 
collect their thoughts and work out the material 
that should go into the submissions. 

I realise that that is a lot of information to take in 
and that I have taken up a bit of time with it. Can I 
be certain that all the members in the group are 
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aware of the position and that there are no 
residual doubts in anyone‟s mind about how we 
can best get ahead this morning? 

Doug Tait: I think that we all understand the 
situation. However, we would appreciate the 
opportunity to have adjournments to gather our 
thoughts. 

The Assessor: I am sure that we can accede to 
that request if it will save time in the end. 

Now we get into the meat of it. I understand 
from an e-mail sent on 7 September to Mr Cullum 
by Mr Tait and Mr Chapman that, for this group, 26 
topics are still in dispute. There might be an 
update on that later but, for the moment, is that 
correct? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am obliged. Is that the 
information that you have, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. 

The Assessor: Does your case relate to these 
26 topics, or do you wish to bring out your case in 
some other way? 

Ruth Crawford: First of all, I am grateful to this 
group of objectors for attempting to collate all their 
objections under topic headings. However, instead 
of dealing with 26 individual items, the promoter 
intends to present its case under five or six broad 
chapter headings. We have prepared for your 
benefit, sir, and for the benefit of the objectors a 
spreadsheet that indicates the chapter headings 
and attempts to align them with the individual 
objections. It might be helpful just to go through 
that to ensure that all parties have an indication 
about how the ministers intend to present their 
case and to assist objectors in considering how 
they might cross-examine the witnesses. 

The Assessor: I ask that the paper be 
distributed and I will give everyone a couple of 
minutes to look at it. It is up to the promoter to 
make the case, but I want everyone to be familiar 
with it at this stage. 

09:45 

Hearing suspended. 

09:45 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: That suspension means that 
there will be no surprises in how the promoter 
deals with the case. 

My next step is to ask the objectors— 

Ruth Crawford: If I may, sir— 

The Assessor: I am sorry. You are not finished. 

Ruth Crawford: On the spreadsheet, I should 
say that there are one or two changes. For 
example, the first chapter of evidence is on the 
proposed junction. For the avoidance of doubt, 
that will include items such as the M9 link and 
compliance with the “Design Manual for Roads 
and Bridges”. 

The second chapter of evidence is on impacts of 
the proposed junction. On the second page, we 
can add as a final item underneath pedestrian 
safety the South Queensferry construction 
compound. That corresponds to item 5 on the 
group 29 topic list. 

The third chapter is on the mitigation of impacts. 
I am bound to say, sir, that I suspect that chapters 
2 and 3—on impacts and mitigation—might 
merge. We can take out DMRB compliance as a 
separate chapter because that will feature in 
chapter 1. 

Chapter 4 is on speed limits and chapter 5 is on 
an alternative junction. There is a chapter heading 
for other topics. I suppose that it would be best to 
indicate that they could be described as 
miscellaneous topics under chapter 6. I can 
confirm that, as far as compensation is concerned, 
the ministers will be resting. 

On the lack of a visitor centre, I propose simply 
that Mr Henderson should provide the inquiry with 
an update at the outset of the ministers‟ case. 

The promoter will invite you, sir, to make a ruling 
on human rights to the effect that no evidence 
should be heard on that topic in the inquiry. 

The promoter intends to rest on topics 14 and 
20. 

Topics that Transport Scotland is resting on can 
be added. That would follow on from the 
miscellaneous topics. That would all be under 
miscellaneous topics in chapter 6. 

I confirm that the ministers intend to rest on 
items 9, 10, 15, 16, 17 and 26. 

Doug Tait: May I interrupt? The Queen‟s 
counsel was very quick at the start when I was 
noting things down. She lost me fairly early in the 
process and I have not been able to catch up. 

The Assessor: Okay. Where would you like 
matters to be taken up? We will just take the 
chapter headings, if that is possible. 

Ruth Crawford: The first chapter, on a 
proposed junction, will include the M9 link and 
DMRB compliance. 

The second chapter is on impacts of the 
proposed junction. You will see a number of topics 
in the second column that have been taken from 
the group 29 e-mail grouping. I do not propose to 
go through them. 
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I refer to the last item on page 2, on impacts. 
Pedestrian safety is currently in the middle 
column. 

Doug Tait: I am looking at page 2, but I do not 
see impacts. 

Ruth Crawford: It is continued from page 1. 

Doug Tait: Okay. I am with it now. Right. 

Ruth Crawford: In the middle column, you will 
see mentioned a health issue, light pollution and 
pedestrian safety. Underneath pedestrian safety—
this comes under the impacts chapter heading—
the topic of the South Queensferry construction 
compound will be addressed. 

Reverting to the left-hand column—chapter of 
evidence—I point out that the third chapter will be 
mitigation of impacts. I indicated that I suspected 
that chapters 2 and 3 may merge. I am trying to 
bring some focus on the issues.  

We can score out the chapter on DMRB 
compliance, because that is now in chapter 1. 
Chapter 4 is on speed limits. Chapter 5 is on an 
alternative junction. Chapter 6 is on what we can 
call miscellaneous topics. As far as chapter 6 is 
concerned, the promoter intends to rest on all the 
individual topics listed in the middle column, save 
for the fact that, first of all, Mr Henderson will 
provide an update relative to the lack of a visitor 
centre. On the human rights topic, the promoters 
will invite the assessor to make a ruling.  

Is that clear? 

Doug Tait: Thank you very much. 

The Assessor: I remind you that your case 
does not in any way need to mirror the structure of 
the promoter‟s case.  

My next step is to ask the objectors whether any 
of the issues that they identified during their 
consultation with the clerks yesterday have been 
withdrawn. I have in front of me an e-mail—it may 
have been sent on 7 September—that gives me 
some information on that. I do not know whether 
the promoter has a copy of that but, in any event, I 
would like to establish beyond doubt those matters 
that remain in dispute as far as you are 
concerned. We will then run through the topics 
quickly to see whether we can amalgamate any of 
them, which will assist us in getting ahead. I will 
leave it to you. Tell me what is still in dispute and 
any amalgamations that you think would help to 
bring your case out clearly and briefly. 

Doug Tait: What we did in that e-mail was to 
prepare our status in the manner in which we 
would like to approach this. The issues that are 
identified there as either in dispute or withdrawn 
remain. Nothing has changed since we sent the e-
mail yesterday.  

The Assessor: Right. Is topic 1 still in dispute? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: Is topic 2 still in dispute? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: Is topic 3 still in dispute? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: Topic 4? 

Doug Tait: Yes.  

The Assessor: Topic 5?  

Doug Tait: Yes.  

The Assessor: Topic 6? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: Topic 7? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: On topic 8, I will make my ruling 
in due course.  

On topic 9, you are resting. 

Doug Tait: Correct.  

The Assessor: Is topic 10 still in dispute? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: Topic 11? 

Doug Tait: Withdrawn. Sorry, it is 11B that is 
withdrawn; 11A is still in dispute.  

The Assessor: Is topic 12 in dispute? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: Topic 13? 

Doug Tait: In dispute.  

The Assessor: You suggest moving topic 14, 
which is compensation, into topic 2.  

Doug Tait: That is correct.  

The Assessor: We will deal with topics 2 and 
14 together, then. 

Thank you. That is helpful. Are you withdrawing 
topic 15? 

Doug Tait: Yes, sir.  

The Assessor: Obliged. 

Is topic 16 withdrawn? 

Doug Tait: Yes, sir.  

The Assessor: Topic 17? 

Doug Tait: We are resting on that one.  

The Assessor: Topic 18, on the water table?  

Doug Tait: In dispute, sir.  
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The Assessor: You say that you want to 
include it in 1C. 

Doug Tait: Topic 19 is to be included in 1A, 1B 
and 3A. There are several aspects to topic 19. The 
subject matter in 19 is common to 1A, 1B and 3A.  

The Assessor: I want to deal with 1C. Can we 
include this in 1C, please? You will recognise that 
I only got the e-mail late yesterday and I am a little 
concerned that I cannot see immediately where 
1C is. Does it refer to your rebuttal? 

Doug Tait: It can be covered under topic 1. 

The Assessor: Right. Will we consider topics 1 
and 18 together? 

Doug Tait: Sorry, I thought that we were talking 
about topic 19. My apologies. I see that your 
reference to 1C was to the water table. 

The Assessor: That is correct. It is your 
reference to 1C, and I am trying to find out where 
1C appears. Is it in your rebuttal? 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

The Assessor: That is fine. How is it to be dealt 
with? You mentioned topic 19. 

Doug Tait: It is to be included under topics 1A, 
1B and 3A, which deal with pollution and the 
concerns in Echline corner community alliance‟s 
objection. The items under topic 19 capture the 
other groups‟ issues. The difficulty with having 
seven groups is trying to ensure that all the 
groups‟ issues are captured under the one 
heading. 

The Assessor: My difficulty—you must 
appreciate this—is that I have a list of topics here 
and you have now started to give me another list 
of references. Do topics 1A, 1B and 3A refer to the 
rebuttal? 

Doug Tait: They refer to ECCA‟s objection—
objection 46. Clearly, the difficulty for you and for 
us is that we have seven objector groups and we 
are trying to ensure that the subject of pollution—
or any subject that is covered by more than one 
objector group—is addressed. I thought that that 
was in the spirit of the rules that have been laid 
down by the clerk. 

The Assessor: It is perfectly within the rules, 
but it is for you to be clear to me, within the limited 
time that is available to me, exactly what I am 
going to address. I will treat this when I get to topic 
19 in your list. Topic 20? 

Doug Tait: Moved to topic 2. 

The Assessor: So topic 2 will now include 
topics 14 and 20. 

Topic 21 is still in dispute. 

Doug Tait: Yes. We suggest that it should be 
included under 1B, so the topic itself will be 
removed. Topic 21 will not exist because we will 
cover the matter under topic 1B in relation to 
ECCA‟s rebuttal. 

The Assessor: Topic 22? 

Doug Tait: That is in dispute. 

The Assessor: Topic 23? Do you want to take 
topics 22 and 23 together? 

Doug Tait: Yes, please. 

The Assessor: No problem. Topic 24? 

Doug Tait: That is in dispute. 

The Assessor: On topics 25 and 26, you are 
resting. 

Doug Tait: Correct, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I think that I am 
clear. We will see later. Are there any other 
matters that we need to deal with before we can 
get ahead with the case? 

Ruth Crawford: No, thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case, I invite 
you to proceed, Ms Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. The ministers 
propose to introduce their case by dealing with the 
first chapter heading, which is on the proposed 
junction, the M9 link and DMRB compliance. By 
way of introduction, we are all aware that written 
evidence has been submitted, and broadly 
speaking that heading is reflected in section 3 of 
the promoter‟s written evidence. At this stage, I 
propose to concentrate on the proposed junction. I 
will ask the promoter‟s witnesses to explain briefly 
the evolution in thinking and how the junction that 
the promoter now proposes found its way to its 
current position. Mr Shackman might address that 
best. 

10:00 

Lawrence Shackman (Transport Scotland): 
Good morning, sir. 

The Assessor: Good morning, Mr Shackman. 

Lawrence Shackman: The choice of junction 
location on the south side of the Forth took time to 
evolve into the most appropriate solution, which is 
presented in the proposals. As part of the DMRB 
stages 2 and 3 process, several options have 
been considered in the past couple of years. As 
the objectors say in their submissions and as we 
say in ours, the South Queensferry junction was 
originally to be located directly south of South 
Queensferry. When that location was proposed, it 
was felt to be probably the most appropriate, 
because the junction had a number of roles to 
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play, which were to serve as a connection for the 
local community—particularly to the A904 
corridor—and to provide public transport 
connections in the area and across to the Forth 
road bridge. 

Those proposals were presented to the public in 
the January 2009 exhibitions, while work on 
developing the scheme continued. It was clear that 
people in the community did not like the proposed 
location, for several reasons—I will not go into all 
the detail about embankment heights and 
environmental issues at this stage. The location 
was not well liked and, from a traffic and 
operational point of view, we were not content with 
it. 

Following the exhibitions, we considered 
relocating the junction to what is now the proposed 
location at the A904. Additional work was 
undertaken on how traffic would access and 
egress the junction and on the need to preserve 
high-quality public transport links for the south side 
of the Forth. The most appropriate way forward 
was felt to be to keep the junction at the A904 at 
its natural confluence with the existing road, which 
provides the shortest connection for most 
movements—although not, by any manner of 
means, for all movements—and incorporates the 
public transport links that it is incumbent on the 
scheme to provide. Those links connect the Forth 
road bridge to the A90 via the B800 or directly via 
a dedicated slip road. 

That is a résumé of why the junction moved 
across. One other aspect that I should mention 
was the need to comply as far as possible with the 
design standards. We will discuss that in a little 
more detail. The junction‟s original location did not 
comply with the junction spacing for such 
motorway trunk roads, which is 2km. We 
considered where the existing Echline junction and 
Scotstoun junction are and we tried to keep the 
status quo. The opinion of the independent 
standards branch in Transport Scotland was that 
we could do more to comply more fully with the 
standards. Moving the proposed junction to the 
A904 location helped largely to resolve the issue 
of compliance with junction spacing standards. 
That will improve the road‟s safety. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right to understand that 
when you moved the junction to its proposed 
location you took account of environmental 
issues? For example, you mentioned embankment 
heights, traffic issues, public transport links and 
engineering issues—you referred to the 
confluence with the existing road network. 

Lawrence Shackman: All those factors were 
considered in analysing the junction location. 

Ruth Crawford: You mentioned the DMRB 
standards, about which we heard evidence earlier. 

As I understand it, it is possible for Transport 
Scotland to seek departures from those standards. 
Will you advise us of the circumstances in which 
Transport Scotland would be able to justify a 
departure from standard? What type of evidence 
would Transport Scotland have to present to the 
independent standards branch that you mentioned 
a moment ago. 

Alan Gillies (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): I 
will answer that. Departures from standard allow a 
flexible approach to design. The DMRB permits 
the use of departures where the design without the 
departure would lead to a disproportionately high 
construction cost or a severe environmental 
impact on people, properties or landscapes. 
Taking that into account, the designer takes a view 
as to whether a departure is necessary and then 
submits an application to Transport Scotland‟s 
standards branch, which is made up of safety 
professionals whose job is to deal with such 
issues and who are independent of the design 
teams. They review and assess the proposed 
departure and give a finding on it. The departure 
might be rejected, approved or approved with 
additional mitigation. 

Ruth Crawford: So the process is that the 
promoter has to prepare his case and present it to 
the independent standards branch, which is made 
up of safety specialists. 

Alan Gillies: That is correct. The application 
must include details on the justification, whether it 
is for cost or environmental reasons. 

Ruth Crawford: As I understand Mr 
Shackman‟s evidence of a moment ago, Transport 
Scotland, the promoter of the scheme, felt that in 
seeking to justify a departure it would have a 
better case with the proposed junction than with 
the one that was originally placed on paper. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. The 
current proposal almost doubles the distance 
between the junctions compared with the original 
proposal, which obviously is much more beneficial. 

Ruth Crawford: It might be useful to have a 
thumbnail sketch of the justification for seeking a 
departure for the proposed junction. 

Alan Gillies: We were still about 300m short of 
the desirable 2km separation. In effect, to comply 
with the standard, we would need to move the 
junction a further 300m or thereby to the north. 
That would obviously lead to difficulties with the 
logic of where we tie into the A904 and, possibly 
more important—at least in terms of cost—it would 
result in the slip roads encroaching roughly 200m 
or 300m on to the main crossing, the cost of which 
would be exceptionally high. 

Ruth Crawford: The written submission from 
the promoter states: 
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“Transport Scotland consulted with The City of 
Edinburgh Council with regard to design standards and the 
operation of the junction and modelling of the junction have 
indicated that it will operate satisfactorily.” 

Is that correct? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: The operation of the junction 
can be dealt with by Mr Duff. Mr Duff, would you 
be so kind as to present your evidence on that? 

Alan Duff (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): As we 
have said previously, we have done extensive 
assessments of the junction and tested it with 
variations in traffic growth and the like to find out 
how it will work. Suffice it to say that we believe 
that it will operate satisfactorily. 

The Assessor: I do not need to hear any more 
on that. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I have no 
further questions under the first chapter heading. 

The Assessor: The objectors now have an 
opportunity to ask questions of the array of 
witnesses that they see before them. 

Alan Richardson: Would it be appropriate to do 
that on the basis of each objector taking their turn? 

The Assessor: We have until 1.30. You have 
26 matters—minus some—in your own case; it is 
for you to decide how best to use the time. I 
suggest that you become very focused. 

Alan Richardson: I will start if that is okay. 

The Assessor: Thanks very much, Mr 
Richardson. I have your name very clearly before 
me. 

Alan Richardson: The only unfortunate thing 
about how the hearing is structured is that I have 
not many questions but they relate to many 
subjects. If you will excuse me, therefore, you may 
find that as the day goes on I will repeat things in a 
slightly different context. Do you understand? 

The Assessor: As a former academic, I know 
that if you ask a question you can get many 
answers. If you keep asking the same question to 
different witnesses, I am sure that— 

Alan Richardson: They relate to different 
topics. 

The Assessor: If they relate to different topics, I 
have no difficulty with that. Let us go ahead and 
see how it goes. 

Alan Richardson: Thank you. 

Mr Shackman, thank you for your explanation of 
the junction. I also noted your statement on the 
first Monday of the hearings, which was a general 
statement that applies to all hearings. First, I have 
a fairly straightforward question. In the statement, 

you described DMRB stages 1, 2 and 3. Is it 
correct that the current preferred scheme for the 
junction was not assessed during DMRB stages 1 
and 2? 

Lawrence Shackman: I am trying to cast my 
mind back to answer that question appropriately.  

I will answer it in a different way. As I said on 
Monday, stage 1 looks at the preliminary route 
corridors and stage 3 looks at the detailed 
scheme. Therefore, stage 3 accurately reports on 
the proposed scheme. 

Alan Richardson: That would be a no. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. There is refinement 
as you go along the process. The junctions are not 
always detailed fully at stage 1 or stage 2; those 
stages look in more detail at alignment, rather than 
the junctions. 

Alan Richardson: You have confirmed what I 
was trying to find out. You are basically saying that 
the proposed scheme for the location of the 
Queensferry junction was never assessed until 
some way through stage 3. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct—it is fully 
assessed at stage 3. 

Alan Richardson: Okay. 

Alan Gillies: I might be able to help explain. 
The stage 2 report is a corridor assessment report, 
and it states at the end that further refinement will 
be required on the junctions. That refinement 
came out through the process leading to stage 3. 

Alan Richardson: I appreciate that, and if you 
do not mind I may come back to that answer later. 

Mr Shackman, you also said in your first 
statement:  

“We have done a large body of assessment work, all 
reported in the „Design Manual for Roads and Bridges‟ 
stage 2 report on the pros and cons of the two options, and 
we have no doubt that the chosen route of the southern 
approach road is the right one.” 

Will you confirm that the stage 2 assessment did 
not include the current preferred scheme for the 
Queensferry junction? 

Lawrence Shackman: It did not—not the 
detailed arrangement that we have in the final 
scheme. 

Alan Richardson: Given your answers and 
given the change to the location of the 
Queensferry junction within the selected corridor 
route, will you confirm that there is scope for 
consideration of alternative layouts within a 
corridor? 
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Lawrence Shackman: Yes, there is scope for 
looking at alternatives, but at the appropriate time. 

Alan Richardson: Can you explain that? 

Lawrence Shackman: With regard to the three-
stage process, that will be when we get to the third 
stage, down to the detailed level, by which time 
the route alignment will be largely fixed and we will 
be looking at the refinement of the junctions. 

Alan Richardson: Yes, but given that, following 
the scoping exercise, you carried out a large 
adjustment to the location of a junction, in theory, 
that is still a possibility at stage 3, is it not? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Alan Richardson: You stated today and on 
Monday that the Queensferry junction can be 
moved back to its natural location beside the 
A904. If that is its natural location, why did the 
current preferred Queensferry junction location not 
appear as an option in any form prior to April 
2009? 

Lawrence Shackman: There was always going 
to be a junction at some location at Queensferry, 
but it comes down to the issue of standards. As 
we have tried to say, the design process is an 
iterative one; it does not just happen and that is 
it—you need to look at the standards and develop 
proposals as you go through the design process. 
The change came after the issue of the departure 
was raised and public opinion became clear, as 
we tried to take on the consultation results as best 
we could. A combination of factors led us to 
believe that where it is now to be located is a 
better location. 

Alan Richardson: That said, I noted Mr Gillies‟s 
earlier comment that it is obviously a requirement 
that any deviation from standard is passed. Given 
that your proposed location in April 2009 was less 
than 1,000m from the Scotstoun junction, I 
assume that you had discussions with standards 
branch prior to producing the proposal for that 
location. Am I correct to assume that? 

Lawrence Shackman: I cannot say for certain, 
but I would be very surprised if we had not done 
that. 

Alan Gillies: I might be able to help on that. 
Discussions had been held with standards branch 
but no determination had been reached on 
approvals or otherwise. The discussions were on-
going largely because of its concerns about the 
junction positioning. 

Alan Richardson: However, assuming that that 
proposal was made, there was no clear indication 
that it would not pass. 

Alan Gillies: Sorry? 

Alan Richardson: What I am trying to say is 
that the proposal was made in January 2009 and 
that, given all your professional expertise, you 
would not have proposed something that was 
likely to be— 

Lawrence Shackman: May I answer that? The 
original idea, broadly speaking, was to mimic the 
distance between the Echline junction and the 
Scotstoun junction. That is why the location on the 
south of South Queensferry was chosen. 
Following the rest of the team‟s discussions with 
standards branch and the public consultation—but 
particularly the discussion with standards 
branch—it was felt that we could do better than 
that and that we could try to improve the safety 
standard of the road by relocating the junction to 
the west. There was therefore a combination of 
factors.  

With another aspect of the scheme, at junction 
1A, we went through a similar exercise. We 
originally hoped to provide a more free-flowing link 
than the loop that is now proposed there. 
However, again, because of the spacing between 
junction 1A and the Newbridge junction, our 
departures process indicated that we should stick 
with the existing junction layout. South 
Queensferry junction was therefore not the only 
junction to be affected by standards issues. 

Alan Richardson: So any movement of the 
location of the junction from the January 2009 
option towards the A904 would be a benefit. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Alan Richardson: You also stated that that is 
the best location for the junction and it allows for 
all necessary movements, with the added benefit 
of substantially reducing traffic on the A904 east of 
the junction, and allows a solution to be 
engineered that substantially lowers the height of 
the main road by up to 6m as it passes south of 
South Queensferry. How can you state that the 
current preferred location is the best location when 
you have not assessed all possible options in 
detail? 

Lawrence Shackman: It depends what you 
mean by all possible options. You could draw a 
roundabout at every 10m along the line of the 
road, but we would not assess every single 
location that you can possibly think of—there 
would be an infinite number of options. You have 
to be pragmatic about where you look at options. 

Alan Richardson: Do you consider that the 
balance of the impacts on residents is better or 
worse with the current location than with the 
January 2009 location? 

Lawrence Shackman: There is not an easy 
answer to that, because there are many aspects to 
consider, such as environmental impact, noise and 
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air quality. Certainly the junction location to the 
south side of South Queensferry was on an 
embankment; it was very visible. The location at 
the A904 is in a cutting, so it is not visible, to which 
there are benefits. There are other aspects to 
consider, such as the different traffic movements. 
On the Echline corner, with the original option to 
the south of South Queensferry, there would have 
been a much higher proportion of traffic running on 
the A904. With the new option, that is considerably 
reduced. Mr Duff has already given evidence to 
that effect. 

Alan Richardson: Yes, but the volume of traffic 
would not increase from its present volume. 

Lawrence Shackman: It would. The traffic on 
the A904 with the proposed scheme to the east of 
the new junction would reduce by about 10,000 
vehicles. With the original proposal—I am looking 
at Mr Duff to remind me what the figure was. 

Alan Duff: I cannot remember what the figure 
was, but I am sure that someone can dig out the 
stage 2 report. 

Lawrence Shackman: It was effectively the 
existing flow projected forward to 2017, so it was 
considerably higher. 

Alan Richardson: Higher than present. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, because it was 
projected forward to 2017. There will be growth on 
the A904. 

Alan Richardson: Natural growth. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, and development. I 
was trying to compare apples with apples. 

Alan Richardson: It would not be any higher 
than the natural increase under a de minimis 
situation. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is probably correct, 
but the location of the junction there means that 
traffic does different things—it is not exactly the 
same. 

Alan Richardson: As you said, it is not an 
exact science. 

Lawrence Shackman: It is not. 

The Assessor: Mr Richardson, I am looking at 
the time—I am not trying to shut you down. I am 
not quite sure whether you have any more 
questions or whether others want to deal with this. 
I notice that we are on chapter 1. 

Alan Richardson: Yes. I do have other 
questions. 

The Assessor: Would they come out 
elsewhere? 

Alan Richardson: I am happy that they will 
come into other topics. 

The Assessor: Thanks very much. Are there 
any other questions? 

Doug Tait: Yes, there are, sir. 

The Assessor: Okay. We will move on. I will 
close this part at 10.30 and allow re-examination 
by the promoter at that stage. 

Doug Tait: Mr Shackman, are you aware that 
one of the proposals in our objections was to 
move the junction 400m west of its proposed 
location? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Doug Tait: Am I correct in understanding that 
you said that if you moved the proposed location 
300m, it would be within standards? Regardless of 
whether it would be safe to do it on the bridge, if 
you moved it from its current proposed location, 
you would be within DMRB standards on weaving 
distances. It is at 1.7km at the moment and 300m 
would take it to within your 2km weaving distance. 
I think that you stated that this morning. 

Alan Gillies: The statement was about moving 
the junction north along the line that it is currently 
on. I think that you are suggesting that the entire 
junction should be moved west. 

Doug Tait: I am not. My question is, is it correct 
that if you moved the junction 300m, regardless of 
where, it would be within the 2km weaving 
distance under the DMRB? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Doug Tait: Coming back to my point about the 
400m, am I therefore correct in assuming that if 
the junction went 400m, it would be well beyond 
the additional 300m that you would require? I 
assume that the answer is a simple yes. 

Lawrence Shackman: Are you talking about 
the 400m westward shift of the whole alignment 
and moving the gyratory around on that 
alignment? 

Doug Tait: The road structure would be 
managed around moving the gyratory 400m west, 
which would be more than your 2km weaving 
distance. 

Lawrence Shackman: If it is more than 2km, it 
would comply with the standards. 

Doug Tait: Was any consideration given to the 
alternative of moving it 400m west to an area of 
brush land, away from the communities? That 
would avoid all the impacts that it has on the 
communities and it would comply with your DMRB. 

Lawrence Shackman: No, not especially. We 
went through this in some detail yesterday. 

Doug Tait: No was the only answer that I 
needed; I just needed a yes or a no on that. 
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The Assessor: Yes, move on. 

Lawrence Shackman: Can Mr Glover say 
something? 

Mike Glover (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): I 
am not— 

The Assessor: Are you going to repeat 
evidence that I have heard before? 

Mike Glover: No, sir—I just want clarification on 
geography. It is important, because we seem to be 
confusing ourselves slightly with norths and wests. 
Are you suggesting that the gyratory would move 
to the west by 400m, which would mean that the 
road alignment—the main line—would also have 
to move, or do you mean that the gyratory would 
move north by 400m and thereby the main line 
that we have now would stay in location? 

 Doug Tait: Your first option is what I was 
suggesting. It was Mr Shackman who said that if 
you moved it 300m it would have to go north or on 
to the bridge. Our suggestion was to move it west. 
The road obviously would continue to that 
gyratory, otherwise there would be no connection. 

Mike Glover: In that case, we can confirm that 
we considered those alignments as a main line 
alignment. That alignment would mean that the 
curvature of the main line coming from the bridge 
and going south of South Queensferry would be 
much too tight. That is why we have talked about 
moving the gyratory along the line of the main line, 
because the main line itself has to comply with 
standards. By moving the gyratory west in the way 
that you suggest, we most certainly would not be 
within the DMRB standards in respect of the main 
line road alignment. 

Alan Gillies: Mr Glover was not here yesterday. 
In yesterday‟s evidence we, covered the shift of 
the alignment 400m to the west. There are various 
problems in relation to the angle of the bridge and 
the piers. Such a shift opens up another whole 
category of issues rather than just weaving length. 

Alan Richardson: Perhaps I could clarify 
something. One of the problems with the group 
system that we have today is that objection 15, 
which is my objection, proposes to move the 
location of the junction on the current proposed 
main line. Do you understand what I am saying? 

The Assessor: Yes. There are two possibilities. 
One is to move only the gyratory and the other is 
to move the main line and the gyratory. I have 
heard evidence on the latter. 

Alan Richardson: I just wanted to clarify the 
matter for Transport Scotland, because its 
representatives appear to be slightly confused 
between the south and the west. 

Alan Gillies: No, we are quite clear. 

Lawrence Shackman: The problem is that the 
standards relate to many different aspects of the 
road design: junction spacing, the width of the 
carriageways and the curvature, both horizontal 
and vertical. A number of different factors are 
related, so if you move one thing it will most likely 
affect something else. 

Doug Tait: If a departure from, or relaxation of, 
a DMRB standard would be required for our 
alternative of moving the route to the west—which 
you say has been explored but would fail some 
DMRB standards—where might we as objectors 
find the discussion of, and conclusions on, that 
proposed departure in the context of the 
environmental statement? 

10:30 

Alan Gillies: As I mentioned earlier, moving 
everything 400m to the west would raise far bigger 
issues relating to the feasibility of the structure and 
the landing, so we did not even get to the stage of 
looking at the weaving length, because there were 
far greater issues before even considering that as 
a possible alignment. 

Doug Tait: Was one of those issues Beamer 
rock and where the tower would land? 

Alan Gillies: As I recall, yes, that was one of 
the issues. 

Doug Tait: Am I correct in assuming that areas 
south, west and north of Beamer rock have been 
evaluated for possible locations? 

Mike Glover: Our site investigations in the Forth 
were very extensive and went in all directions— 

The Assessor: I have heard enough evidence 
on this. I am sorry to shut you down, Mr Tait, but I 
notice that it is 10.31 and I am interested in 
particular in hearing your own case. Therefore, I 
will ask the promoter to move on to chapter 2. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, if I may, I just want to do 
some tidying up. It was mentioned in cross-
examination in answer to a question from Mr 
Richardson that there was always going to be a 
junction at Queensferry, that an iterative process 
was involved and that a combination of factors 
required to be taken into account. As I understand 
it, the junction in its original position was part of 
the scheme that was developed earlier for a single 
replacement bridge, in which case the junction 
would have provided access for public transport to 
the A90. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: As we can see in the 
documentation moving forward, there was 
developed a managed crossing strategy that 
provided for public transport to be placed on the 
existing bridge. 
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Lawrence Shackman: That is also correct. 

Ruth Crawford: With the provision of public 
transport links at Echline and Scotstoun. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Did that have any 
consequences for the junction‟s position as we 
now find it in the proposed scheme? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, it did, as I have 
previously stated. 

Ruth Crawford: You were asked a series of 
questions about the DMRB. Am I right in 
understanding that the design manual recognises 
that refinements can be made to options 
throughout the development process, including at 
stage 3? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, that is correct. In 
fact, refinements can be made even at the 
construction phase as well. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding 
that, at stage 2, various possibilities for a junction 
at the A904 were considered and assessed? 

Lawrence Shackman: They were. 

Ruth Crawford: Did they include options such 
as a direct link to the M9, which at least some of 
the objectors in the group support? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is certainly the 
case, yes. 

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

The Assessor: Thank you. I am sorry if I was 
getting ahead of myself. I ask you to move on now 
to chapter 2. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I suppose that we would be 
as well to take chapters 2 and 3, which deal with 
the impacts of the proposed junction and 
mitigation of impacts. As will be clear from some of 
the questions asked by Mr Richardson in cross-
examination in relation to chapter 1, that is a 
concern for the objectors. 

Sir, for my part, so far as impacts are 
concerned, I simply refer you to the written 
evidence, which summarises the assessment of 
impacts. However, I want to take up the topic of 
pathways, which I understand to be a concern that 
might be loosely described as access issues. 
Given that there appears to be some dubiety in the 
minds of the objectors about the issues of 
accessibility and the linkage or severance of 
pathways, it might be useful if Mr Weller could 
provide us with an explanation on this topic of 
pathways. 

Nigel Weller (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Good morning. In responding to counsel, I will 

cover the use of the Echline fields and the use of 
the A904 across the proposed scheme. The 
identification of impacts and the development of 
mitigation focus on the points at which four paths 
in areas that are used by the community intersect 
with the proposed scheme. The results are 
presented in chapter 17. 

The Assessor: Chapter 17 of the environmental 
statement? 

Nigel Weller: Yes. I will deal with the Echline 
fields first. We accept that the Echline fields are 
used informally for recreation, and that there are 
routes across the fields. We identified four key 
paths, which are noted in the environmental 
statement. I have listed them before, but I will go 
through them again for the record. 

Route 46a is from Linn Mill to South 
Queensferry High Street; 46b is from Linn Mill to 
the B924 bus stops; 46c is from Clufflat to Linn Mill 
woodland; and 46d is from the B924 bus stops to 
Linn Mill woodland. Those paths, as shown on 
figure 17.3b of the environmental statement, are 
crossed by the proposed scheme. 

The mitigation that is outlined in the 
environmental statement relates primarily to 
rerouting via the proposed Queensferry junction 
and via signalised crossings, and thereafter to the 
west via an access into the Echline fields. To the 
north, it relates to rerouting along Society Road. 

However, subsequent to the publication of the 
environmental statement, we have been able to 
confirm through design refinement that it is 
possible to provide access underneath the 
abutments between the two sustainable drainage 
systems basins. That serves to provide a more 
direct link across the Echline fields, and it is now 
included in our proposals for the scheme. 

As the environmental statement sets out, the 
assessment of the residual impacts on those paths 
takes into account the visual and amenity aspects 
as well as the length of the diversion that we are 
proposing. Those impacts range from 
slight/moderate to moderate. In addition, we 
considered access to the outdoors and the use—
including the more informal use—of the Echline 
fields. In that regard, the environmental statement 
reports a moderate significance of impact. 

Lastly, with regard to access along the A904, 
and from the B924 and the A904 across 
Queensferry junction, there is provision for 
signalised crossings to enable the safe passage of 
pedestrians and other non-motorised users across 
the junction. To the west of the junction there is a 
continuation of footpaths to Builyeon Road to the 
south, and as far as Headrig Road to the north. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. I ought to take up 
one other matter, which is not relevant to the 
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pathways issue but is a concern for the group: the 
lack of sound barriers and screening. I understand 
that Mr Greer might be able to provide the inquiry 
and the objectors with an explanation of the 
provision of sound barriers and screening. 

Richard Greer (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
Yes—good morning. It might be helpful to explain 
a little about the assessment, and about which 
particular roads or parts of the future scheme 
generate the material levels of noise that give rise 
to the conclusions in the environmental statement 
about impacts and significant effects. 

I will explain what the mitigation is and why it is 
there with regard to providing protection to the 
objector groups. In particular, I will identify that it is 
not the noise levels from the gyratory that are 
critical—the two main issues are the main line 
itself and the A904. 

Sir, you have heard about the methodology a 
number of times, so I do not propose to go into 
that at this point. 

The Assessor: That has been dealt with, and I 
am sure that the transcripts have been read. 

Richard Greer: I will just pick up on two key 
matters. The first is that, in accordance with best 
practice, the assessment focuses on quantifying 
noise change. Noise change is calculated by 
comparing a foreseeable worst-case scenario in 
2032 with the scheme—which allows for 15 years 
of traffic growth, with mitigation, following the 
opening of the scheme—with the scenario in 2017, 
the year of opening, without the scheme and 
quantifying the change. In accordance with other 
major infrastructure projects and best practice, a 
3dB change is the trigger point for identifying 
whether there is a significant effect that needs to 
be considered and therefore whether it is 
necessary to consider mitigation. For the majority 
of people, a 3dB change is a just-perceptible 
change. A 10dB increase is required for a doubling 
of loudness. 

It might be helpful if the objectors could have a 
copy of the new diagram and if they and you, sir, 
could have a copy of figures 16.3b, 16.14b and 
16.12b in the environmental statement. 

The Assessor: I have figure 16.3b; I also have 
an extremely helpful figure 1. 

Richard Greer: Very good. It would also be 
good to have to hand figures 16.12b and 16.14b. 

The Assessor: I think that I am about to be 
helped. In the interests of saving the planet, my 
version is on a memory stick. 

Richard Greer: I apologise for the delay. Once 
you have the material to hand, we will be able to 
make quick progress. 

The Assessor: Mr Chapman now has the 
pages from the ES that we are looking at, so I 
think that we are ready to go. 

Richard Greer: Figure 16.3b reflects noise 
levels in 2017 without the scheme. The Echline 
community is bounded on the south by Builyeon 
Road—the A904—and, running north-east/south-
west, the B924 Bo‟ness road. As you have heard 
before in evidence, the A904—Builyeon Road—is 
extremely heavily trafficked and noisy. That is 
evident from the breadth of the higher noise levels 
emanating from the A904, which affect a number 
of communities but particularly the properties on 
the southern edge of the Echline community. It is 
important to note that, if we run around the houses 
in Echline, the levels reduce quickly because the 
A904, not the Bo‟ness road, is the dominant noise 
source. 

10:45 

Figure 16.12b shows the situation in 2032 with 
the 15 years of traffic growth, with the scheme and 
taking account of mitigation. The mitigation, as is 
well known to the objectors and the assessor, is 
shown by the purple lines to the south of the 
alignment as we go westwards from the crossing 
past the B800 and then the two on either side of 
the main line as we come out of the cutting on 
approach to the viaduct. I point out that those are 
additional barriers. Significant other barriers are 
included in the scheme but they form an integral 
part of the project and, therefore, are not shown 
on the diagram. I hope that I make it clear that the 
ones that I pointed out are additional barriers to an 
already significant level of mitigation inherent in 
the scheme. 

It is important to say that, in the existing 
environment, the noise sources are the A904 
primarily and, to a lesser extent, the B924—the 
Bo‟ness road. In the future, both roads will remain, 
albeit slightly amended and with different traffic 
levels. In addition, we will have the main line itself, 
east-facing slips, north-facing slips and the 
gyratory. All those different sources are included in 
the noise model with all the traffic flows for the 
reasonable foreseeable worst case for 15 years-
worth of growth. 

I hope to explain what the key issues are. Figure 
16.14b shows the key outputs, which are the noise 
changes. 

The Assessor: May I just check that number? It 
is 16.4b, is it not? 

Richard Greer: No, it is 16.14b. 

The Assessor: We might need another pause. 
[Interruption.] 

Richard Greer: Figure 16.14b shows the noise 
change in the categories required by the “Design 
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Manual for Roads and Bridges”. Significant 
changes are marked in orange for a 3dB to 4.9dB 
increase and in red for an increase of greater than 
5dB. On the other side, the dark green colour 
marks a decrease of greater than 3dB. 

Two key things would happen in Echline 
according to the diagram. First, because of traffic 
going towards Edinburgh starting to come off at 
the new gyratory and going on to the new line, 
there would be a significant decrease in the 
amount of traffic on the A904, Builyeon Road, as 
you heard in evidence from others. That is 
currently the principal noise source, so removing a 
lot of that traffic would cause a significant 
decrease in the levels of noise for the properties 
that face the A904. 

Let us then look at what I might describe as the 
south-western properties in Echline—those 
bordering the Bo‟ness road and coming slightly 
further south. They are forecast to experience the 
significant adverse effect of an increase in noise 
levels of between 3dB and 4.9dB. The reason why 
those increases occur is twofold. First, the primary 
noise source is the main line—I must emphasise 
that the level of noise from the slip roads and the 
gyratory are not material. Secondly, we must be 
clear that we are comparing the existing situation 
with a new one. You may recall that noise levels 
now and in 2017 without the scheme quickly 
decrease as we move away from the A904. 
Therefore, even though the main line is heavily 
mitigated—we will come on to that—the fact that 
the current levels reduce as we move north means 
that properties there will start to experience a 
noise increase. 

I want to explain the detail of the assessment 
undertaken and try to provide some clarity, 
considering all the different noise sources and 
changes, on which changes will have a material 
impact on noise. Ultimately, the impact comes 
down to the A904 and change in traffic on that 
road, to the introduction of the main line and to the 
fact that, as we come further north, the new 
noise—although heavily mitigated, as I will 
describe—is compared against quickly decreasing 
ambient noise. 

As I have highlighted in evidence before, while 
there is a material noise change and significant 
effect, in absolute terms the noise levels remain 
relatively low. If they were considered in a new 
planning application—if it were the other way 
round, the road was open and we were 
considering a new development—the noise levels 
would not be considered a material matter in 
giving planning permission. That would be my 
recommendation to the inquiry. 

I hope that that is helpful; I can move on to the 
new diagram that has just been circulated. 

Ruth Crawford: That is figure 1, entitled 
“Echline Incorporated Noise Mitigation”. 

Richard Greer: Thank you, yes. 

As I said earlier, the way the impact plans are 
included in the environmental statement visually 
shows only the additional mitigation that is added 
to the scheme; it does not make clear the 
mitigation that is already incorporated in the 
scheme. Figure 1 tries to give voice to both parts 
of the mitigation. 

If we start at the north and the approach to the 
main crossing, we can then work our way south 
and east. We see the two reddy-purple lines either 
side of the main line—those are initially 2.8m high 
barriers either side of the southern approach 
viaduct, rising to a 4m high barrier either side of 
the main line, which is likely to be a mixture of a 
2m bund with a 2m barrier on top of the bund. 
Those are shown in the environmental statement. 

Not shown in the environmental statement are 
the two barriers. The key one here is marked A, 
which is landscape mitigation and structural 
bunding and which has a height going from 4m up 
to 7m. As we come further south, shown in a 
yellowy-green colour are the retaining walls that 
take the main line below ground level and 
underneath the gyratory—the critical ones are 
marked B, F and C on the diagram. I want to 
highlight that they increase in height and as we 
come directly underneath the gyratory—the 
barriers marked F—they are up to 8m in height. As 
they are retaining structures, they are also very 
close to the road. As we come further south and 
the southbound traffic starts to turn eastwards, 
there is a 2m high retaining cut north of both the 
main line and the south and east-facing strips. 

Although it may not appear so from the noise 
impact plans, I hope that the diagram, in addition 
to the evidence that I have just given, make it clear 
that the Echline community will benefit from 
protection provided by some of the largest barriers 
anywhere on the project. The barriers are 
integrated into the engineering design of the 
project and have not been added per se. 

Ruth Crawford: You have helpfully shown a 
number of barriers on figure 1. Am I right in 
understanding that there is also a landscape 
barrier, represented by letter B and located slightly 
to the east? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: It is not shown here. 

Richard Greer: No. 

Ruth Crawford: Would the additional landscape 
barrier provide further relief to the properties at 
Echline? 

Richard Greer: Yes. 
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Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions 
under the subject headings of impact and 
mitigation—chapters 2 and 3. We have the written 
evidence, which I do not propose to repeat. The 
objectors may have cross-examination on other 
topics with which I have not dealt in evidence in 
chief. The environmental team is in the room, 
should that be necessary. 

The Assessor: Thank you. The objectors know 
that it is open to them to take advantage of that 
possibility. I keep looking at you, Mr Tait; I assume 
that you are the first among equals. Do you have a 
question or a series of questions? 

Doug Tait: Mr Chapman certainly has 
questions; so may I, depending on the answers 
that he receives. 

Les Chapman: Will the footpaths across the 
Echline fields that will be severed in the future be 
severed for the full six years of the construction 
project? Is there any provision to get around that? 

Nigel Weller: We expect that, due to the 
construction works that are necessary to complete 
the scheme, those routes will be severed. The 
code of construction practice explains the 
mitigation provisions that are in place to allow for 
diversions and continued use of the area by 
pedestrians, where feasible and safe. 

Les Chapman: There appears to be no 
provision for access from Queensferry to 
Hopetoun for the six or seven years of the project. 

Nigel Weller: There is direct access across 
Society Road. 

Les Chapman: If you were travelling from 
Echline corner, you would not go all the way down 
to Society Road. At the moment, there is a 
footpath from Echline corner to Hopetoun house. 

Nigel Weller: Are you talking about the route 
via Headrig Road? 

Les Chapman: No, the one that runs along the 
back of the Balfour construction. 

Nigel Weller: Because we do not know exactly 
what the contractor will do and where he will 
construct at different times, the provisions for 
access across that will vary over time. It is not 
possible to identify a fixed route that will be 
available. However, there are requirements in the 
code of construction practice to maintain access. 
There will also be continued access along the 
A904 for the duration of the construction works. 

Les Chapman: The A904 does not offer access 
to Hopetoun as a footpath. 

Nigel Weller: It allows you to cross the 
proposed scheme and its works. 

Doug Tait: Are we correct in assuming that we 
will have to travel along the A904—a road with no 
pavements? Will people who are pushing children 
in their prams and people on bicycles or skates 
have to travel on the grass verge or in the traffic—
as you have said, the A904 is a busy road—to get 
them to a point where they can go down through 
the fields? 

Nigel Weller: That is incorrect. There is a path 
along the A904 to Headrig Road. I am not 
suggesting that we are providing extra provision 
along the A904 further to the west. 

Les Chapman: The route is not really suitable 
for dog walking or cycling. 

Nigel Weller: I am talking about existing 
footpaths that are in use by dog walkers and, I 
assume, cyclists. 

Les Chapman: I have a question for Mr Greer. 
At the moment, the main source of noise at the 
Echline corner—especially for the two properties 
on the corner—is vehicles accelerating away from 
the junction. It has been indicated that, under the 
scheme in its current form, there will be at least a 
doubling in the amount of traffic using the Echline 
corner junction, coming up from the Bo‟ness road 
on to the A904. Do you agree with that projection? 

Richard Greer: I am not best placed to answer 
on the question of traffic numbers. I believe there 
to be an increase, which has been taken into 
account in the noise modelling that I described in 
evidence a few minutes ago. 

11:00 

Doug Tait: I have a question for Mr Weller, I 
think. In the discussions that we had with the 
promoter about footpaths during and after 
construction, there was a proposal that the access 
road at the southern side of the B924 would be 
made available to pedestrians to travel down for 
recreational activity. They could then go across 
the field at the bottom and back up the other side 
of the southern approach road. Do you follow? 

Alan Gillies: That is correct. Pedestrians will 
have access down the permanent access road. 
That is post construction, once the scheme is 
finished. They will be able to walk down under the 
abutment between the two ponds. From there, 
there will be informal access to the area to the 
west, although we will not provide a footpath over 
that area. 

Doug Tait: Is it a fair estimate that it will be a 
minimum of six years before that will be available? 

Alan Gillies: That is post construction. I thought 
that that was what you asked about. 

Doug Tait: I asked about before and after 
construction. Will there be an opportunity to 
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provide access prior to completion of 
construction? Has that been considered? Six 
years is a long period for people to wait to walk 
their dog down a route that they normally go down. 

Alan Gillies: As Nigel Weller said, during 
construction, a significant amount of works will go 
on in that area. From a safety point of view, we 
would not want people cutting across the area. 
The haul road will go through the area and there 
will be all the earthworks for the cuttings and 
embankments. For reasons of safety, we cannot 
commit to providing that access. 

Les Chapman: I ask Mr Greer to explain the 
random red dots across the Echline area on figure 
16.14b, particularly the ones around Echline 
primary school. We appear to have hotspots. 

Richard Greer: Noise changes in different 
areas because buildings provide screening. The 
relative height of buildings provides different levels 
of screening. Also, noise levels increase directly 
outside the façade of a building, be it a school or 
house, because of reflection. All of that is shown in 
the model. In effect, it forecasts an increase in 
noise levels immediately around the school and 
some properties. The figure shows noise 
change—the difference in levels from the existing 
situation. Noise already comes from the Bo‟ness 
Road. The figure shows how that compares to the 
situation in the future, with the slightly changed 
traffic on that road and the noise coming from the 
new main line. 

Les Chapman: The red dots signify an increase 
in excess of 5dB, but the figure does not state how 
much in excess of that it will be. Are you in accord 
with that? 

Richard Greer: That is correct. In accordance 
with the “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges”, 
the figure highlights changes that are greater than 
5dB. 

Les Chapman: So, we do not know how high 
the effect will be on the school, the play area and 
the adjoining areas. 

Richard Greer: We have examined the school 
separately in some detail. The changes are higher 
than 5dB—I think that they are about 7 or 8dB on 
the western side of the school, which is a sort of T 
shape. The west side, which is slightly screened 
from the Bo‟ness Road and a greater distance 
from it, is where the changes are forecast to be at 
their greatest. 

Les Chapman: There are similar red dots 
across the Echline area. Is anything being done to 
mitigate those effects? 

Richard Greer: As I said, all the red dots are 
associated with new noise from the main line. 

As I said in evidence a little while ago, a 
significant amount is being done—as much as is 
reasonable or practicable—to mitigate noise 
changes in the area. In particular, I am thinking of 
the 8m-deep barrier that is provided by putting the 
main line at a lower level in a cutting, and the 
provision of additional mitigation by way of a false 
cutting, bunds and barriers when the line has to 
rise to ground level as it comes to the southern 
approach viaduct and the main crossing. 

Les Chapman: In summary, a lot is being done, 
but you have not managed to mitigate the effect at 
the school. 

Richard Greer: That is right. 

Les Chapman: That is all that I am asking. 

Richard Greer: I must explain further, because 
you have used the term “effect”. We have 
identified that there is a significant effect on 
residential property in Echline, but we have not 
identified that there will be a significant effect on 
the school, and I should explain why, because I 
think that it is important. 

There will be a significant change in noise levels 
on the western side of the school but, in absolute 
terms, the noise levels are still less than the noise 
levels on the north façade of the school that are 
generated by the B924. Even taking that change 
into account, the absolute levels are within the 
guidance for what is appropriate for schools to 
ensure that playgrounds can be enjoyed and that 
windows can be opened during teaching times to 
ventilate rooms. Although there is a change in the 
noise levels, it is not one that gives rise to a 
change to the facility that would count as an 
impact on the school. 

Les Chapman: You mention that the main 
effect on the school comes from the B924, but you 
also mention that there will be an increase in traffic 
on that road. 

Richard Greer: The change in noise levels is 
not from the B924 but from the main line. I was 
trying to explain that, even taking that increase 
into account, the increase in levels on the west 
side of the school will not bring the levels to a 
higher point than the levels that the school already 
experiences from traffic on the B924. I should add 
that the worst-affected part of the school—the 
gable end of the north building—has no windows, 
anyway. 

Les Chapman: I find it difficult to accept that 
there is going to be no change in the noise level 
when the traffic flow on the B924 increases. 

Richard Greer: There will be a change in the 
noise level, but it will be less than 1dB. 

Doug Tait: We are delighted that the school is 
being considered, because it is used by many 
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children. However, they already make a great deal 
of noise. I am not suggesting that you change your 
view on the school, but we should compare the 
noisy school environment with the environment 
further up in Echline, where that same traffic noise 
is generated by the B924. 

I acknowledge that you have said that the 
gyratory is not your concern, in terms of noise, but 
there will be a stop-start flow of traffic on the 
gyratory‟s slip roads and on the top of the 
gyratory, which is at ground level or above ground 
level, which means that the barriers at that point 
will have no effect from the point of view of the 
houses in the vicinity of Echline corner, which is 
currently a quiet environment, when compared to 
the environment that contains 200 children in 
Echline school. Again, forgive me for comparing 
my situation with that of someone who also has a 
great need. 

How do you rationalise your view with regard to 
where there is no need? We cannot see a red 
hotspot within the gyratory on the promoter‟s map, 
or around the properties immediately adjacent to 
those slip roads, the B924 or the existing A904. 
Further, I point out that there will be impacts from 
the main line across the fields, which is closer to 
our properties than it is to the school. 

Richard Greer: You have raised many points. I 
will try to summarise the key parts. 

You suggested that we are not concerned about 
a certain part of the work. Every road that will be 
brought into operation or changed by the promoter 
is of great concern to the project. I tried to highlight 
earlier the fact that every road is taken into 
account in the noise model. It is not that it is not a 
concern, but that the modelling—using best 
practice and methods that have been used over 
the past two and a half decades or more on every 
road project, heavily validated by all those 
involved in projects over the years, including many 
projects delivered—identifies that the significant 
levels of noise are not coming from the gyratory 
but from the main line. 

Just to confirm, it is a key part of the calculation 
process, and part of it has been validating that the 
calculation of road traffic noise is as valid for 
predicting stop-start noise levels around junctions 
as it is for predicting noise levels from free-flowing 
traffic on the main line itself. 

You drew the comparison between the school 
and the properties. There are two matters to 
highlight in that regard. One is that the map here 
takes account of road traffic noise, because that is 
obviously the subject of this inquiry. As to whether 
people take the sound of children to be desirable 
or undesirable is a separate issue, but it is not part 
of the assessment of this project. 

The key thing to highlight is why you do not see 
a significant increase in noise change coming 
westwards. It is a feature of the way in which noise 
barriers work. They are much more effective when 
they are close to the source and to the receiver. 
Therefore, the properties on the western side of 
Echline benefit much more from the significant 
barriers included in the scheme, as I described 
earlier. There is an 8m-high barrier by the main 
line, just at the Echline corner. 

I can understand that it is challenging. I gave the 
evidence in chief that I gave earlier just to try to 
set out the detail in which this has been looked at. 
For each of those very understandable questions 
there is an answer, which is why the assessment 
is what it is, as presented in the environmental 
statement. 

The Assessor: I can offer you one more 
question on this. 

Alan Richardson: I will try to combine it all into 
one question and perhaps get some quick 
answers. Is the traffic flow forecast an average 
figure? 

Richard Greer: Traffic flow forecasts are done 
in a wide range of ways, depending on how the 
information is to be used. Forecasts are made in 
terms of annual weighted traffic flows for noise 
calculations. 

Alan Richardson: Are they done based on a 
daily average? 

Richard Greer: They are based annually 
because it is about forecasting. Again, this is a 
proven part of the Government‟s calculation 
procedure, because we are looking at the overall 
worst-case amount of traffic. 

Alan Richardson: Yes, but do you also agree 
that the main line and the A904 are subject very 
much to significant traffic flow variations by time of 
day? 

Richard Greer: Indeed. That is my 
understanding. 

Alan Richardson: Can you quantify that? 

Richard Greer: I can confirm that what tends to 
happen is that the assessment process effectively 
takes into account the worst case, which is the 
time when you have the largest amount of traffic 
travelling at its highest possible speed for the 
traffic volume. Although there may be changes in 
speed at other times of day, that tends to be when 
there is less traffic around and traffic is therefore 
able to travel faster on the main line. On the main 
line itself, the intelligent transport system will be 
used, which reduces traffic speed during higher 
levels of use to increase the amount of traffic that 
can go through, which will start to balance some of 
the increases from the amount of traffic. So, we 
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are trying to convey that that is taken into account 
as part of the established method for calculating 
road traffic noise. 

Alan Richardson: In our area, as I hope you 
agree, off-peak, when the A904 has relatively low 
traffic volumes, the main line would also, on 
average, have lower traffic volumes, but they 
would still be significantly higher than our current 
experience of having only the A904. 

Richard Greer: The hour-by-hour comparisons 
will change at various times of the day. It is 
important to reflect on the fact that all of these 
matters have been taken into account by the 
community and by the Government in identifying 
the best way to calculate noise. 

Alan Richardson: I understand that, but in 
reality what we will find at 10 o‟clock at night—
when, at the moment, there is hardly any traffic on 
the A904 and it is quiet—is noise from a main-line 
motorway well within 100m of our house. No 
matter what you might produce, the traffic noise 
will be significantly higher. You are providing 
mitigation not for that but for peak-time volume 
only. We are seeking additional mitigation in 
relation to the barriers to compensate at those 
times of the day. 

11:15 

The Assessor: If you can respond to that 
specific request, Mr Greer, we can move on. 

Richard Greer: With regard to mitigation, it is 
unfortunate that the performance of noise barriers 
follows the law of diminishing returns. To give the 
effect that will be provided by the physical cutting, 
the barriers have to reach a height of 7m or 8m. 
Adding anything on top of that will provide very 
little additional benefit. 

Alan Richardson: We are looking for a 
similar— 

The Assessor: I am sorry—I really want to 
move on. I want to hear your case and it looks as 
though time is against me. I point out that the 
timetable has been set not by me but by the bill 
committee and the parliamentary timetable. I 
apologise, but we are all under constraint and I 
must move on. 

Ms Crawford, do you have any matters that you 
wish to tidy up briefly? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

In view of the time constraints, I will move swiftly 
on to the fourth chapter heading, which relates to 
speed limits on both the A904 and the main 
carriageway. I hope that I can deal with this 
relatively quickly, first by directing a general 
question to Mr Shackman. As I understand it, a 
70mph speed limit is proposed for the main 

carriageway, as you have said in previous 
sessions, for strategic and safety reasons. Is that 
correct? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: This might be relevant to the 
consideration of the objectors‟ overriding 
concerns, but what is the speed limit going to be 
on the A904? 

Lawrence Shackman: It will be 30mph. 

Ruth Crawford: As I understand it, the 
objectors are concerned that more noise will be 
emitted as a result of the 70mph speed limit and 
that, therefore, the limit should be reduced to 
50mph. Do you have any comment on that 
proposition, Mr Greer? 

Richard Greer: As I have previously told the 
inquiry, reducing the speed limit from 70mph to 
50mph will result in a not-significant decrease in 
noise. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I have no 
further questions under this chapter heading. 

The Assessor: It is open to the objectors to ask 
questions. 

Les Chapman: Our concerns about the effect of 
the 70mph limit are not based purely on speed; 
pollution is also an issue. Lanarkshire Council, I 
think, has stated that a 50mph limit produces far 
less pollution. 

Richard Greer: That sounds like a question for 
Michael Bull. 

Michael Bull (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
We have discussed this matter before. In your 
evidence, Mr Chapman, you say that vehicles 
travelling at 70mph emit 10 per cent more 
pollution. It is probably of that order of magnitude, 
but I should point out that the pollution 
experienced in Echline is not made up purely of 
emissions from the road network. In fact, it is 
mainly made up of background pollutant levels 
from other sources in the area. The contribution 
from the road is really quite small. 

To put it in proportion, you are looking at a 10 
per cent change in 10 per cent of the pollution that 
you already experience. In other words, changing 
the speed limit would produce a change of about 1 
per cent in air pollution levels. The effect is very 
small. 

Doug Tait: I have a question for Mr Bull. I am a 
layman, but I have experience of sitting in traffic 
congestion caused by the existing bridge. Am I 
correct in assuming that travelling at 30mph rather 
than 40mph produces more emissions and 
therefore more pollution? 
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Michael Bull: It is not exactly a U-shaped 
curve, but if you imagine a U-shaped curve where 
the bottom of the U is about 50mph to 55mph, the 
emissions increase as speeds reduce or increase. 
The answer is yes—there is an increase in 
emissions as speeds reduce. 

Doug Tait: Am I correct in assuming that the 
emissions from a car that starts from zero and 
gets up to 30mph are significantly higher than the 
emissions from a car that is cruising at, say, 
50mph? 

Michael Bull: Yes. The emissions from an 
engine are proportional to the power that the 
engine requires. As a vehicle accelerates away, it 
requires more power, so the emissions are greater 
during that period. Similarly, when it decelerates, 
pollution levels are lower. 

Doug Tait: Additionally, if the vehicle is climbing 
on a rising road, the emissions would be higher. 

Michael Bull: The same effect applies. If the 
vehicle is climbing an incline, it requires more 
power and the emissions will be higher. However, 
that is balanced to a large extent by the vehicles 
coming down the other way, which do not need 
power to descend the hill. 

Doug Tait: Okay. I was not looking for that 
aspect. 

Forgive me, sir, for carrying on in this line. At 
present, there is no gyratory and traffic flows along 
the A904 at a constant speed of 40mph. Under the 
proposed scheme, it would travel at 30mph. I 
would expect the pollution to be significantly 
higher because of that reduction. 

Michael Bull: You are also getting a reduction 
in traffic levels along the A904, so— 

Doug Tait: I was just asking the question to try 
to establish what impact the change would have. If 
I also have a gyratory with rises and falls, stop-
starts for approximately 12 sets of intelligent traffic 
systems, and ramping—I understand that ramp 
metering will be used for access at least from the 
west to the approach to go north across the 
bridge—all those factors will increase the pollution. 
There will be stop-starts at traffic lights in locations 
where there are no traffic lights at present and no 
ramp metering. 

Michael Bull: Part of the aim of the intelligent 
transport system is to try to smooth out flows. 
There is no doubt that we do get stop-starts. The 
situation with the gyratory will not have much 
impact on the pollution levels at your house. In the 
same way as with noise, it is the traffic passing on 
the main route that will be the principal source of 
air pollution from the proposal. Without doubt, 
smooth traffic flows give rise to lower emissions, 
but the principal emissions will come from the 
main route and not from the gyratory. 

Doug Tait: Vehicles travelling at 70mph also 
have high emissions. The traffic will flow down, 
along and round the side of Echline, on the 
southern side, round the point of Echline and to 
the west. That traffic is not there at the moment. If 
there are 80,000-plus vehicles on the south side 
and 92,000 going across the bridge and they are 
going at a maximum of 70mph, there will be an 
increase. 

Michael Bull: As you see in the environmental 
statement, we predict an increase in Echline, but it 
is quite low. 

The Assessor: Mr Bull, is it your evidence that 
the existing background pollution is really where— 

Michael Bull: About 85 to 95 per cent of the 
pollution that will be experienced in Echline is 
already there. 

The Assessor: Have I noted what you said 
correctly? Did you say that the contribution from 
the new road, including the gyratory and all 
associated matters, will be small: a 1 per cent 
change? 

Michael Bull: The 1 per cent change would 
apply if the speed limit were changed. We 
discussed that because the emissions change 
when vehicles— 

The Assessor: Go from 70mph down to 
50mph. 

Michael Bull: Yes. My estimate—to be honest 
with you, it is a professional opinion based on 
what I worked out in my head—is that that would 
produce about a 1 per cent change in total 
pollutant concentrations in the Echline area. 

The Assessor: I want to ask about the 
cumulative effect, because I think that that is 
where Mr Tait is going. He will correct me if I am 
wrong. What is the cumulative effect of all the 
matters to which he has drawn your attention? Is it 
1 per cent, 5 per cent or 10 per cent? 

Michael Bull: We know what the effects are 
because we have modelled all the proposed 
situations. 

The Assessor: Accordingly, could you help Mr 
Tait with that? 

Michael Bull: Probably the best diagram to look 
at in the environmental statement is the one where 
we subtract the do-something and the do-
minimum concentrations. If you bear with me, I will 
find it. 

The Assessor: We have plenty of time. I hope 
that you will take us to the answer that Mr Tait 
looks for. 

Michael Bull: The best diagram to look at is 
figure 15.10b. 
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The Assessor: I ask for that to be provided to 
Mr Tait. 

The diagram shows the outcome of your 
modelling work. Has it been in the public domain 
for some time? 

Michael Bull: Yes—the diagram is in the 
environmental statement. 

The Assessor: Could we help Mr Tait, who has 
a concern? It would be useful to allay that. If it 
cannot be allayed, I will take the matter up. 

Michael Bull: The contour plot shows the 
difference in pollutant concentrations—the 
pollutant is nitrogen dioxide, which is the principal 
pollutant that the scheme will affect. To put the 
figures in context, the limit—the air quality 
standard—for nitrogen dioxide is 40 micrograms 
per cubic metre. The diagram shows that all the 
properties in Echline fall into the category of a 
change of up to +1 microgram per cubic metre, 
which is less than 5 per cent of the standard. 

In the environmental statement, we have also 
modelled in detail the particular concentrations at 
a receptor. I am sorry—I am scooping around the 
environmental statement slightly. I will refer to 
table 15.16, which is on page 22 of chapter 15. 

Doug Tait: Where is that? 

Michael Bull: It is 68 Echline Drive. I am talking 
about a modelled receptor location. In the air 
quality model, we have produced a contour plot, 
which is figure 15.10b. To help to identify the exact 
predicted concentrations in areas, we have 
extracted from the model results at particular 
locations. 

The Assessor: I have figure 1, which was 
previously provided to me. Where do I find out 
what the residence at 68 Echline Drive looks out 
on to? 

Michael Bull: You will find that on page 22 of 
chapter 15 of the environmental statement. 

The Assessor: I do not have that immediately 
to hand. 

Michael Bull: I can give you the figures, if that 
helps. 

The Assessor: I just want to know where the 
property is. 

Michael Bull: Sorry. 

Les Chapman: The property is on the corner of 
the west end of the Echline estate—it is probably 
about 100m in. 

Michael Bull: The property can be seen on 
figure 15.1b. 

The Assessor: We can go on from there. 

Michael Bull: At that site, the exact predicted 
concentrations are 27.4 micrograms per cubic 
metre under the do-minimum scheme and 28.1 
micrograms per cubic metre with the proposal, so 
the change would be very small and the absolute 
levels would be well below the standard. 

Doug Tait: That is just for NO2. Is that right? 

Michael Bull: That is for nitrogen dioxide—yes. 

Doug Tait: Not PM2.5 or PM10. 

Michael Bull: We can look at the situation for 

PM2.5 and PM10. 

The Assessor: For the record, are you referring 
to small particulates? 

Michael Bull: That is right. PM10 is fine 
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 
10 microns—10 millionths of a metre. PM2.5 has an 
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns. PM10 can 
penetrate directly into the lungs and is not filtered 
out by the rest of the respiratory system. 

The Assessor: The level of such emissions is 
particularly important for asthmatics and people 
with such complaints. 

Michael Bull: The level is particularly important 
for people with respiratory illnesses, because such 
matter penetrates into the lungs and can affect 
them. 

Page 29 of chapter 15 of the environmental 
statement shows the results of calculating the 
average PM10. At 68 Echline Drive, we predict a 
change from 14 to 14.1 micrograms per cubic 
metre as a modelled annual mean. On page 35, 
we have the results for PM2.5, which show a similar 
change. However, because a smaller fraction is 
involved, the figure goes from 9 to 9.1 micrograms 
per cubic metre. The next table uses, for the levels 
of change, descriptors that were developed by 
what was the National Society for Clean Air. The 
society considered that the level of change that I 
cited could be described as extremely small and 
that its significance could be described as 
negligible. 

Doug Tait: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: That information was helpful. 
Does Ruth Crawford have any re-examination? 

11:30 

Ruth Crawford: Just briefly. Dr Bull, is it your 
understanding that the promoter has given the 
Echline community undertakings to monitor air 
pollutants during construction and for one year 
after the scheme opens? 

Michael Bull: That is correct—that is my 
understanding. I can go further and say that the 
Environment Act 1995 requires the local authority 
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to undertake regular air quality assessments 
throughout its area, so it will be obliged to monitor 
the situation in the future, too. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Greer, do you understand a 
similar undertaking to have been given on 
monitoring noise in the Echline area? 

Richard Greer: Yes—that is my understanding. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: We can move on. 

Doug Tait: Could we have a comfort break? 

The Assessor: Of course. It is about 11:30, 
which is just about the right time for me to have a 
break, too. 

11:31 

Hearing suspended. 

11:40 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: For reasons that I have 
articulated on a number of occasions, I wish to get 
ahead. 

Ruth Crawford: I move on to my fifth chapter 
heading, which is, tantalisingly, “alternative 
junction.” Good morning, gentlemen. As we know, 
the objectors in this group have proposed two 
alternative junctions. First, there is that proposed 
by Mr Richardson; secondly, there is that 
proposed by the Echline community. 

Mr Richardson‟s alternative is referred to at 
paragraph 3.2.13 and thereafter of the promoter‟s 
written evidence relating to the group 29 
objections. Paragraph 3.2.14 contains a number of 
bullet points in which the promoter sets out the 
benefits and disbenefits of the Richardson 
suggestion. 

For the sake of speed—if not haste—is there 
any cause for you to alter the views and opinions 
that were expressed in your written evidence in 
relation to the Richardson suggested alternative 
location? 

Lawrence Shackman: Sorry, but could you 
repeat the question? 

Ruth Crawford: Let us look at the Richardson 
suggestion for locating the junction, which I 
understand to be to the south-west of the town of 
South Queensferry. In the promoter‟s written 
evidence, paragraph 3.2.14 contains some bullet 
points relative to that suggestion. Would you wish 
to make any additions or alterations in relation to 
the Richardson suggestion? 

Lawrence Shackman: No. 

Ruth Crawford: Turning to the subject of 
noise—is Mr Greer still here? 

Mr Greer, we are looking at what I have labelled 
the Richardson suggestion, which is a location to 
the south-west of South Queensferry, rather than 
the one proposed. I wish to clarify a point in 
paragraph 3.2.14. It says: 

“the alternative junction would provide further potential 
benefits in terms of noise”. 

Can you assist us with that? 

Lawrence Shackman: I can. We have 
undertaken an assessment based on a scheme 
quickly developed. We have assessed the junction 
in a similar way to the way we used for the 
promoted scheme and the environmental 
statement. We have identified that there is no 
change—in that, under the alternative scheme, 
there is still a significant adverse effect from noise 
on the western side of the Echline estate. 
However, there remains a significant beneficial 
effect, as there is under the promoted scheme, on 
the southern edge of the Echline estate. Because 
the main line is moved further west, as is the 
gyratory, and because the level comes out of the 
ground a little as it has to pass some utilities—
which is not the same as under the promoted 
scheme—there is somewhat less mitigation. That 
means that noise levels increase south of the 
scheme, such that a new significant adverse effect 
comes in on the residential communities around 
Dundas Castle and Dundas Mains. 

Ruth Crawford: Is that taken up on page 14 of 
the written evidence, at the third bullet point? 

11:45 

Richard Greer: The third bullet point on page 
14. 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. Page 14 of the written 
evidence. 

Richard Greer: Yes. It is about changes in 
traffic brought about by moving the scheme.  

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. Sorry, I was just 
trying to locate in the written evidence the 
passages in which you refer to the noise effects in 
relation to—as I have described it—the 
Richardson scheme. As ever, my pagination may 
have gone somewhat awry with yours, but if we 
look at paragraph 3.2.14 of the promoter‟s 
evidence— 

Alan Gillies: I might be able to help. It is the 
fifth bullet point down. It is probably the last bullet 
point on page 13.  

Richard Greer: Thank you.  

Ruth Crawford: It is my fault for having a 
wrongly— 
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Richard Greer: I was on page 14 not page 13.  

That highlights that moving the gyratory would 
also involve realigning the A904 as it progresses 
east to the gyratory and therefore passes the 
southern edge of the Echline estate. What that 
serves to do is to make what is already a 
significant beneficial effect slightly more beneficial. 
The key issue is that there is no change in the 
significance either for the promoted scheme or the 
alternative brought forward by the objectors. In 
both cases, there would be a significant beneficial 
effect on the southern edge of the Echline estate.  

Ruth Crawford: I turn—with one eye on the 
time—to what I understand to be the Echline 
suggestion. As I understand it, what is suggested 
by the Echline group is that the junction be 
changed by relocating the gyratory and the route 
of the southern approach road 400m to the west 
within its existing corridor. We heard some 
evidence yesterday in relation to that suggestion, 
or at least a variation on it, but—again, having one 
eye on the time—I would be grateful if the 
promoter could comment on the Echline 
suggested relocation of the gyratory.  

Alan Gillies: Sorry—is that in relation to the 
junction moving 200m east? 

Ruth Crawford: As I understand it, it is 400m to 
the west. 

Alan Gillies: Sorry—yes. As we have heard in 
evidence, that relates to the angle of the crossing, 
and the associated constraints of the Beamer rock 
and the type of structure. Do you want us to 
expand on that? 

Ruth Crawford: We have heard your evidence. 
As I understand it, you—you being the promoter—
cannot support that relocation.  

Alan Gillies: That is correct.  

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. No further 
questions.  

The Assessor: We will now have Mr 
Richardson and a representative of Echline. Have 
you decided who is going first? 

Alan Richardson: I will, thank you. As I said 
right at the beginning, I have a number of 
questions relating to various areas. 

The Assessor: Take your time on this—I know 
that it is a subject dear to your heart.  

Alan Richardson: I will, thank you. I was 
interested to hear Mr Greer say that he had 
carried out an assessment. I want to ask a few 
questions about that, although they might not be 
for Mr Greer specifically, but for someone else 
who can help me with traffic modelling. I have four 
questions, but I can roll them all up into one, 

because I am quite sure that Mr Shackman can 
give simple, straightforward answers. 

You stated that strategic and local models were 
used. Was additional traffic as reported in the ES 
based on forecasts from the strategic model? 

Alan Duff: All the traffic information used in the 
ES was derived from the traffic model for 
Scotland. 

Alan Richardson: Okay. Is it correct that the 
TMFS is a strategic model whose main purpose is 
to undertake assessments of transport schemes 
and policies in general terms very much at a 
strategic level—in other words, across wide areas, 
even the whole country? 

Alan Duff: It is designed to look at the whole 
country and, depending on the detail of particular 
areas, it might or might not be suitable. 

Alan Richardson: So, you would not really use 
the TMFS to forecast detailed traffic conditions at 
individual junctions. 

Alan Duff: You would use it to look at the 
changes that you would anticipate in terms of 
growth, but you would supplement it with detailed 
local information, which is what we have done. 

Alan Richardson: But you would agree that the 
Forth road crossing has both strategic and local 
impacts. 

Alan Duff: It has. The TMFS has strategic and 
local traffic in it; it is just the detail that we are— 

Alan Richardson: Mr Shackman stated that 
local traffic modelling was undertaken using a 
more detailed local area microsimulation model. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Alan Richardson: That was used to test 
junctions to evaluate the performance of design 
proposals in future year traffic volumes. 

Alan Duff: That is right. That is the operational 
assessment that we talked about. 

Alan Richardson: Did the outputs feed into the 
stage 2 assessment of options? 

Alan Duff: As Mr Shackman has explained, this 
is an evolutionary process whereby one 
continually refines. At the stage 2 level, there was 
no need to do detailed operational assessments. 
The principle was that there was a junction. 

Alan Richardson: That is a no. 

Alan Duff: That is a no. 

Alan Richardson: Grand. Can you confirm that 
that means that only detailed local microsimulation 
models were used to evaluate junction 
performance and that no detailed local 
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assessment of environmental impacts was 
undertaken? 

Alan Duff: No. That is not a fair representation 
of the position. What happens in practice is that 
we use the traffic model for Scotland to derive the 
flows, which feed into the environmental 
statement. As we proceed with the work, there is 
liaison between the teams that are doing the air 
and noise calculations and the traffic people to see 
whether there are any points where there are 
significant changes, either positive or negative, 
and to see whether the traffic flows would be 
sensitive to those. We do manual or external 
assessments to see whether variations in the 
flows would make a difference to the conclusions. 
It is not strictly correct to say— 

Alan Richardson: But it is not particularly 
incorrect either. 

Alan Duff: No, that is correct. 

Alan Richardson: Obviously there are detailed 
assessments. As Mr Shackman says, it is not an 
exact science. There is obvious concern among all 
residents, especially at Echline corner, about the 
impacts of the scheme. Do you agree that that 
implies that it is very important for Transport 
Scotland to use its appointed auditors to ensure 
that good practice has been followed in all the 
modelling work? 

Alan Duff: Yes, indeed. 

Alan Richardson: What was the outcome of 
the audits in terms of the junction performance 
models? 

Alan Duff: Are you talking about the corridor 
model or the junction performance models? 

Alan Richardson: Junction performance 
models. 

Alan Duff: Junction performance models do not 
require to go to an external auditor; they are 
subject to internal audits in the design team. 

Alan Richardson: I have repeatedly asked for 
information on the audits and I have been given 
various answers ranging from “They are subject to 
an audit” to “They are not subject to an audit” and 
more recently back to “They are subject to an 
audit.” 

Alan Duff: Perhaps I could explain what the 
situation is. I think that I will be repeating what I 
have said in previous meetings, but I shall attempt 
to go through it. 

The traffic model for Scotland is audited by 
Transport Scotland‟s auditors. The model is not a 
project-specific development. It is dealt with by an 
external consultancy on behalf of Transport 
Scotland and is fully audited and reported. I think 
that you have had access to that work. 

For the next stage, we have two operational 
models, one of which we have called the corridor 
model. I think that I said earlier in the inquiry that 
that model is primarily for looking at the ITS 
system and its operation. It has been audited by 
Transport Scotland‟s auditor because it is a larger 
model.  

I will say how the audit is done. Because of the 
timescales involved in the project, we do not 
simply work away, do everything and hand stuff 
over to the auditor; rather, we work hand in glove 
with the auditor. We go through all the key points 
of the model‟s development, have meetings with 
the auditor, and discuss what the model does, our 
inputs and outputs and how things are going. The 
auditor will suggest changes if he thinks that they 
are required. We will make them and take them 
back. The net effect is that we have met the 
auditor on a weekly basis in periods of the project 
in which there has been an intense amount of 
work. That has quietened down, and we have then 
seen the auditor perhaps monthly or quarterly. 
Therefore, there is a process of continual 
engagement with the auditor. 

You are quite right to say that the auditor has 
not produced his final report, but that does not 
mean that things have not been audited. There 
has been on-going auditing involving us and the 
team involved. That has been a deliberate 
exercise by Transport Scotland, essentially to 
mitigate the risks. Transport Scotland wants to be 
reassured that what we are doing as its consultant 
is correct, so it has its auditor working with us to 
ensure that he is happy. We do not have the final 
report yet, but I have no doubt that the auditor will 
say that it is all robust, because he has already 
told me on an on-going basis that it is all robust. 

The Assessor: If the auditor did not think that 
things were robust, would he have stopped you in 
your tracks? That would probably be a bit abrupt, 
but would you have known about it? 

Alan Duff: It is fair to say that we have had 
differences of opinion with the auditor during the 
course of the study. 

The Assessor: That is not unusual, but would 
you answer my question? 

Alan Duff: Generally speaking, his opinion 
prevails and we will modify. He would have 
stopped us in our tracks, told us to do things 
differently, and we would have done so. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. I hope that 
that helps you, Mr Richardson. 

Alan Richardson: It does. 

I assume that, given the length of time that 
things have been going on, that has happened on 
numerous occasions. 
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Alan Duff: In terms of? 

Alan Richardson: I assume that you have been 
asked to re-evaluate on numerous occasions. 

Alan Duff: As I have said, the process is 
iterative. It is not a precise science; professional 
judgments are involved. I do not think that we 
have fallen out with the auditor. We have 
managed to find ways of resolving things to 
ensure that we make robust decisions. 

Alan Richardson: With regard to the local 
models below the corridor model that you have 
talked about— 

Alan Duff: The junction models. 

Alan Richardson: You said that junction 
performance models do not require to go to an 
external auditor. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Alan Richardson: Why? 

Alan Duff: The team is purely operational. We 
assess all the junctions in any scheme. It is a 
question of need, and I suppose that it ultimately 
comes down to a question of risk for Transport 
Scotland. When we get down to considering the 
detailed operation of a single junction, the internal 
team effectively assesses and mitigates the risks. 
There is a feeling that there is no need for that 
work to go elsewhere. It is about the number of 
lanes that come into the junction, the width of the 
gyratory and so on. That is detailed operational 
stuff that our internal checks and balances are 
designed to address and ensure that we get 
correct. 

Alan Richardson: How can that be 
independently checked? 

Alan Duff: There is no need for that to be 
independently checked. It comes down to our 
professional indemnity insurance being on the line. 
If we get a junction wrong and it does not work, 
that would come back to us. 

Alan Richardson: What about the impacts of 
the junction? 

Alan Duff: The impacts of junctions are 
assessed through all the other models that we 
have talked about. Nothing fundamentally 
changes. The local model is a nitty-gritty 
refinement tool; it is not a higher-level appraisal 
tool. 

The Assessor: Are the procedures that 
Transport Scotland is adopting for the project 
applicable in Scotland and the United Kingdom as 
a whole? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

The Assessor: So they are established 
procedures. 

12:00 

Alan Duff: They are established procedures. I 
probably have not explained it terribly well but the 
one difference is that we would probably not work 
so closely with the auditor on a project that had 
pressing timescales. Normally we would do work, 
produce stuff, hand it to the auditor and get 
feedback, whereas we are working much more 
closely with the auditor on this one. However, the 
general procedure is the same as the established 
procedure. 

The Assessor: The fact that you are working so 
closely with the auditor does not mean that his 
independent assessment would be polluted in your 
judgment. 

Alan Duff: Not at all. 

The Assessor: Is that the point that you are 
taking me to, Mr Richardson? 

Alan Richardson: The point that I am trying to 
get to is that Transport Scotland—maybe not on 
this subject but on other subjects—replies to us 
and then simply sits back and says, “Prove me 
wrong,” and I cannot get the proof from Transport 
Scotland. That is my problem. It maintains that a 
local model is not required and that it is the subject 
of an audit. I keep asking for the audit, but it is not 
yet published. I cannot understand how we are at 
stage 2 of the process and the audit has not been 
published. So I have no confidence at all in the 
modelling, which affects practically everything in 
the scheme. I am trying to draw that out from 
Transport Scotland, which is why we are here 
today, but it is very difficult. 

It is very difficult for a layman to ask for 
information, even under freedom of information 
legislation, and Transport Scotland is refusing to 
give me that information. 

The Assessor: The best that I can do for you 
today is to let you ask a few more questions of the 
witness. I have heard what he has to say. 

Alan Richardson: Could I perhaps just move 
on? 

The Assessor: By all means. 

Alan Richardson: I am conscious of time and I 
am obviously going to get nowhere on the 
modelling. I only hope that you will take that into 
consideration. 

The Assessor: It is recorded. I will assess later 
whether I have got anywhere or not. 

Alan Richardson: I will move on to what Ms 
Crawford referred to as the Richardson proposal. 
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Mr Shackman, in your opening statement on the 
first day of the hearings, you confirmed that the 
opinions of the most directly affected residents 
were taken into account for the January 2009 
option. Given that the same courtesy was not 
afforded to the residents of Echline Corner, who 
will obviously be significantly impacted by the 
current proposed location, why was a similar level 
of effort not made to engineer a solution that 
would be acceptable to Echline corner residents? 

Lawrence Shackman: We believe that the 
junction is in the most appropriate location. We 
have looked at your proposed junction, and it 
would not provide the benefits that you think it 
would. It would be more costly and take up more 
land. All that background information is contained 
in our written evidence. 

Alan Richardson: You have just shown up one 
of the main problems. You have persisted in 
comparing my proposal with the current proposal 
but if you compared it with the January 2009 
proposal, you would find that, in addition to being 
£5 million less expensive and requiring less land, it 
would also provide the same benefits and meet 
the same objective as the current option does. 

Lawrence Shackman: The problem is that the 
January 2009 proposal is not in our proposed 
scheme. We have moved on from that, so to 
compare your option with that is quite 
meaningless. We have our proposed junction at 
the A904 and we can only compare options 
against that. The main reason for moving the 
junction, as I have said before, was the issue of 
standards, so to go back and compare your option 
with the January 2009 is a meaningless exercise. 

Alan Richardson: I do not see it as a 
meaningless exercise because we are exploring 
an alternative to the current location. I feel that I 
have adequately shown that all the benefits and 
objectives could be met using my proposal or a 
proposal that involved a compromise between the 
two options, but you continue to reject that in 
favour of your current proposal. What obstacles, 
other than timing and political pressure, would 
there be to undertaking further localised design 
work to engineer a solution that would be 
acceptable to us? 

Lawrence Shackman: I am not sure how much 
detail to go into. I will deal with just one issue—
that of standards. As far as seeking a departure 
from standards with regard to the distance 
between junctions is concerned, the onus is on the 
design team to create a junction in a location that 
satisfies the design standards. Moving the junction 
to the A904 pretty well satisfies those standards 
as regards the spacing between junctions. Moving 
it southwards would involve creating a lower 
standard of road, which would have an obvious 
safety implication. I am not a member of Transport 

Scotland‟s independent standards team, but if I 
were presented with an alternative option that was 
not much different from what was proposed from 
the point of view of environmental benefits, but 
which would cost more, involve greater land take 
and be of a lower standard than what was 
proposed, why would I accept it? There is no 
justification for lowering the standard. As Mr Gillies 
explained, the standards branch tries to take an 
independent view. It always strives for the best or 
most desirable standards to be met. Why would 
we go for a lower standard? 

Alan Richardson: But in comparison with the 
January 2009 option, our proposal meets a higher 
standard. 

Lawrence Shackman: I do not intend to talk 
about the January 2009 proposal because it has 
gone. We were not allowed to take that proposal 
forward for the reasons that I have already 
mentioned. 

The Assessor: I do not think that we can take 
that much further, Mr Richardson. We still have 
Echline to come. 

Do you have another few questions, Mr Tait? 

Doug Tait: Yes, please. 

Alan Richardson: Can I come back on this? 

The Assessor: We will see. 

Doug Tait: Mr Chapman has one or two 
questions and I have two quick questions. 

The Assessor: Fine; so we have now moved 
on to Echline. 

Doug Tait: Yes. 

Les Chapman: I invite Mr Shackman to explain 
briefly why the Beamer rock is such a good 
location for the bridge support. 

Lawrence Shackman: Mr Glover is probably 
best placed to answer that. 

The Assessor: Very, very quickly. 

Mike Glover: Beamer rock is a rock—it is made 
of dolerite. It will make a very substantial 
foundation. As you know, the topography falls 
away from that rock extremely sharply in all 
directions, so it is the ideal location for the support. 

Les Chapman: You mention in the 
environmental statement that the rock falls away 
steeply on three sides—north, south and east—
but you avoid the word “west”. 

Mike Glover: It falls away to the west, but not 
so steeply. 

Les Chapman: What would the depth be at, 
say, 80m? 
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Mike Glover: We sank two boreholes to the 
west, towards Rosyth. Both boreholes were 
terminated before we hit rock. One went 50m and 
the other went 40m into superficial deposits. We 
did not hit rock, so the topography falls away very 
sharply, but not as sharply as on the other sides. 

Les Chapman: How far is it before you fall 
away from rock on the west side? 

Mike Glover: One is falling away from rock all 
the time because, as you can see at high tide— 

Les Chapman: How far to the west could you 
move the bridge support on the Beamer rock? 

Mike Glover: We have played with different 
geometries on Beamer rock. If we moved the 
bridge support by more than a few metres from the 
current location in the direction that you suggest—
to the west—because the foundation that we need 
only just fits on the cusp of the rock, we would find 
ourselves in a situation in which the foundation 
would become extremely complex because of the 
sloping rock-head. It would be extremely 
challenging to get a foundation on to that. 

Les Chapman: But possible. 

Mike Glover: Anything in life is possible in 
terms of physics, but there are questions of how 
much human endeavour has to go into it and—
most of all—how much risk is involved. I have 
explained in previous evidence that the 
construction of the foundations is the most critical 
piece of work in the whole project. Most people 
think that it is the construction of the bridge, but 
the foundations are the critical issue. Therefore, 
we must seek the most practical solutions 
wherever we possibly can. 

Les Chapman: I accept that. You accept that it 
would be built on dolerite, which, as you explained 
earlier, is a very hard rock that is difficult to 
excavate and work with. When you go to the 
Echline gyratory, on the Echline corner, you hit 
dolerite again, I believe— 

Mike Glover: No. There are interlayers of 
mudstone and sandstone, and some smaller veins 
of dolerite within those, but no large outcrops. 
However, there is dolerite in that area. 

Les Chapman: So we will experience difficulties 
when you cut through that on the Echline gyratory. 

Mike Glover: Some dolerite will be present, but 
not to the extent that you are imagining. 

Les Chapman: We are imagining what 
happened when the pumping sewer was put round 
the Echline field. Special equipment had to be 
brought in to cut the rock in that field just to put 
three simple pipes in the ground. 

Mike Glover: I have never been able to get to 
the bottom of that story. Most of the material there 
is mudstone. 

Les Chapman: That is all—I just wanted to ask 
whether the bridge supports could be moved 
slightly to the west. 

Mike Glover: I hope that I have explained the 
situation. 

Les Chapman: Yes—it is possible, but it is 
expensive. 

Mike Glover: And very risky. 

Doug Tait: I have two questions; the first is for 
the record. Mr Greer said that the significant 
impact at the eastern end, at the Forth road bridge 
approach, would switch to the Echline end. He 
said in his introductory evidence today that there 
would be a significant adverse effect at Echline 
corner. Was that correct? 

Richard Greer: In terms of the promoted 
scheme or the alternatives? 

Doug Tait: In terms of the proposed scheme. 

Richard Greer: Under the proposed scheme 
there is a significant beneficial effect on the south 
side of the Echline estate, adjacent to the A904 
Builyeon Road. There is a significant adverse 
effect on the north-western side of the Echline 
estate that faces on to Bo‟ness Road. 

Doug Tait: So you would strike out your 
comment that there would be a significant adverse 
effect at Echline corner and a significant beneficial 
impact at the south and eastern side, which I 
presumed was the Forth road bridge end. You 
make those comments—well, you personally do 
not, but the promoter does—in the environmental 
statement and in the rebuttal. 

Richard Greer: There is a difficulty in trying to 
describe something verbally, which is why I 
referred to the figures when I gave evidence in 
chief earlier. The figures are clear from the 
environmental statement— 

Doug Tait: I am not talking about figures. I am 
talking about the statements that you made on this 
particular question at the start of the discussion 
under this chapter heading. 

I think that I have made my point there, sir. 

The Assessor: I am not sure that you have. Are 
you suggesting that Mr Greer is confused in the 
evidence that he has given? I would like to know 
what his evidence is. I do not think that I was 
confused. Perhaps you can ask your question, Mr 
Tait, and Mr Greer can respond and I can see 
whether I have got my note right. 
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Doug Tait: Okay. I will turn the question around. 
Is there a significant benefit to those around the 
Forth road bridge from the proposed scheme? 

Richard Greer: You mean those in Springfield 
and Clufflat Brae? 

Doug Tait: No—at the opposite end, around the 
Forth road bridge. 

The Assessor: We are talking about the 
Echline estate, as far as I am aware. 

12:15 

Richard Greer: To be absolutely clear, in the 
wider perspective, three significant adverse effects 
and three significant beneficial effects are 
identified in the environmental statement. The first 
adverse effect is at Linn Mill, on the west side of 
the approach to the crossing. The second is at 
Clufflat and Clufflat Brae. The third is at what I 
describe as the north-western edge of the Echline 
estate, facing Bo‟ness Road. 

The first of the three significant beneficial effects 
is at the south side of the Echline estate facing the 
A904 Builyeon Road, because of the traffic 
reductions there. The second is on the east side of 
South Queensferry, on the west side of the 
existing approach to the Forth road bridge— 

Doug Tait: That is fine, sir. That is the point I 
was asking about. Quite simply, at the Forth road 
bridge, on the west side of the east of South 
Queensferry, there will be a significant beneficial 
effect under this scheme. 

The Assessor: I would like that point to be 
completed. What is the third beneficial effect? 

Richard Greer: It will be on the west side of 
Queensferry, on the east side of the A90 approach 
to the existing bridge. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Mr Tait, you are 
picking up on the second beneficial effect as I 
understand it.  

Doug Tait: I have made my point on that, sir. I 
just wanted to draw attention to the fact that there 
is an improvement at the Forth road bridge and 
that the issues have been transferred from there to 
the Echline area. The gyratory at the Forth road 
bridge is very similar, although I believe that we 
will have a bigger one. It will move negative 
impacts to our end and clear up the situation at the 
other end. These are identified as significant 
changes. That is the point that I wanted to make. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I believe that you 
made that point fairly forcibly in your written 
statement as well. 

Doug Tait: Secondly, as a former external 
auditor, I have a simple question. Mr Duff, I think 
that you said that the strategic model was a 

published audit report. The expectation would be 
that the information in it was therefore subject to 
formal standards and so on that anybody can 
read—not just the people within an organisation. 

Alan Duff: That is correct, yes. 

Doug Tait: However, your local models are 
internal. I understand that that is a useful internal 
control structure, but it is of no help whatsoever if 
it is not published for others. This is an extremely 
important scheme that uses calculations that come 
first from that strategic model, which was 
audited—so we have some comfort there. 
However, as we move through the process, on all 
the local issues that are being identified and 
evaluated—not just traffic volumes, but air and 
noise pollution and so on—it is for internal 
purposes only that your conclusions are noted. Is 
my understanding correct? 

Alan Duff: No. 

Doug Tait: Where does the public get the 
information to get some comfort? Mr Richardson 
expressed concern, as have several people in our 
area, about the confidence that we can have in 
those figures—“confidence” is the word we used. 
We can see how we can have confidence in the 
strategic models, but we fail to see how we can 
have confidence in something that is internally 
controlled and not externally reported.  

Alan Duff: The outputs from the various 
assessments and models are reported in the 
various documents that are before the hearing. I 
am not sure how to explain this. The local models 
are detailed calculations. Millions of detailed 
calculations are done in putting together a big 
project. Mr Glover and his team do masses of 
calculations for how thick girders have to be to 
build the bridge and so on. This is the same. It is a 
very detailed operational assessment tool. It is all 
about designing something, as opposed to 
creating a higher level model that shows the flows 
you would expect and the flows that are input for 
all the different models. 

Doug Tait: You have answered my question, Mr 
Duff. I have only one more. As there are millions of 
detailed calculations, is it fair to say that there is a 
need for close scrutiny of those, internally and 
externally? 

Alan Duff: Well, there are checks and balances 
throughout this— 

Doug Tait: A yes or no would be fine. 

Alan Duff: It is part of the normal process of 
doing a professional job. For instance, the 
information that goes to the safety auditors is all 
the information that we ultimately produce from 
these models. They are looking at whether the 
thing will do what it says on the tin. 
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Doug Tait: I think you said that the process is 
there to protect Transport Scotland, which I can 
understand. 

Alan Duff: But it is also there to protect the end 
users of the roads. Ultimately, that is what it is all 
about. 

Doug Tait: Will it protect us if we do not know 
from an independent source the conclusions that 
you get from that information? 

Alan Duff: The conclusion that you get from 
that information is the layout of the junction as 
produced in the specimen design. 

Doug Tait: As per Transport Scotland but not 
as per an independent source. 

Alan Duff: I think that my basic point is that 
there is no required— 

Doug Tait: I think that I have made my point, 
sir. Thank you. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. Do you 
wish to re-examine, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. Instead of drilling 
down into the minutiae of detail, Mr Duff, can I 
clarify with you that the auditor has indicated that it 
is content with the corridor model that you have 
described? 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding that 
the corridor model includes the Queensferry and 
Echline corner junctions? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Am I right in understanding that 
Transport Scotland wrote to Mr Richardson on 10 
June, advising that the audit report for the local 
area model, which includes the audit of the local 
area base Paramics model, is not yet complete but 
once completed will be published, and that Mr 
Richardson has been given a commitment that 
Transport Scotland will notify him when it is 
published? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Mr Greer, would any 
uncertainties in the traffic model impact on the 
robustness of the noise assessments that you 
have described? 

Richard Greer: No. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions, sir. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I see you signalling 
to me, Mr Richardson, but you will be able to make 
your point through your own evidence. 

Alan Richardson: Just one thing— 

The Assessor: No. Shh. 

Alan Richardson: It is one thing to have the— 

The Assessor: No, no, no. I want to move on to 
the next chapter. 

Ruth Crawford: The final chapter has the—
again tantalising—heading “Miscellaneous 
Topics”. As I indicated in my introduction, I simply 
want to focus on one topic under that heading: the 
lack of a visitor centre. I invite Mr Henderson to 
provide the inquiry with an update on that, 
although I think that we might already have heard 
it in another session. 

Frazer Henderson (Transport Scotland): We 
are now pleased to be able to confirm that the 
contact in the education centre will be located at 
the Forth Estuary Transport Authority offices in 
South Queensferry, although I should add that we 
are still discussing the exact details of the form 
with FETA. Accordingly I can put the objectors‟ 
minds at rest by saying that there will never be a 
requirement to use the Echline field for these 
purposes. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions to 
ask Mr Henderson on that topic. 

The Assessor: I understand that you wish to 
ask me a question about human rights, Ms 
Crawford. 

Ruth Crawford: I indicated at the outset that I 
would invite you to rule as inadmissible—or, 
should I say, outwith the scope of this inquiry—any 
evidence on the topic of human rights. When the 
bill was introduced, a statement was required to 
be issued on its compatibility with the Human 
Rights Act 1998 and the European convention on 
human rights, which under the 1998 act is 
incorporated into domestic legislation. Moreover, 
as the committee reported in its stage 1 report, it is 
well aware of human rights issues and will look at 
them in its overall consideration of the bill. Finally, 
this stage of the inquiry deals with specific local 
objections from local objectors rather than with the 
overall question of the impact on human rights, 
which, of course, involves weighing up issues of 
proportionality. 

The Assessor: As you know, I am not legally 
qualified but I have given considerable thought to 
the point. I agree that the issue of human rights 
was adequately covered when the bill was 
introduced and at stage 1, and I do not propose to 
reopen it at this time. 

Ruth Crawford: That being so, sir, and as I said 
in my introduction, I propose to lead no further 
evidence. To avoid the risk of repetition, I refer you 
to Transport Scotland‟s written evidence in relation 
to this group of objectors and close my case. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. 
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We will now hear the objectors‟ case. Do you 
wish to have a break? 

Doug Tait: Yes please. 

The Assessor: How long would you like? 

Doug Tait: Five minutes, sir. 

The Assessor: We will start again at 12.30 pm 
and sit until 1.30 pm. 

12:25 

Hearing suspended. 

12:34 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: We appear to be ready to go, 
which is very helpful. 

As a small preface, the objectors may wish to 
know that I am very familiar with their estate. I 
have walked it and driven it on several occasions 
in all weathers and at all times of the day. I am 
familiar with the physical layout, which I hope will 
help us. 

Let us proceed. My understanding is that we 
can work topic by topic, that the first topic is the 
proposed southern approach route, and that you 
are conjoining it with topic 18. 

Doug Tait: Thank you, sir. I think that we might 
even make your life a little easier and have more 
time in our procedures this morning if we rest for 
the majority of our cases on the objection, 
evidence and rebuttal that you have already, and 
have read extensively. 

I would like to focus on two particular subjects 
because time is going on and we are being 
stopped on questions. As I said at the beginning, 
we represent seven objectors, so we are trying to 
be fair to every one of them. I do not have their 
care—I have just an administrative care for 
them—although I am trying to be as caring for 
them as possible. 

We will put our efforts into the water table issue, 
which is now in 1C. 

The Assessor: I have it under topic 18. 

Doug Tait: That is right. We will also look at the 
construction compound, which on our list is 
number 5. 

The Assessor: Certainly. I realise that I have 
been stopping you. It is really because I did not 
know that you were going to take this route. 
Accordingly, let me say that while you attempt to 
be fair to what I hesitate to call your constituents—
the persons whom you are seeking to represent—I 
have at the front of my mind that the whole point of 
these hearings is to ensure that you get a fair 

hearing. I want to ensure that, so I am sorry if I 
have stopped you in certain aspects of questioning 
that you would have liked to go on with. This is 
perhaps an opportunity to remedy matters, if you 
want. 

Doug Tait: Thank you. 

The Assessor: Okay. Let‟s go. 

Doug Tait: As a matter of procedure, rather 
than make a statement on the water table I would 
like to go straight to a question to one of my 
witnesses. Is that okay? 

The Assessor: Yes, that is fine. That is 
suggesting to the promoter that it knows all about 
your position and that you want to bring out one or 
two matters. Is that satisfactory to you, Ms 
Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes. 

The Assessor: Okay. 

Doug Tait: Thank you. 

Mr Chapman, have you inquired about 
information regarding the water table? In the 
environmental statement, there is a reference to a 
ground investigations survey. 

Les Chapman: There is a reference in the 
environmental statement to the effect that the 
cutting of the gyratory at the Echline strip could 
reduce water tables in the area. At the end of 
November, we requested the 2009 ground 
investigation survey report, which would probably 
disclose that information. We were told that it was 
not available but would be made available as soon 
as possible. We inquired again and were told that 
it would be available in August. To date we have 
not seen the report, but the update leaflet that was 
published by Transport Scotland in June 2010 
stated clearly that the third series of ground 
investigations had been completed. We are at a 
loss as to why we have not seen the report, which 
is the only way in which we can assess the 
possibility of subsidence across the whole of the 
Echline area that might result from the reduction of 
the groundwater table. 

Doug Tait: My reading of the environmental 
statement is that the survey is important because 
of the risk of subsidence, which could result in 
structural damage in the near vicinity. Am I correct 
in that assumption? 

Les Chapman: My concern is that if the water 
table is reduced across the whole of Echline—we 
cannot assess that without the geological 
reports—then the whole Echline area could be 
prone to subsidence. It would be no good coming 
out with the report now and telling us that the 
scheme cannot go ahead because the lowering of 
the water table would cause subsidence. 
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Doug Tait: You said that you have made efforts 
to raise the issue—I think, in December. It is 
stated clearly in the environmental statement that 
the report was going to be late, but would be ready 
in January. You have pursued that since and were 
told that it would be available in August this year. 
Have you had any contact with Transport Scotland 
since then? 

Les Chapman: Mr Mellon approached us at our 
meeting for group 44 last week and assured us 
that he would be in contact with us, but the report 
was still not available. 

Doug Tait: So, you have no report and no 
confidence. Your concern is a risk of subsidence 
and damage adjacent to your properties. Would a 
structural survey ease your mind in any way? 

Les Chapman: A structural survey will not stop 
the house subsiding; it will tell us what is 
happening when it is too late. 

Doug Tait: So you want to know the results first 
of all. 

Les Chapman: I would like to know what 
Transport Scotland would do if the ground survey 
shows that subsidence will affect the whole of 
Echline. Will it proceed? 

Doug Tait: Is there anything else you would 
like? 

Les Chapman: I would like the report. 

The Assessor: To your knowledge, has the 
report been completed? 

Les Chapman: We have been told that it has 
been completed, but it should have been 
completed before the environmental statement 
was published. 

The Assessor: You were promised it in 
January, then August and then September. Is that 
right? 

Les Chapman indicated agreement. 

Doug Tait: I have another question for you, Mr 
Chapman. You say that Transport Scotland said in 
its update in June this year that the work had been 
completed. Am I right? 

Les Chapman: That is stated in the promoter‟s 
brochure. 

Doug Tait: Was that in June this year? 

Les Chapman: Yes. 

The Assessor: I note the position, as you 
present it to me. 

Les Chapman: Thank you. 

Doug Tait: We have no further questions on 
that topic. 

The Assessor: Thank you. That topic was the 
water table. You have another one for me. 

Doug Tait: It is the South Queensferry 
construction compound—number 5. 

The Assessor: Yes. 

Doug Tait: I would like, in my brief statement, to 
summarise four concerns. First, at the outset, the 
construction compound was being placed in option 
1, immediately west of a huge part of the South 
Queensferry community. Thankfully, common 
sense has since prevailed and it has been moved, 
I believe, to option 2. However, we are concerned 
that that is dependent on the ministers, and that 
there is still the threat that it may revert back to 
option 1 through default, if ministerial approval is 
not forthcoming. That is our first concern, and it is 
a significant one for the community down that side, 
represented by Echline and Springfield—some of 
the objectors in this group are from Springfield. 

Our second concern, which also regards the 
construction compound, is that originally, when the 
compound was being placed in option 1, it was, 
we understand, deemed to be adequate for the 
requirements of the construction compound for the 
site. Now that it has been placed in an area that 
appears—from the size on the maps that we have 
seen—to be a similar plot of land, one would 
assume that the whole of the compound would 
move to the west of the approach road. However, 
in the past three or four weeks we have found out 
that it is the intention to use the field in option 1 for 
storage of plant and materials. It was explained to 
us that that would be minimal, when there is a 
need to store something temporarily until it is 
used. There may be large quantities of steel, for 
example, that would not be needed until the 
following week. 

12:45 

From that statement, it appears as though there 
will not be a great impact on the local community, 
but we are talking about a six-year project, and 
that sort of activity could happen every day of the 
week for six years. If the intention was to move the 
compound to the west, surely everything that was 
to be in the east should be moved to the west. The 
field could then be left as it is at present and used 
for recreational activities, as some comfort for a 
community that will be significantly adversely 
affected. 

In the interest of time, I move quickly on to my 
third point, which is that the compound will be 
open for seven days a week for various activities. 
We understand that the marine activities will have 
to be carried out 24/7 for the duration of the 
contract. For six years, every day, there will be 
activity in the compound. A large number of 
people in the community were not aware of that, 
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although perhaps that is because of our failure to 
read an extensive and complicated document. The 
compound will have to be used 24/7 for a 
minimum of six years as a source for the 
construction activities for the marine works. 

Our request is that full and careful consideration 
be given to the possibility of moving the marine 
works construction activities, on a construction-site 
basis, to the north side of the Forth. I am sure that 
the promoter will provide many objections to that, 
but the simple reason for the suggestion is that the 
currently proposed site is hard up against a 
significant proportion of the community and will 
bring adverse impacts through either option 1 or 
option 2. The north side of the river is principally 
brush land and open areas without the residential 
complexities, so there would not be the impacts 
that we will feel on the south side. Our third option 
is to move the compound. Please could Transport 
Scotland consider that? It is not something that 
would need technical weaving distances or DMRB 
standards and so on; it is something that would be 
common sense from a resident and community 
perspective. 

My final point should be straightforward. Almost 
all the objectors were understandably upset about 
the 30-minute start-up period and the 7 o‟clock-in-
the-morning wakening call from the promoter, his 
employees and contractors every day for six 
years. The Forth Crossing Bill Committee kindly 
considered that and suggested that the working 
hours for the roads part—we will ignore the marine 
work that has to go on because of timetables—
should be from 8 in the morning to 7 at night, 
including within that the 30-minute start-up period. 
That was the bill committee‟s recommendation. 

The committee also considered the scheme that 
operated on the Airdrie to Bathgate railway project 
and asked Transport Scotland to consider that 
from a general perspective to find areas from 
which it could benefit. It is clearly documented in 
the stage 1 report that the bill committee 
recommended that the 30 minute start-up period 
should be within the period from 8 in the morning 
to 7 at night. 

Subsequently, the promoter and the minister 
reported that they would change the original times 
of 7 to 7 to make them 8 to 7, but said that the 30-
minute period would be outwith that, so that it 
would be a 7.30 start. That is contrary to the bill 
committee‟s recommendation. I appreciate that the 
assessor knows about this point. The issue was 
mentioned in the hearing on Monday last week. I 
want to be careful not to misrepresent the 
promoter on the issue, so I will find the right 
wording. At column 28 of the transcript of the 
hearing of Monday 30 August, Mr Mackay said: 

“In his response to the stage 1 report, the minister noted 
that we would amend the code to allow for an 8 am start, 
but with the start-up period beginning in advance of that”. 

That is not what the bill committee said, and we 
could verify that very simply by looking back to 
stage 1. In order to be wholly consistent with the 
Airdrie to Bathgate railway scheme—to 
paraphrase—the promoter was looking at using 
the Airdrie to Bathgate railway scheme as a 
reference for any possible amendments, which did 
not say that it started at 7.30 am; it said it started 
at 8 am. Mr Mackay said 

“I understand that the amendment was accepted by the 
committee in its response to the minister.” 

I have checked with our MSP, and the response 
that I have received is that there was no bill 
committee to approve this change to the code of 
construction practice after the event. These have 
been put through in amendments to the code of 
construction practice as a 7.30 am start and will be 
cast in stone after today if this point is not looked 
at. All we are asking is that you please look at it. I 
do not want to be wakened every day for six years 
at 7.30 am—8 am is bad enough—and nor do my 
constituents. [Laughter.] 

I have no further points to make. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I was anxious to 
ensure that you had enough time to make those 
points. I now know how much time will be 
available to the promoter for questioning. There is 
one matter that I would like to raise with you just 
before that. Under item 13, you were talking about 
compliance with the DMRB. You state that 
Transport Scotland refused to give you a list of 
departures from the DMRB and that that is 
something that you want. 

Les Chapman: I requested from Transport 
Scotland a list of DMRB departures, as applied to 
this scheme. Mr Richardson asked for them in 
general. I was particularly concerned that, if there 
are departures from the DMRB on this scheme, 
the public should be aware where they have 
occurred. I was told that I could not have that 
information but that, if I were to bring my own 
expert, Transport Scotland would gladly explain 
them to me. 

The Assessor: That is fine. I just wanted to 
provide the opportunity, if there were any 
questions. 

Les Chapman: It is appreciated. 

The Assessor: We are slightly out of tune, Ms 
Crawford, but I think that we now know the amount 
of time we might have available for questioning. 
We will also move to submissions before 1.30 pm, 
unless there is a submission to me to hold over, 
although I would prefer not to do that. 
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Ruth Crawford: I will take the last of the 
concerns, that have been propounded forcefully by 
Mr Tait, relating to the starting-up times. Mr Tait, 
having read the transcripts, you will be aware that 
it is the position of Transport Scotland that there 
are variations to the code of construction practice 
relating to normal working hours and start-up 
times. The position of Transport Scotland is that 
the amendments to the code of construction 
practice are wholly consistent with the Airdrie to 
Bathgate railway project, which provided a start-up 
time between 7.30 am and 8 am. 

Doug Tait: They are not in line with the Forth 
Crossing Bill Committee‟s recommendation. 

Ruth Crawford: You will be aware, however, 
that it is the position of Transport Scotland that the 
amendments that it has made are wholly in tune 
with the Airdrie to Bathgate railway project start-up 
times. 

Doug Tait: If you are stating that, I cannot 
refute it. I repeat that they are not in line with the 
bill committee‟s recommendation. 

Ruth Crawford: As far as marine works are 
concerned, you will be aware from the code of 
construction practice, that there are controls and 
provisions relating to marine works. 

Doug Tait: There are. 

Ruth Crawford: You will be aware that marine 
works are not anticipated to last throughout the 
six-year construction period. 

Doug Tait: That is not the information that I 
received from Transport Scotland. 

Ruth Crawford: They will not last consistently, 
day to day, for six years. 

Doug Tait: The information that I received from 
Transport Scotland is that the construction of the 
bridge will take six years and the marine aspect of 
the project is a six-year part of the project, while 
the roads will be a two to two-and-a-half-year part 
of the project. 

Ruth Crawford: We may be confused here. We 
have bridge works and we have marine works. 
The two may be different. Do you appreciate that? 

Doug Tait: Can you tell us what time will be 
required for that work, which is 24/7? 

Ruth Crawford: I think that I should direct this 
question to Mr Chapman, who is concerned about 
the water table and the risk of subsidence. The 
risk to which you refer, and which is mentioned in 
the ES, of the water table being lowered is, of 
course, a risk that is identified prior to mitigation. 
You will be aware of that, Mr Chapman, having 
read the environmental statement. 

Les Chapman: Can you explain that further? 

Ruth Crawford: In the environmental 
statement, in the chapter relative to water tables, 
there is a risk that the water table might be 
lowered prior to any mitigation being carried out. In 
other words, the environmental team has identified 
a risk, which may arise unless mitigated. 

Les Chapman: Chapter 8 makes that 
statement, but it also states that it has not been 
fully assessed. 

Ruth Crawford: If mitigation takes place, the 
risk and the residual impact will be negligible. 

Les Chapman: I fail to see how mitigation can 
reduce the risk. You cannot stop the water table 
falling. 

Ruth Crawford: And if we look to the schedule 
of environmental commitments in chapter 23, 
mitigation item G26 provides, pre-construction, 
that 

“Quantitative stability analyses based on results of 2009 GI” 

—that is, ground investigation— 

“will be carried out to determine if any properties are at risk 
of settlement. In the eventuality of some properties being 
confirmed as at risk, appropriate measures including 
condition surveys and monitoring of buildings and 
groundwater levels may be required.” 

Les Chapman: I understand that, but it still fails 
to address what you will do, if there is a reduction 
in groundwater table, to stop the property 
subsiding. 

Ruth Crawford: There will be monitoring, as is 
stated in the environmental statement, and no 
doubt further steps will be taken to remedy any 
defect. 

Les Chapman: I still fail to see how monitoring 
that tells me that my house is falling down is going 
to stop it falling down. 

Ruth Crawford: I am not going to get into an 
argument with you, Mr Chapman, and you will 
appreciate that it is not for me to give evidence, 
but you will be aware that there is a whole suite of 
measures, should there be damage to property. 

Doug Tait: Perhaps I can clarify the issue for Mr 
Chapman. What he is after is this: how can you 
mitigate if you do not know what the risk is? 

Ruth Crawford: I am sorry, Mr Tait, but it is not 
for me to answer questions. I am asking Mr 
Chapman questions and it would be pointless for 
you and me to have a discussion across the table. 

Doug Tait: Okay. I state that the point that Mr 
Chapman was trying to make was that his concern 
is that he does not know what the risk is and he is 
concerned about how an unknown risk can be 
mitigated. 
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Ruth Crawford: Again, I am not going to get 
into a dispute. I am suggesting to Mr Chapman 
that there is a commitment to address the 
problem, which may or may not arise, should there 
be any lowering of the water table. What I 
understand Mr Chapman to say in response is that 
he is not comforted by the mitigation measures 
that are set out in the environmental statement 
and the environmental commitments that are given 
in the environmental statement. 

Les Chapman: Without knowing the risks and 
without knowing how you can mitigate, I still fail to 
get any comfort at all from you. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I have nothing further in 
cross-examination. 

The Assessor: Thank you for taking the cross-
examination in that particular way. 

I do not have any questions but you have the 
opportunity to tidy up—I use the term loosely—if 
there is anything that you would like to continue 
with. If you do not need to, do not feel that you 
have to. 

Doug Tait: Thank you for the opportunity, sir, 
but we are happy to go to our summary now, 
which I think is the next part of the process. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. In that 
case, I give you the opportunity to take a little 
while to collect your thoughts. Since it is almost 1 
o‟clock, will we resume at 10 past 1? 

Doug Tait: Yes, that would be excellent. 

The Assessor: Thank you. 

12:59 

Hearing suspended. 

13:10 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: We are now in a position to take 
the closing submissions, starting with the 
promoter. 

Ruth Crawford: I hope to be relatively short in 
my closing submissions,  conscious of the fact that 
I have not been in the past. I will focus on what, I 
submit, is the real nub of the issues for this 
objector group: the location of the South 
Queensferry junction. It is the submission of the 
promoter that the junction at South Queensferry is 
in the most logical, optimum location. That has 
been arrived at following the evolution of the 
project, as has been described in evidence this 
morning and reflected in the written evidence that 
is before the inquiry. 

The assessment of the junction has been both 
thorough and robust. It has addressed all relevant 

engineering, environment, traffic, public transport 
and cost issues to an appropriate level of detail, 
such that one can be confident that an informed 
decision has been taken on the preferred solution. 
The assessment is summarised in a document 
that is before the inquiry, the “Queensferry 
Junction: Technical Assessment Summary 
Report”. I simply refer to that document for its 
terms. Sir, you have heard competent and 
informed evidence this morning on engineering, 
environment, traffic, public transport and cost 
issues. It is my submission that you can be 
confident that the optimum solution for the location 
of the South Queensferry junction has been 
arrived at. 

As regards the alternative suggestion that has 
been made by the Echline group, in effect it 
means moving to option 2 rather than option 1. 
The assessment in the “Queensferry Junction: 
Technical Assessment Summary Report” indicated 
that the junction location that is now before the 
committee would provide a benefit over the option 
that is considered in the stage 2 report, which was 
described this morning as the January 2009 
position. As a consequence, the proposed change 
in the junction position would not, in my 
submission, affect the conclusion of the DMRB 
stage 2 report: that option 1 is the preferred 
corridor. 

In the written evidence, reasons why the 
Richardson suggestion does not compare 
favourably with the option that is proposed are set 
out in considerable detail. 

The only further matter to which I draw your 
attention in this summary of submissions relates to 
the code of construction practice and what is now 
the somewhat hackneyed topic of working hours. I 
remind you of paragraph 291 of the bill 
committee‟s stage 1 report, which states: 

“In relation to works arising under the road building 
portion of the contracts, road building contracts, as 
opposed to the portion of the contract to construct the 
bridge, the Committee agrees that the working times 
applying in the A2B Act should apply to this project.” 

I have referred in previous submissions in a 
previous session to the minister‟s response to the 
committee, which indicates the intention to make 
an amendment to the code of construction practice 
such that its provisions on normal working hours 
are in alignment with those of the Airdrie to 
Bathgate project. 

Those are the submissions on behalf of the 
promoter. 

The Assessor: I remind the objectors that, in 
your closing submissions, you are able to draw out 
anything that might not have been covered in 
evidence. This is your final position on the issues 
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that I am particularly interested in. Are you going 
to split it between you? 

Doug Tait: Yes, sir. Mr Richardson will 
represent objection 15—his own and his wife‟s 
objection. I will represent the other six objectors in 
my statement. 

Alan Richardson: An alternative to the current 
location of the Queensferry junction is achievable 
and technically possible, and it would meet all the 
benefits and objectives that have been set by 
Transport Scotland. The current proposed scheme 
incorporating the new Queensferry junction was in 
no shape or form previously considered as an 
option. 

Also, there are three main elements to the 
process that Transport Scotland has failed to carry 
out adequately: quality assessments, proper 
consideration of alternatives and proper 
consultation. I have been informed that, should the 
committee make a change to the location of the 
Queensferry junction, the scheme as it stands 
would not go forward. I would hope that such a 
consequence would not in any way influence the 
outcome of my or any other objection. What I hope 
will further influence the committee‟s decision is 
the benefit in terms of health and wellbeing not 
just to my family but to many others should a 
change to the location of the Queensferry junction 
be made. 

13:15 

The Assessor: Thank you, sir. 

Doug Tait: The remaining objectors accept the 
importance of the bridge—we have not questioned 
that anywhere in our objections. However, every 
effort should be made to reduce the impacts on 
the community. That was a primary aim of the 
promoter‟s project—it might be number 5 in its list 
of objectives. 

We heard a short while ago in the summing up 
for the promoter that the route is the most logical 
and optimum solution. That might be true from a 
technical point of view, but from a personal and 
community point of view, it is not. 

All our concerns would disappear if the Echline 
corner gyratory were to move 400m west of its 
proposed location. We have not heard anything to 
suggest that it cannot be moved. We have heard 
that there might be difficulties in moving it or 
obstacles to overcome but that it is technically 
possible. We have not actually even received a 
suggestion that it is technically possible, so we are 
concerned about that. 

We believe that if the gyratory is moved, it could 
provide a facility for a future M9 link, which we 
believe is another issue. We raised it in our 
objections, but we chose not to cover it today, 

because Transport Scotland has indicated that 
that does not seem to be on its agenda at this 
stage.  It should be looked at in forward planning. 
Our solution would provide an opportunity to avoid 
a difficult junction on our doorstep. I understand 
that there is now a drawing available that will show 
that the gyratory would have to be revised to take 
on board any proposed future plans to bring an M9 
link down from Duntarvie to our gyratory, so our 
problems will be magnified. 

We require your help, the committee‟s help and 
our MSPs‟ help to minimise the adverse impacts 
on the community from huge traffic volume 
increases. That is our perception. We know the 
location. We have walked it every day of our 
existence there. Despite models, assessments 
and receptors and so on, we know the current 
situation. We know the situation at the other end of 
the road, where the bridge is, so we are able to 
measure impacts fairly objectively. 

The impacts would be air pollution, noise 
pollution, vibration, light intrusion, visual impact, 
congestion, health impacts on all ages from young 
to old and financial loss to a large number of 
people through property-value reduction. 

It has been extremely difficult for the 
communities to address their objections to the 
scheme as it has been submitted, because the 
information has continued to change. We 
understand that that is inevitable with a technical 
project of this level, but a design-and-build 
scheme makes it even more difficult. However, we 
have drawn out today and in our rebuttals and 
evidence the concern over the GSI 2009 report on 
water tables and the possibility of the risk of 
subsidence, particularly given the proximity of the 
gyratory. 

There has been a reluctance to disclose DMRB 
standards. We are unhappy about the local traffic 
models not having been independently externally 
audited. We have had a dialogue in the past with 
Transport Scotland about a scale model, which we 
believe would have helped all the communities 
properly understand at an early stage what was 
being proposed, so that they could put their 
objections forward relevantly and forcefully. A 
model was available, but it was never produced. 
Transport Scotland told us that it would be 
submitted. 

The mitigation that we are looking for is to 
address the major concerns of the communities 
themselves. For the construction compound, we 
have suggested that option 2 should be the final 
option. Option 1 should not be used for storage of 
plant and materials but should remain for 
recreational activities, as some benefit for the 
communities that are affected. Marine activities 
should not take place at the south compound—
they can be moved to the north compound. 
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The bill committee wanted a 30-minute start-up 
period; we would like to see that, to alleviate some 
of the hours over the six years of construction 
activity that we face. 

We would like the garden wall to be raised at 
Echline corner. Two walls of two properties will be 
raised, but a number of other properties will face 
the same difficulties and were identified in the 
environmental statement as being significantly 
affected. We would like you to look at that issue. 

Sound barriers and planting should be placed 
on the north side of the southern approach road, 
to mitigate noise and air pollution. There should be 
monitoring alongside Echline school to protect our 
children. Structural surveys should be provided at 
Springfield, because it is close to the significant 
impacts that have been mentioned today. 

I turn to the issue of rights of way around the 
construction area. There ought to be some way in 
which exercise and recreation can be provided to 
communities in an area that they use regularly. 

We are happy that the visitor centre has been 
moved; thank you for that. 

The residents of listed buildings are unable to 
install sound proofing. We have asked whether 
there can be relaxations of the listed buildings 
regulations, as residents of listed buildings do not 
have double glazing and cannot change their 
doors and windows, but we have not received a 
final answer. 

The introduction of a 50mph speed limit would 
resolve many issues of pollution and noise. Can 
that be enforced? 

Where the impacts cannot be mitigated 
satisfactorily during and after construction, 
compensation is the only solution that is available 
to our communities. We are looking at three 
possible areas. First, every household pays the 
council tax for services that are currently provided. 
In the future, those services will need to be 
increased substantially. We fear that, with 
reductions and so on, that will not be the case. We 
ask for a rebate for people who are on the 
project‟s doorstep. Secondly, a scheme similar to 
that for the London to Birmingham high-speed 
railway, which provides for compensation for 
people who have to sell their property to be 
considered on a case-by-case basis, should be 
introduced here. The third issue is compensation 
for lack of earnings. The objectors in our group 
include individuals who face a potential loss of 
earnings, but we cannot see how the current 
scheme addresses the issue. 

Currently, the project is placed as close as 
possible to residents in the south and west of 
South Queensferry. They understand that it must 
be located somewhere and that some people have 

to be affected, but why has it been placed where 
there are so many people? Why not move it to a 
place where there are few people, so that the 
impact on human life is reduced? We cannot 
accept the project being located on our doorstep; it 
should be moved 400m. We need your help, sir, 
on bigger-picture issues such as compensation 
and location. 

The Assessor: There is nothing more that we 
can do this morning with group 29. It falls to me to 
thank all the witnesses, both for Transport 
Scotland and for the objectors. In particular, I 
congratulate you on coming to the hearing so well 
informed and on the manner in which you 
presented your case. We recognise the difficulties 
that all of us face because of time constraints, so I 
congratulate you on getting through by just before 
1.30. I am much obliged to you. 

13:24 

Hearing suspended. 
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14:10 

On resuming— 

Group 32: Queensferry 

The Assessor: Good afternoon, everyone, and 
welcome to today‟s second session. For the rest of 
the afternoon we will be dealing with group 32, 
Queensferry. For the avoidance of doubt, we will 
take it case by case and, within that, topic by topic. 
I ask those leading the cases to please introduce 
themselves. May I take the promoter first? 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. Good 
afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. My name is Ruth 
Crawford, Queen‟s counsel, practising at the 
Scottish bar, and I represent the promoter. 

Margaret Smith (Edinburgh West) (LD): My 
name is Margaret Smith. I am the member of the 
Scottish Parliament for the Edinburgh West 
constituency, which covers South Queensferry 
and the surrounding areas. 

The Assessor: Thank you. The next matter that 
I want to deal with is the manner in which the 
cases will be laid out. Ms Crawford, do you have 
anything to tell me on that or any update? 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I am not entirely clear what 
issues remain outstanding. 

The Assessor: Would you prefer me to take the 
objectors first? 

Ruth Crawford: It might help, sir, yes. 

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case, Mrs 
Smith, can you help me on this? I have your 
rebuttal before me, which suggests that you wish 
to pursue several issues. They are numbered 1 to 
13. Have any been withdrawn, and is there 
anything you want to tell me about them? 

Margaret Smith: Thank you. We had a very 
useful meeting with Transport Scotland just prior 
to this hearing. Unfortunately, I cannot say that it 
took us to the point at which we would withdraw 
anything. However, there are a couple of issues 
that we might wish to ask some questions about 
today as a result of some very helpful comments 
made to us by Transport Scotland, on issues of 
traffic and the construction compound, which take 
us forward a little on some of our objections that 
we are resting on. There are also issues to do with 
pedestrian and cycle access around the B800, 
which, again, we may have some movement on 
following our conversation with Transport 
Scotland. However, I do not think that we have 
heard anything today that would lead us to 
withdraw anything from the list of topics numbered 
1 to 13, which represents the order in which the 
topics were put into our group 32 rebuttal of 
Transport Scotland‟s response. 

The Assessor: I have recently received some 
information on the topics. If I go through them very 
quickly, you will be able to help me on them. Am I 
right in thinking that, for topics 1 and 2, which are 
the lack of a direct link to the M9 and the M9 
junction 1A slip road respectively, your witness will 
be Martin Gallagher? 

Margaret Smith: That is correct. 

The Assessor: For topics 3 and 4, which are 
the proposed bus lanes on the B800 and the 
closure of the A90 Echline slip road respectively, 
am I right that your witness will be Terry Airlie? 

Margaret Smith: Yes, that is correct. 

The Assessor: For topics 5 and 6, I have a 
note that your witness will be Mr William Tunnell. 
He will be dealing with the increased traffic levels 
in South Queensferry and related matters, mainly 
congestion and the impact on businesses. Is that 
correct? 

Margaret Smith: Yes. We suggested to the 
clerk that we might deal with topic 9, which is one 
of Juliette Summers‟s topics and is to do with the 
increase in traffic volume and traffic flow along the 
High Street and Station Road in South 
Queensferry, at the same time as topic 5 because 
they overlap. 

14:15 

The Assessor: Indeed. Are there any 
differences of opinion between the objectors? I 
have had groups where that has been the case. 

Margaret Smith: I do not think that there are 
substantive differences between the two objectors 
on that point. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I am obliged to you. 
Moving on to topic 7, am I right that Mr Douglas 
Flett will talk about the increased atmospheric and 
noise pollution? 

Margaret Smith: Yes. 

The Assessor: For topic 8, we will go back to 
Mr Tunnell, who will be talking about blight and the 
cumulative effect of construction works. 

William Tunnell (Queensferry Business 
Association): In addition, we have two other 
witnesses on that topic.  

Margaret Smith: Yes. The people you are 
mentioning, Professor Begg, are our questioners, 
but we have further witnesses for each topic. On 
the sheet that you have in front of you, the people 
mentioned first are the witnesses for the topics, 
but the names that we have been going through 
are the people who will be questioning Transport 
Scotland on the issues. We have one questioner 
from each witness group, but we have other 
people who are here as witnesses for each topic. 
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The Assessor: Thank you. That is very helpful, 
Mrs Smith. I will refresh myself on your role in a 
moment. We will have Mr Tunnell, Mr Flett and Mr 
Spence speaking on topic 8. On topics 9 and 10, I 
have a note that topic 9 will be taken with topic 5. 

Margaret Smith: Yes. Again, that is the 
question of traffic levels on the High Street. 

The Assessor: I now understand where we are. 
Thank you very much. The witnesses on those 
topics are Dr Summers, Mr Tunnell, Dr Mitchell, 
Ms Beamish and Mr Homer. Is that correct?  

Margaret Smith: Dr Mitchell, Christina Beamish 
and Gavin Homer will be speaking on topic 10. 

The Assessor: Topic 10 only? 

Margaret Smith: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. On topics 
11 and 12, we will have Dr Summers and Dr 
Mitchell back again. Those are in connection with 
cycle and pedestrian access and the inadequacy 
of the same in Queensferry and Kirkliston. On 
topic 13, we will have Dr Summers, Dr Mitchell, Mr 
Tunnell and Mr Spence. Topic 13 is policy, 
procedural justice and discriminatory aspects of 
parts of the bill. I may want to do some thinking 
about that. Just for completeness, am I right that 
you are the lead questioner of your witnesses? Is 
that the procedure? 

Margaret Smith: Yes, that is correct. 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. I hope 
that that helps. I am sorry to have gone through 
this in some detail, Ms Crawford, but you can 
understand why I have. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. The manner in 
which I propose to address the promoter‟s case is 
by reference to the rebuttal, which I hope will tie in 
with the timetabled issues. The first topic in the 
rebuttal, which is also highlighted in the timetable, 
is the lack of a direct link to the M9. I wish to pick 
up on one or two points with the witnesses for the 
promoter. The first point to pick up on in the 
rebuttal is at paragraph 2, which states: 

“This would require the continued use of the Forth Road 
Bridge for some general traffic, as otherwise drivers would 
be unable to cross the Forth from South Queensferry. We 
again point out that the proposed use of the Forth Road 
Bridge as a „public transport corridor‟ was not announced 
until December 2008 and the rebuttal confirms that the 
work to consider the route options was undertaken before 
that decision was made.” 

Paragraph 4 states: 

“Permitting general traffic to use the Forth Road Bridge 
would allow a direct link to the M9 from the new bridge to 
be provided without a South Queensferry junction, 
eliminating the problem of leakage onto the A904 south of 
South Queensferry.” 

Would the promoter care to comment on that 
response to the promoter‟s written evidence 
regarding the explanation of the lack of a direct 
link to the M9? 

Lawrence Shackman: In summary, to go back 
a step, as everyone is aware, a number of options 
were looked at for providing a direct link to the M9, 
as were various options to link to the A90 and the 
M9. The fundamental problem with the direct link 
to the M9 is that it does not provide adequate 
measures for traffic to access the A90, whereas it 
is our belief that the proposed scheme addresses 
access to the M9 and the A90 in an appropriate 
manner, making the best use of existing 
infrastructure. With regard to the traffic, I am sure 
that Mr Duff can enlighten us with a little more 
detail on the split in traffic between the A90 and 
the M9. 

Ruth Crawford: Is the suggestion in paragraph 
2 of continuing to use the Forth road bridge for 
some general traffic something that was 
considered earlier in the project? 

Lawrence Shackman: No. The original 
prognosis for the Forth road bridge was that it 
would not be available to be used in future, so the 
initial options considered that all modes of travel 
would have to use the new crossing. At the early 
stages of the project, measures were put into the 
proposals to incorporate the public transport 
corridor in that bridge, as well as pedestrian 
access and cycle access—basically everything in 
one structure.  

However, in view of the better prognosis 
received from the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority as the scheme progressed and 
subsequent design work to see what that meant in 
terms of traffic loading and the ability to use the 
Forth road bridge in future, it became apparent 
that it could be used in future as a public transport 
corridor, including for pedestrians and cyclists, on 
the basis that the loading on the existing bridge 
would be transferred to the replacement crossing. 
Heavy goods vehicles in particular, as well as all 
the cars and vans, could be transferred to the new 
crossing, leaving the Forth road bridge with a new 
lease of life serving public transport and lighter-
weight vehicles because the loading would be so 
much less. As the project went forward, the 
managed crossing strategy was developed, which 
had the replacement crossing serving the function 
for all general road traffic and the existing Forth 
road bridge doing so for public transport, cyclists 
and pedestrians. 

Ruth Crawford: Just to be clear, am I right to 
say that the proposal in the bill is not to have what 
I might colloquially describe as a two-bridge 
approach?  
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Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. Just to 
amplify that point, if traffic were also to be allowed 
to cross the Forth road bridge, there would be 
concern on the part of several parties, and the City 
of Edinburgh Council in particular, that it could 
lead to an increase in traffic across the Forth and 
particularly towards Edinburgh, so that option is 
not favoured. 

Ruth Crawford: The next topic picked up by the 
objectors in the rebuttal is the M9 junction 1A new 
slip road. Sir, the promoter is content to rest on its 
written evidence on that topic. Indeed, you will 
recall hearing evidence on it yesterday.  

The next topic that is taken up in the rebuttal is 
the proposed bus lanes on the B800. With 
reference to paragraph 14 of the rebuttal, now 
might be a useful time to set out in, I hope, readily 
understood language what is to happen at the 
Ferrymuir roundabout. 

Alan Gillies: Yes, just as a point of clarification, 
it is now proposed to retain the roundabout as a 
roundabout. Initially, we were considering having a 
signalised junction. However, there will still be 
some amendments to the roundabout required to 
accommodate bus priority and pedestrian facilities. 
With regard to the Ferrymuir and Echline 
roundabouts, there are currently two lanes going 
south from Echline to Ferrymuir and one lane 
going north. As I think is noted in the rebuttal, the 
proposal is in effect to reverse that. Obviously, 
there might be some minor works to ensure that 
we can accommodate sufficient width.  

There is currently no facility for large vehicles to 
turn right into the retail park delivery access area. 
The vehicles go up to the Ferrymuir roundabout to 
turn and come back round. The current proposals 
would provide a facility in that area to allow 
vehicles to turn right. That is why there are works 
proposed for that junction area. We heard from the 
landowners with regard to that at the end of last 
week. A very small area of land is being acquired 
to facilitate that. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. In the last sentence 
of paragraph 14, the objectors state: 

“The group does not have a problem with there being 
some mechanism for bus priority however we do not wish 
to see unnecessary land take, extra costs and disruption 
when we believe the land already available is adequate.” 

Could I have your comments on those sentiments, 
please? 

Alan Gillies: We believe that the land that is set 
out in the bill is required to accommodate the 
proposed scheme. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you consider the land take 
to be unnecessary? 

Alan Gillies: No. 

Ruth Crawford: Topic 4 is the closure of the 
A90 slip road at Echline. Paragraph 16 of the 
rebuttal states: 

“In its rebuttal, Transport Scotland does not dispute our 
statement that the closure of the slip road will have an 
adverse impact on Queensferry High Street and Station 
Road by resulting in an increase in traffic volumes of up to 
25% traffic as identified in figure 4.3b of the Environmental 
Statement.” 

Mr Duff, may I have your comment on that 
statement please? 

Alan Duff: To put this in context, the 
environmental statement uses bands of change for 
traffic volumes. For the High Street and Station 
Road, it uses a band of between -20 per cent and 
+25 per cent. It is saying not that there will be a 25 
per cent increase but that the result will lie 
between the plus and minus figures. The actual 
number is very small; it is virtually zero. However, 
we have also undertaken a manual assessment, 
which looked at the distribution of houses and 
people‟s routes. Using that, we estimate that there 
is potential for between 50 and 100 additional 
vehicles per day that could take a route through 
the High Street or Station Road heading east. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you saying that, as far as 
paragraph 16 is concerned, the objector appears 
to have misunderstood what is being reported in 
the environmental statement? 

Alan Duff: It would seem so, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Is it correct that the position as 
you understand it, having regard to the traffic 
methodology exercises that you carried out as well 
as your manual count, is as stated by you in the 
evidence that you have just given? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. Sir, the next matter 
that is taken up in the rebuttal, if we use that as a 
template, relates to construction noise and 
vibration. You will see, sir, that there is a detailed 
exposition relative to the Control of Pollution Act 
1974 and the Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
Sir, with your leave, as I understand has already 
been discussed with the objectors, and as I think I 
flagged up in an earlier session, it is intended to 
address those topics with the City of Edinburgh 
Council. As I understand it, the present objectors 
are content that this matter be deferred for the City 
of Edinburgh Council session on construction 
noise and vibration and the applicability or 
otherwise of the Control of Pollution Act 1974. 

The Assessor: That is fine by me. 

14:30 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I will however come back 
to address one or two questions of noise as we 
proceed. The next area that I would like to explore 
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with the promoter is what I might broadly describe 
as accessibility issues for businesses. As I 
understand it, the general thrust of the concerns 
that have been expressed by the objector group is 
that there will be an adverse impact on businesses 
in the South Queensferry area as a result of 
increased traffic and/or restriction on access to 
existing businesses. May I have the promoter‟s 
evidence in relation first to restriction on access to 
existing businesses in the South Queensferry 
area? 

Alan Gillies: With regard to the retail park, 
there will be no restriction on access to the retail 
park post-construction.  

Ruth Crawford: What about during 
construction? 

Alan Gillies: During construction, traffic 
management will be in place, and I think that the 
code of construction practice sets out that access 
would be maintained. 

Ruth Crawford: What is the promoter‟s position 
on the concern about the impact of perceived 
increases in traffic flows? 

Alan Gillies: The position on traffic flows 
moving in and out of Queensferry is that the only 
impact that the scheme will have is a slight 
redistribution between Kirkliston Road, Bo‟ness 
Road, and Hawes Brae on the B924 heading east. 
There will be a slight change in traffic patterns, but 
there will be no other change post-construction. 

Ruth Crawford: Another topic that relates to 
businesses is access for pedestrians and what I 
might describe as non-motorised road users. The 
objectors have concerns about access for 
pedestrians and non-motorised road users. The 
first concern relates to access at the Ferrymuir 
roundabout. Perhaps the promoter could seek to 
explain to the objectors what provisions will be 
made for access at the Ferrymuir roundabout. 

Alan Gillies: Within the B800 corridor, there is a 
footpath and cycleway that goes to around 
Dundas Home Farm. Under the proposed scheme, 
that would be extended across to the north, up to 
the new roundabout. There will be a toucan 
crossing across the arm to the retail park, which 
will allow pedestrians and cyclists to cross to the 
north-west side of the roundabout. There is a 
signalised pedestrian crossing on the north arm of 
the roundabout, which is the arm between 
Ferrymuir roundabout and Echline. In effect, that 
would be retained, connecting to the existing 
footpaths on the east side, which would be 
retained. 

Ruth Crawford: Does the promoter see any 
problems with access for pedestrians and non-
motorised road users at the Ferrymuir 
roundabout? 

Alan Gillies: No. I think that access for those 
groups will be generally improved as a result of 
the proposed scheme. 

Ruth Crawford: Another concern to do with 
pedestrian and non-motorised road users‟ access 
relates to the desire to have a bridge over the new 
southern approach road to link to the U221 road, 
which I think we discussed last week. However, it 
might be useful for these objectors to have the 
promoter‟s response to that desired change. 

Alan Gillies: Yes, we looked at that. However, 
the cost of providing a bridge, effectively on the 
line of the U221, given the level of use that would 
be made of it, would be significant. I think that the 
cost would in the region of about £1.3 million. It 
was, therefore, considered that the mitigation at 
Queensferry junction, as set out in the 
environmental statement, would be of an 
appropriate level considering usage and 
affordability. 

Ruth Crawford: Can you explain what provision 
there will be for pedestrians and cyclists? 

Alan Gillies: There will be a pedestrian 
crossing on the B924 and a 3m-wide 
footway/cycleway on both bridges—on the north 
side of the north bridge and on the south side of 
the south bridge. On the south side, the 3m-wide 
footway/cycleway will continue to just about the 
U221. On the north side, the footway will continue 
to the west across to a point almost halfway to 
Headrig Road, where it will reduce to a 2.5m-wide 
footway/cycleway. 

Ruth Crawford: On a related topic, has 
consideration been given to the safety of the 
crossings for pedestrians and cyclists? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. Signalised pedestrian 
crossings will be provided at the four slip roads. 
Two will be on call and two will be walk-with-traffic 
crossings. 

Ruth Crawford: Let us move on from 
accessibility, whether for businesses, pedestrians 
or cyclists. A moment or two ago, I hinted that I 
have one or two questions to ask about noise. 
This might be an appropriate time to ask them—is 
Mr Greer present? Good afternoon, Mr Greer. I 
understand that there are concerns on the part of 
the objectors about how noise might impact on 
Queensferry primary school. I realise that you 
gave evidence on that earlier this morning, but 
these objectors will not have heard that evidence 
and it might be useful for you to explain your 
assessment of the impact of the noise from the 
project on Queensferry primary school. 

Richard Greer: I am happy to do that. 

Margaret Smith: To clarify, our concerns were 
specifically about Echline primary school. 
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Ruth Crawford: Oh, sorry. I beg your pardon. I 
misheard it. 

Richard Greer: The environmental statement 
takes into account the potential impact on all 
receptors within the study area—that is, within 
600m of the main line. That includes all residential 
properties and noise-sensitive non-residential 
receptors, including the primary school. As you 
heard in evidence this morning, the assessment 
shows that, looking at a reasonable foreseeable 
worst case and allowing for growth in traffic in the 
first 15 years after the scheme opens, a significant 
noise increase is forecast on the western side of 
the primary school. However, that needs to be put 
into context. 

First, that increase would bring the absolute 
noise level on the western side of the primary 
school only up to a level similar to that to which 
the northern part of the primary school is already 
exposed from road traffic on  Bo‟ness Road, the 
B924. Secondly, in considering the potential effect 
of noise on a school, it is not necessarily the noise 
change per se that is important, but the absolute 
noise levels. The absolute noise level at the 
northern façade, from existing and future traffic on 
Bo‟ness Road, and the future absolute noise level 
on the western side of the primary school, 
resulting from the increase in traffic brought about 
by the scheme, are still within the levels that best-
practice guidance says ensure amenity for 
playground areas and allow windows to be opened 
so that teaching spaces can be ventilated without 
the noise outside the school disturbing teaching in 
those classrooms. 

Based on that detailed assessment, which you 
have already heard in evidence—and which I am 
happy to go through in more detail if the objectors 
so wish—we have identified no significant effect 
on the school. 

Ruth Crawford: A related noise issue comes 
under the topic of mitigation. Again using the 
rebuttal as my template, I note that Queensferry 
and district community council on page 11 and, I 
think, Mrs Smith on page 16 suggest by way of 
mitigation that 

“South Queensferry Barrier is 4 metres high throughout” 

and 

“Linn Mill Barrier is 4 metres high throughout”. 

Mr Greer, can you explain the mitigation 
provisions for the South Queensferry and Linn Mill 
barriers and respond to the desired change? 

Richard Greer: Certainly. Again, as heard in 
evidence this morning, there is a series of barriers 
on both sides of the new scheme to provide 
protection to Linn Mill, Echline, Springfield, Clufflat 
and Clufflat Brae to the west side of South 
Queensferry. The first and the most significant are 

the barriers provided by the retained cut, which will 
enable the main line to dive below the South 
Queensferry gyratory at existing ground level. At 
up to 8m high, those barriers will provide 
significant benefit to Echline estate. The mitigation 
that will be lost as the road rises to the surface 
approaching the abutment on to the southern 
approach viaduct and the main crossing itself will 
be replaced by additional mitigation. In the 
environmental statement, that mitigation is 
described on the east side as the “South 
Queensferry Barrier” which, for the most part on 
the approach to the viaduct, is 4m high, probably 
comprising a 2m bund with a 2m barrier on top. As 
I say, that is on the east side of the main line, and 
protects the west side of South Queensferry. 

That barrier is mirrored on the west side of the 
main line by a similar barrier called in the 
environmental statement the “Linn Mill Barrier”, 
which again is 4m high and is likely to comprise a 
2m bund with a 2m barrier on top. That provides 
protection up to the abutment and on to the 
southern approach viaduct, where screens will 
carry out a number of jobs including noise 
mitigation and reducing along the entire length of 
the crossing the impact of wind on crossing road 
traffic to enable the bridge to stay open in windy 
conditions. In engineering design, the maximum 
height to which the barriers can be built without 
affecting other functions is 2.8m; however, as we 
have advised in the written submission and as I 
have previously said in evidence to the inquiry, we 
looked at whether there would be any beneficial 
effect of increasing the height of those barriers, if 
that were possible. Actually, any such effect would 
be so slight as to be imperceptible. By that stage, 
the road traffic is on the viaducts, which are very 
much higher than the properties impacted on by 
noise. As a result, screening is provided not only 
by the edge barriers but by the decks of the 
viaducts themselves. 

The unfortunate reality is that with noise 
barriers, the law of diminishing returns begins to 
apply as you increase their height. So much 
mitigation will already be provided by the 
combination of the viaduct deck and the 2m 
barriers that increasing the height of the barriers 
would not provide any significant beneficial 
improvement to residential properties that are, in 
any case, located at some distance from them. I 
hope that that provides a response to that 
concern. 

14:45 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. Again, I will use 
the rebuttal as a template, so that everyone knows 
how I intend to proceed. The desired changes set 
out a number of bullet points under the heading 
“Construction”. At this stage, I invite Mr Mackay to 
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provide evidence along with Mr Greer. The bullet 
points are, if not repeated, reiterated in a similar 
vein on page 15 of Mrs Smith‟s rebuttal. Rather 
than proceed topic by topic, I thought it would be 
more helpful to go to the rebuttal and see how far 
apart the parties are. 

The Assessor: That is one way forward. 

Ruth Crawford: Under the “Construction” 
heading on page 10 of the objector‟s rebuttal, the 
first bullet point addresses the Control of Pollution 
Act 1974. It has been accepted that that will be 
dealt with in the session with City of Edinburgh 
Council. 

The second sentence of the second bullet point 
says 

“That the cost of the work is not of greater importance than 
the impact on residents and that independent monitoring 
and control procedures are put in place. Independent Clerk 
of Works and Project Managers should be employed to 
agree methodology and best practice to minimise the 
impact on the community.” 

Sir, I am aware that we have already had much 
evidence on independent monitoring and the like, 
but for these objectors it might be worthwhile for 
Mr Mackay to provide a brief exposition of what is 
to take place. 

Andy Mackay (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): 
The written evidence that we intend to bring out 
will contain some changes that we intend to bring 
to the committee for consideration. They relate to 
local authority powers and the Control of Pollution 
Act 1974. 

The Assessor: Please carry on. I have heard 
this before, but I am sure that the witnesses would 
like to hear what you have to say. 

Andy Mackay: The objectors have concerns 
about the defence in relation to the code of 
construction practice. Our evidence sets out quite 
clearly what we are trying to do, so there might be 
no need to go into too much detail. Section 61 of 
the Control of Pollution Act 1974 concerns 
planning and consents for undertaking 
construction works, and the code of construction 
practice sets out quite a strict process in which we 
see that there has to be some benefit to the 
contractor and Scottish ministers from going 
through all that process. When contractors see 
risk, they add cost, and that is a significant 
concern. However, above all else, the consent 
process allows detailed scrutiny and control of all 
noise matters by the employer‟s representative 
under the oversight of the noise liaison group. 

Ruth Crawford: The third bullet point says that 
the code of construction practice should be 

“revised to protect the interests of the communities”. 

Does the promoter intend 

“to protect the interests of the communities”? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: It might help to remind the 
objectors of the purpose of the code of 
construction practice. 

Andy Mackay: It is quite clearly set out in the 
hybrid bill guidance, which is reflected in 
paragraph 1.2.1 of the code of construction 
practice. The first bullet point there refers 
specifically to the need 

“to minimise the environmental and other impacts”. 

The Assessor: Mr Mackay, you might want to 
wait until the objectors have got their papers 
ready. It would help me as well. 

Andy Mackay: I am sorry. They should look for 
paragraph 1.2.1 of the code of construction 
practice. 

The Assessor: It looks as though we can go 
ahead now. 

Andy Mackay: The first bullet point sets out that 
the purpose of the code of construction practice is 
to set out the actions that the contractors are 
required to take to minimise environmental and 
other impacts. The second bullet point defines the 
minimum standards of construction practice and 
the third bullet point provides additional 
information from the hybrid bill guidance. 
Something else that is particularly relevant, which 
we have heard about before but which I will point 
out for the benefit of this group, is the requirement 
in section 1.4.2, on page 4 of the code, that 

“Ministers have a duty to do everything which is reasonably 
practicable to ensure that the residual environmental 
impacts ... are in line with those described in the 
Environmental Statement.” 

In revision 2 of the code—a copy of which I 
believe would have been provided to this group—a 
definition of reasonably practicable is included in 
the glossary . To avoid reading the whole thing 
again, I go straight to the third paragraph. There is 
a particular requirement that  

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

That is, in my view, wholly consistent with the 
purpose of the code of construction practice set 
out in paragraph 1.2.1, particularly the first bullet 
point, which aims 

“to minimise the environmental and other impacts”. 

Ruth Crawford: Reverting to the rebuttal, I pick 
up on the fourth bullet point under the 
“Construction” heading on page 10, and the 
desired change that 
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“Traffic levels are constantly monitored to minimise the 
impact on the communities”. 

I shall not read it all out. Am I right in 
understanding that the code of construction 
practice sets out detailed provisions relative to 
traffic at least? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, it does—throughout section 
4. Monitoring, in particular, is covered in section 
4.8. 

One point, which I do not think we have heard 
before, that is worth noting at this stage is that 
Transport Scotland has been consulting local 
authorities regarding monitoring traffic levels on 
local roads. That will include pre-construction, 
during construction and post-construction 
monitoring, and we will agree the locations for 
permanent traffic counters with the local authority 
and will install them prior to construction works 
commencing. 

The Assessor: For the sake of clarity, am I 
correct in thinking that by local roads you mean 
non-trunk roads? 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: The next bullet point that I 
would like to take up with you is the desire to 
locate the construction compound west of the 
proposed bridge approach. We have heard lots of 
evidence on that, but lest the objectors are not 
aware of the position, it might be useful to clarify 
the promoter‟s desire in relation to the construction 
compound. 

Andy Mackay: The promoter‟s position is clear 
and it has been known for some time: we prefer a 
location to the west of the proposed bridge 
approach, as it is termed in the objector‟s rebuttal. 
That is consistent with their aims. It may be of 
interest for the objectors to know that the owner of 
the land on which the compound would be located 
has withdrawn their objection to its acquisition. 
The promoter certainly hopes that that will be a 
significant consideration for the committee in 
deciding whether to authorise the temporary 
possession of that land for the purposes of the site 
compound. 

Ruth Crawford: The next bullet point on page 
10 of the rebuttal shows that there is a difference 
of opinion within the local community, because this 
objector group wishes the haul road to be built to 
local authority adoptable standards and made 
permanent. As I understand it—please correct me 
if I am wrong—the promoters will not make the 
haul road to local authority adoptable standards 
and will not be making it permanent. 

Andy Mackay: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Are there any powers in the bill 
to enable the promoter to do so? 

Andy Mackay: No, it would require a change to 
the bill. 

Margaret Smith: Can I make a point of 
clarification? Not all members of this objector 
group have that point of view. It is clear in my 
evidence and from the objector group— 

The Assessor: I am clear on that. Ms Crawford 
drew that to my attention. I am certainly well aware 
of it. Thanks very much for that. 

Ruth Crawford: I was just looking at some of 
the changes for Queensferry and district 
community council. I am aware that there is a 
difference. 

Staying with page 10 of the rebuttal and the 
construction issues, the next revision, which I think 
is a general aspiration, is: 

“The CoCP is revised to protect the interests of the 
communities so that the impact on the residents is 
minimised.” 

I think, Mr Mackay, that you have already said that 
that is indeed the objective of the code of 
construction practice. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: The next sentence is: 

“The health of the residents should be put before any 
financial implication.” 

It might be useful to have the promoter‟s position 
in relation to that sentiment. 

Andy Mackay: I think that that relates 
specifically to noise. I will maybe talk about the 
noise aspects first. I am sure that Mr Greer will 
assist me if I do not cover everything. 

The particular request is that the hours of work 
should be restricted. We heard in evidence on 
several occasions about the consent process that 
the contractor has to go through to undertake 
construction works. That applies to construction 
works during normal working hours as well as 
construction works outside normal working hours. 
The employer‟s representative, in consultation with 
the noise liaison group, will have to be content that 
noise levels associated with construction works 
are appropriate, that the contractor is using best 
practicable means to minimise noise—that he is 
doing everything that is reasonably practicable to 
minimise noise and impacts—and that the works 
will indeed be carried out in accordance with the 
environmental statement and the code of 
construction practice. A significant control 
mechanism will be in place to control noise. 
Indeed, I think that that links into health also. 

One thing that I would like to mention is that as 
part of best practicable means, the contractor will 
have to try to undertake works that will cause 
disturbance at times other than outside of the 
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normal working hours. That is also reflected in the 
code of construction practice. 

The Assessor: Did we hear evidence before 
about persons who might be particularly affected 
by sleep deprivation or things of that nature? Did 
we have a concession from the promoter to that 
effect? I think that you were going to incorporate 
something into the code of construction practice 
that would cover persons who might experience 
some impact on their health as a result of 
particular circumstances, but each case would be 
taken on its merits. 

Andy Mackay: Yes. That is the case. 

Richard Greer: My apologies—I want to add 
one thing, if I may, that you have not heard in 
evidence before but which is relevant. Critical to 
the code of construction practice is ensuring that 
the noise and overall impacts and effects of the 
scheme are no worse than the residual impacts in 
the environmental statement. There are also 
commitments to specific mitigation in the 
environmental statement, specifically about 
working hours, in addition to the recent reduction 
in working hours for the roads part of the project in 
the latest revision to the code of construction 
practice. Just for the record, I remind everybody 
that mitigation item DC21 in the environmental 
statement is the commitment to do everything that 
is reasonably practicable to minimise working 
outside daytime—07:00 to 19:00 hours. 

Ruth Crawford: I revert, by way of a useful 
template, to the rebuttal and refer to the 
construction chapter of desired changes at the top 
of page 11. The next desired change is: 

“The CoCP is revised to clarify that living 
accommodation at the construction compounds will only be 
permitted for staff where necessary for the purposes of 
security of the site and the works.” 

Andy Mackay: Yes. At revision 2 of the code of 
construction practice we made some changes to 
section 3.8, which relates to living 
accommodation. Those changes were a direct 
result of consultation with this group. 

15:00 

Ruth Crawford: Finally, to complete the 
chapter, the last bullet point in the list of proposed 
revisions states: 

“The contractor will CONSULT with the local authorities 
and adjacent residents or their representatives to agree 
plans that minimise the impact on these residents.” 

It might be useful to hear the promoter‟s 
comments on the concept of consultation. 

Andy Mackay: Again, one of the purposes of 
the code of construction practice is to set out how 
those who are affected will be informed of such 
impacts and consulted and engaged with on 

mitigation to reduce the effects of the scheme. The 
requirements that relate to consultation are set out 
in section 2 of the code. They were revised at 
revision 1 and additional modifications were made 
at revision 2. 

In paragraph 2.2.2, the second bullet point 
clearly states that communities will be consulted 

“about how the effects of construction activities will be 
mitigated”. 

The use of the future tense makes it clear that 
consultation on how the effects of the scheme will 
be mitigated will be carried out in advance of 
construction works being undertaken. It is clear 
that information must be provided in advance of 
such consultations, so that consultation on that 
aspect can be meaningful and productive. That is 
how it is intended that the consultation will be 
undertaken. 

With regard to the wish to 

“agree plans that minimise the impact on these residents”, 

the contractor must work within a framework—the 
environmental statement and the code of 
construction practice—in the knowledge that he 
must do everything that is reasonably practicable, 
as I mentioned previously, to comply with those 
documents and indeed to exceed them. 

It is not always possible to agree on everything 
with all those concerned—the haul road, which we 
discussed a few minutes ago, is a good illustration 
of that. However, it is clear that we will seek to 
ensure that communities know that everything that 
is reasonably practicable is being done to 
minimise the impact of the scheme, and that the 
necessary controls are in place to ensure that that 
is the case. 

The Assessor: I note that in the final bullet 
point on page 11 of the rebuttal, the word 
“CONSULT” is in capital letters. Is there any 
significance in the fact that section 2.2 of the code 
of construction practice is labelled “Engaging with 
Communities”? It appears that the objectors are 
seeking consultation, having put the word in block 
capitals. I wonder whether the heading “Engaging 
with Communities” addresses what I perceive to 
be their problem in that regard. 

Andy Mackay: I hope that the words in the 
paragraphs are the key aspect. The word 
“engagement” is in the hybrid bill guidance, which 
states that communities should be 

“consulted and engaged over such mitigation”, 

and it is also in the title of a document. 

The Assessor: I know that the committee was 
interested in that at a previous stage. That is very 
helpful. 
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Ruth Crawford: I have presented the case by 
using a somewhat different method than I have 
used with other groups. The promoter has no 
further evidence to lead in chief, although its 
written evidence stands on the topics that have 
been further explored in that evidence. 

The Assessor: We have adopted various ways 
of getting through the evidence for various groups; 
that is perfectly satisfactory in my view. 

We can move on to the questioning of the 
promoter‟s witnesses. My understanding, Mrs 
Smith, is that you will put up Mr Martin Gallagher 
to ask questions on topics 1 and 2. Is that correct? 

Margaret Smith: Yes, sir, but I crave your 
indulgence to ask for a couple of points of 
clarification leading on from the issues that Ms 
Crawford covered. We had rested on our 
submissions on those issues, but some issues 
have been introduced that we might have a 
concern about. 

The Assessor: I am relaxed about that. I have 
no intention of making the proceedings formal. 

Margaret Smith: Otherwise, I will have to plant 
the questions on my witnesses, who are not 
expecting to have to ask them. I would rather ask 
them myself. 

The Assessor: I would not have something like 
that happen, Mrs Smith. 

Margaret Smith: They are probably quite happy 
about that. 

I put it on record that I am pleased that 
Transport Scotland has suggested that it will move 
the compound westward from where it was 
originally intended to be. However, it was said in a 
previous hearing that the original compound 
location, which is on land that is owned by the 
Scottish ministers, might continue to be used as, 
in effect, a warehouse. I am concerned that in 
getting to a better situation vis-à-vis the main 
working compound—in that it has been moved 
away from the backs of people‟s houses—we 
might have allowed a second compound to be 
used. In effect, that will give us two working 
compounds, when we might originally have had 
one. We seek assurances from the promoter that, 
if the area is to be used as a sort of warehouse, 
there will be strict controls on working hours. We 
would want to raise concerns about the prospect 
of the use of that area as a second compound. 

The Assessor: That is not the first time that the 
matter has been raised. I am happy for the issue 
to be cleared up now. 

Lawrence Shackman: To clarify, office 
accommodation and other such facilities will be on 
the west side of the new road at the location that 
Mr Mackay has mentioned. On the east side of the 

road, as I think Mr Glover mentioned last week, we 
intend there to be an area that will be designated 
for the contractor to lay down materials and plant. 
There will be controls on when the plant and 
materials can be accessed, in accordance with the 
code of construction practice. 

Fundamentally, we will ensure that there is a 
buffer zone of normally 50m between the built-up 
area and that lay-down area. Further to the north, 
the distance will have to taper down to tie in with 
the fence that will be erected to protect the 
Clufflats where the haul road necessarily starts to 
get close to Society Road. However, the distance 
will normally be 50m. We will endeavour to 
increase that through consultation with the 
contractor to try to minimise the area of land that 
he may need to lay down materials. It could be 
that topsoil strip will sit on the area for a length of 
time, which could provide further noise and visual 
mitigation. The area will need to be fenced off for 
site security and for visual reasons. That is what 
we are alluding to on the east side of the road. 

Margaret Smith: My second point relates to the 
point that Mr Mackay, I think, made about working 
hours. He said that item DC21 in the code of 
construction practice gives a commitment to do 
everything reasonably practicable to keep working 
hours within 7 am to 7 pm. I want to flag up the 
Forth Crossing Bill Committee‟s view that it would 
prefer 8 am rather than 7 am. I just wonder why 
we ended up back with 7 o‟clock. 

Andy Mackay: I think that it was Mr Greer who 
said that, quoting from the environmental 
statement. The information in that predates the 
code of construction practice. The provisions in 
the code are clear that it is an 8 am start for the 
road building sections for normal working hours. 

Margaret Smith: Okay. I am happy to take that 
point. 

Finally, at the risk of misquoting you again, Mr 
Mackay, I think you said, in relation to noise, that 
where contractors see risk, they add cost. If I can 
paraphrase you, I think that, where residents and 
objectors see local authority powers being 
reduced, they see reasons to be concerned. The 
point has been made that amendments will come 
from Transport Scotland that will alter the bill that 
was laid before the Parliament. That is welcome, 
but it is still the case that local authorities bring a 
level of independence to the process. 

It is suggested that there are defences through 
use of the code of construction practice, but 
monitoring and decisions on breaches of elements 
of the code seem to lie with the employer‟s 
representative. That person is in effect employed 
by Transport Scotland, which is the promoter of 
the bill, and they are therefore not independent. 
Part of the benefit to residents and to 
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representatives such as me of having a 
professional from the local authority as part of the 
process, with statutory powers backing them up, is 
that they bring an independence that an 
employer‟s representative who is paid for by 
Transport Scotland does not bring. 

The Assessor: To turn that into a question, you 
should ask Mr Mackay whether he agrees. 

Margaret Smith: Do you agree? [Laughter.] 
Sorry—it is force of habit in this room. 

Andy Mackay: You made a couple of points 
there. First, I point out that the employer‟s 
representative will be employed by the Scottish 
ministers and will be accountable to ministers, the 
permanent secretary and the Parliament. It is 
difficult to question his independence when we 
understand that that is the way in which he will be 
appointed and employed. 

There seems to be a tendency for all parties to 
lump together—for want of a better phrase—
Transport Scotland and the contractor. That is to 
do Transport Scotland a disservice. The Scottish 
ministers will certainly employ the contractor to 
undertake construction of the project, but the 
Scottish ministers have real responsibilities and 
duties under the Forth Crossing Bill and in 
accordance with the code of construction practice, 
and they take those duties very seriously, as Mr 
Shackman advised the hearing on its first day. 

Local authorities will be involved through the 
noise liaison group, and the employer‟s 
representative, far from being able to approve 
whatever he wants, is required under the code to 
consider appropriately the views of that group, 
which will include not only the City of Edinburgh 
Council but Fife Council and West Lothian 
Council. In deciding whether to approve 
construction works, the employer‟s representative 
has to be assured that the contractor will comply 
with the environmental statement, which presents 
a reasonably foreseeable worst case but also what 
are termed likely significant impacts. That is its 
purpose as set out in the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (Scotland) Regulations 1999. When 
one reads the environmental statement, one gets 
a clear picture of what is likely to happen. 
Notwithstanding that, there is a clear requirement 
in the code for the contractor to do everything that 
is reasonably practicable to minimise impacts and 
keep them within and below the levels in the 
environmental statement. Only if the employer‟s 
representative is assured that that has been done 
can he give approval for the works to proceed. 

There is involvement by the local authorities. 
There are strict controls. There are real duties and 
responsibilities on ministers. There are consent 
responsibilities that fall to the local authorities. If 
the impacts are likely to exceed anything in the 

environmental statement, that is taken outwith the 
control of the employer‟s representative. Those 
are really positive measures and I hope that you 
can take quite a lot of comfort from them. 

15:15 

There seems to be a misconception about 
whether, under the Control of Pollution Act 1974, 
local authorities have the ability, through serving a 
notice, not to be challenged. The Control of 
Pollution Act 1974 affords that opportunity—
indeed, it affords the opportunity for work to 
proceed unchallenged if there is a reasonable 
excuse. 

As I said, the code of construction practice sets 
out a really good, stringent process that we want 
to have the benefit of to allow the contractor, 
under the Control of Pollution Act 1974, to proceed 
with construction in the knowledge that there will 
be some benefit at the end of the painful process 
that we are going to put him through 

I do not have anything else to add. 

Margaret Smith: I have a final point about 
consultation and engagement. Against what 
criteria will the success of the consultation and 
engagement process and outcomes be evaluated? 
How and by whom will that be evaluated? 

Andy Mackay: It will be evaluated by those who 
have been consulted. As we set out in paragraph 
2.2.5 of the revised code of construction practice, 
we will 

“review the communications strategy regularly and also 
take consideration of the views of the community groups 
through the forum regarding the effectiveness of the 
community engagement.” 

Feedback is going to count, and that is what we 
are looking for. There is a lot of laughter about that 
among the objectors, as there are concerns about 
how consultation on the project may have been 
undertaken in the past, but we have set out clearly 
what we want to deliver in the project during its 
five and a half years of construction. 

Margaret Smith: We are not laughing at you, 
Mr Mackay; we are simply reflecting the frustration 
of a community based on the previous year‟s 
experience of consultation on and engagement 
with the project. 

Ruth Crawford: Independent monitoring is a 
topic of real concern to this objector group. I 
wonder whether I might ask a follow-up question 
of Mr Mackay on that topic by way of tidying up. 

The Assessor: Certainly—anything that will 
help. Frankly, it is a matter that concerns me and I 
would like the best evidence on it that I can get. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. Mr Mackay, the 
topic was addressed in the committee‟s stage 1 
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report. Am I right in understanding that, in its 
report, the committee referred to the difference 
between the role and function of an employer‟s 
representative—which you have explained—and 
the role and function of an independent monitoring 
officer? The committee picked up the point that the 
employer‟s representative can direct the 
contractor, whereas the independent person 
cannot. 

Andy Mackay: Yes, that is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you think that that is 
significant in relation to bringing the project in in 
accordance with the environmental statement? 

Andy Mackay: Yes, I think that it is very 
significant. The particular monitoring requirements 
and the way in which the employer‟s 
representative will be able to monitor and 
supervise construction and, from that, take 
whatever actions are necessary are set out in 
section 1.10 of the code of construction practice. 

The Assessor: Thank you. I think that we are 
ready to go back to our agreed process. You will 
appreciate that, at this stage of the proceedings, 
the task for the questioners is simply to question 
the promoter‟s interests. You will have an 
opportunity to set out your own evidence in due 
course. 

We move to the promoter‟s evidence on topics 1 
and 2. Good afternoon, Mr Gallagher. Please carry 
on. 

Martin Gallagher (Queensferry and District 
Community Council): Good afternoon. I have a 
few questions for the promoter on the first topic—
the lack of a direct link to the M9. I would like you 
to cast your minds back to the very start of stage 
1, when the environmental statement was first 
made available to the community council. It 
acknowledged that option 2, the direct link option, 
was a better option for South Queensferry as far 
as overall noise effects were concerned, but the 
chosen option was justified on the grounds that it 
would not cut through open rural land. At that 
point, the community seemed to react to the fact 
that the effects on residents were not seen to be 
as important as some other things. Is it the case 
that the land take of open, uninhabited farmland 
was seen to be more of an issue than an increase 
in traffic noise for residents? 

Lawrence Shackman: A couple of us could 
probably help to answer that. The choice between 
option 1 and option 2 involved balancing a host of 
factors. I alluded to traffic being an extremely 
important factor. It is all about balance and taking 
cognisance of all the relevant factors. The balance 
is that the proposed option gives better benefits 
overall than the other option. I do not intend to go 
into a lot of detail, because we would be here all 

day. Anyway, all that information is written down in 
the various reports. 

As regards your specific point about land take, 
Nigel Weller might be able to provide amplification. 

Nigel Weller: Good afternoon. I will build on Mr 
Shackman‟s explanation. The stage 2 corridor 
report says that, overall, the chosen option was 
considered to be a better environmental solution. 
As Mr Gallagher rightly identified, that was to do 
with land use as well as landscape and visual 
considerations. On a less significant scale was the 
fact that south option 2 would have resulted in 
increased severance of pedestrian routes and 
greater impacts on scattered communities. 

The reason that south option 2 was preferred 
from the point of view of noise effects was that it 
would have taken away additional traffic that 
would have affected the south and south-east of 
South Queensferry. However, if you look at the 
plans—Richard Greer will step in if need be—it 
would not have avoided an adverse impact to the 
west of South Queensferry. 

Martin Gallagher: Let us move away from the 
environmental aspect to more strategic traffic 
issues. Are you aware of the south east of 
Scotland transport partnership integrated transport 
corridor study report of 2005, which found that the 
vast majority of traffic coming across the Forth at 
the time was destined ultimately for the M9 and 
that only 11 per cent of it was destined for 
Edinburgh city centre? Do you not build on that in 
your own traffic modelling, which shows that there 
will be a 40 per cent increase in traffic overall, but 
little or no increase in traffic on the A90 east of 
Scotstoun? It is a consequence that that increased 
amount of traffic will use the M9, either through 
Newton or the M9 spur. Why does the proposed 
scheme not provide a direct link for that majority of 
traffic? 

Alan Duff: Yes, I am aware of the SEStran 
report, although I do not have a detailed 
knowledge of it, as it is a while since I have read it. 
One must be extremely careful. As I recall, the 
report said that 11 per cent of the traffic crossing 
the Forth went to the centre of Edinburgh. I cannot 
remember the proportion, but a highly significant 
proportion of the traffic that crosses the bridge 
goes to greater Edinburgh—the area outside the 
centre—so I am not sure that I can agree with your 
conclusion that the majority of the traffic is 
destined for the M9; I think that it is destined for 
points leading into and around Edinburgh. 

Martin Gallagher: Which could also include— 

Ruth Crawford: Excuse me, sir. Before this line 
of questioning develops any further, I remind the 
inquiry that, as the objectors have noted, this 2005 
study has not been presented in evidence. That 
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means, sir, that you do not have it and that the 
rest of us might also be somewhat at a loss. 

Martin Gallagher: It is in our rebuttal. 

Ruth Crawford: It was not presented in 
evidence in the original objection. 

Margaret Smith: It is on page 4 of our rebuttal. 

Martin Gallagher: A graphic is given. 

Ruth Crawford: I am aware that a graphic is 
given. I do not wish to get into an argument with 
the objectors, but there were procedures about 
what was contained in the original objection and 
what was not to be included in a rebuttal. The 
rebuttal was a rebuttal. 

The Assessor: I have to ask whether the point 
was in the original objection. 

Martin Gallagher: No. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Gallagher. That 
is very straightforward of you. We had a quick 
glance at the objection and could not find it. Will 
you please move on? 

Martin Gallagher: Earlier, Mr Shackman 
seemed to suggest that, with regard to QDCC‟s 
amendment about having continued use of the 
Forth road bridge, the design objectives would not 
facilitate dual-bridge running. However, is it not 
actually the case that before the announcement 
was made in December 2008 the Forth 
replacement crossing study had investigated a 
number of scenarios, all of which included the use 
of both bridges for general traffic but no more than 
two lanes in each direction? Why at that stage was 
an option that did not include a South Queensferry 
junction not considered in the assessment to 
eliminate the problem of leakage on to the A904? 

Lawrence Shackman: A lot of options were 
considered in the Forth replacement crossing 
study. I have tried to point you in the direction of 
how the scheme has evolved over the past two or 
three years—possibly even longer—and how we 
have reached where we are. 

At different points in time, there have been 
different thoughts about potential use for high-
occupancy vehicles and the need or otherwise to 
connect to the Forth road bridge as part of those 
proposals, or the facilitation of potential 
connections to that bridge if it were to be—for 
want of a better phrase—repaired in future. The 
study looked at several different potential strands 
of delivery and flexibility in the approach to HOVs, 
public transport and indeed all other transport 
modes. 

Without going into detail, however, I have to say 
that we are where we are. As for the question 
whether there should be a South Queensferry 

junction, I do not really know whether it is that 
useful to go back over old ground. 

Martin Gallagher: It is quite important for us to 
know why a South Queensferry junction was not 
considered. This project has been dubbed the 
Forth replacement crossing, but there has never 
been any suggestion that the existing Forth road 
bridge will be demolished and completely 
replaced. Without a direct link to the M9, the only 
purpose of a South Queensferry junction will be to 
provide local access to and from South 
Queensferry. If the Forth road bridge is still there, 
it can do that job, which means that a South 
Queensferry junction is not required. Given that 
there is no proposal to demolish the existing 
bridge, we think it important to know why all the 
options assumed the junction to be essential. 

Lawrence Shackman: There was always a 
need to ensure that people in South Queensferry 
could cross the Forth. As far as I can see, in each 
of the options—in the direct link or in some of the 
earlier options to the south and east of South 
Queensferry—there was always going to be a 
connection and access for South Queensferry. 

As I have tried to make clear, when we decided 
to have the managed crossing strategy and to 
make the Forth road bridge solely for public 
transport use, it became obvious that we had to 
have a junction to allow South Queensferry people 
to access the bridge. Hypothetically speaking, I 
think that, if it had been possible to have a mix of 
high-occupancy vehicles or public transport on the 
new bridge and to use the old bridge for some 
function or other, the existing Echline junction 
could have been available for traffic to access the 
Forth road bridge. 

I am trying to make the point that there were an 
awful lot of different concepts. Nothing was ruled 
out in the early stages. As the scheme developed, 
however, it became clear that a Queensferry 
junction would be required, in some shape or form, 
for access to the new crossing—or the 
replacement crossing, I should call it. 

I hope that has answered your question. It is 
difficult to go back in time and cover all the bases, 
as so many things have changed. 

15:30 

Martin Gallagher: I have a question about the 
M9 link. Mr Shackman, you will be aware of option 
4b, or the 4-lite scenario, as it has been referred 
to. It investigates the possibility of providing both a 
direct link to the M9 and the proposed A90 link. 
However, the option necessitated the 
decommissioning or stopping up of the recently 
completed M9 spur and the removal of junction 1A 
and the Scotstoun interchange, which would have 
the effect of increasing the cost of the scheme 



641  8 SEPTEMBER 2010  642 
 

 

considerably. Why would the decommissioning of 
the M9 spur be necessary under this option? 

Lawrence Shackman: Because it simply would 
not serve any purpose. All the traffic movements 
would be catered for by the other two new 
sections of road. To turn it round the other way, 
the use of the M9 spur is a good use of existing 
infrastructure to service the requirements of both 
A90 traffic and M9 traffic rather than digging up 
something that has only just been built and 
spending £135 million extra—I think that that is the 
figure—on a combination of the direct link and the 
proposed scheme. That does not seem a good 
use of public money. 

Martin Gallagher: I will move on to the other 
topic that I am covering: the new slip roads at 
junction 1A of the M9. 

My first question regards the projected usage of 
the new slip roads in the traffic modelling. In its 
response to our rebuttal, Transport Scotland does 
not dispute our statement that the new slip roads 
will be used by approximately only 2,000 vehicles 
per day. Given its cost, which is in the region of 
£65 million, how can that element of the scheme 
possibly be justified for such a low volume of 
traffic? 

Lawrence Shackman: We touched on this 
issue yesterday. I know that you were not present, 
and you have probably not had a chance to see 
what was discussed. We dissected the matter of 
the £46 million to £65 million range for junction 1A 
yesterday. The cost of the west-facing slip roads is 
around £13 million. It is true that the traffic flows 
using those slip roads will be relatively small 
compared with those at some of the other 
elements of the scheme. 

Yesterday, we also touched on the impact that 
traffic calming in Newton village could have in 
deterring people from going through it. Our 
preliminary analysis indicates that some 6 per cent 
to 9 per cent of the traffic going through Newton 
would be diverted on to the M9 and would use 
those slip roads to access the bridge and, 
potentially, South Queensferry. Although that 
appears to be a low figure, there is a distinct 
possibility that it could be increased, through traffic 
calming, with more use being made of those slip 
roads. 

Martin Gallagher: That brings me nicely on to 
my next question. The M9 spur and junction 1A 
already suffer from congestion at peak times with 
the existing volumes of traffic, and the proposed 
scheme seeks to increase that volume significantly 
on the existing route. Is Transport Scotland 
confident that, should all the traffic switch to using 
the M9 rather than going through Newton on the 
A904, the revised junction will be able to cope with 
the traffic volumes? 

Lawrence Shackman: Let me get you right. If, 
as a result of the scheme, all the traffic that 
currently goes through Newton—and you are 
saying that about 3,000 extra vehicles are 
anticipated to travel through Newton in the 
opening year—travelled instead on the M9 using 
the new slip roads, would the junction be able to 
cope with it? 

Martin Gallagher: Yes—I am asking whether, 
as a result of the mitigation that is proposed for 
Newton, should it be successful and should it have 
the effect of encouraging people to use the M9 
rather than the A904, junction 1A will be able to 
cope with the additional traffic, given that it is 
already congested at peak times. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, because the traffic 
will use the new slip roads, which—as you have 
just indicated—are not heavily trafficked, for want 
of a better phrase. I cannot see there being any 
issue with that. 

Martin Gallagher: Does the same apply to the 
M9 spur? 

Lawrence Shackman: The M9 spur has plenty 
of capacity at the moment and into the future. 

Martin Gallagher: I have another prepared 
question; I would then like to ask a question in 
response to what was said earlier about the M9 
option.  

It was widely acknowledged during stage 1, 
including by the former interim project director, 
that for car drivers the route via the A904 through 
Newton will be the quickest and shortest route for 
access to the M9, joining at junction 2. Why has 
the stopping up of junction 2, which would 
eliminate the problem of heavy traffic volumes on 
the A904 through Newton, never been 
considered? 

Lawrence Shackman: The answer to that 
question is pretty obvious, if you ask West Lothian 
Council or people who live in the West Lothian 
area. If junction 2 were stopped up, access that is 
currently enjoyed to routes south of the M9 and to 
some properties, farms and industry to the north of 
the M9 would be prohibited in that location. The 
measure would make access a lot worse and 
might force traffic that does not use other sections 
of the A904 to the west of junction 2 at the 
moment to use that part of the road network. It 
would redistribute traffic, which is not something 
that can be done lightly. It would probably be 
beneficial for Newton, but it would probably be 
quite cumbersome for and a burden on many 
other local people in the surrounding area. 

Martin Gallagher: You mentioned a figure of 
£13 million for the slip roads—the individual 
element. I appreciate that the works at junction 1A 
are not limited to slip roads. It might be helpful to 
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the objector group if you could remind us of the 
likely cost of the direct in-line link option, to put 
that into perspective with the slip roads option. 

Lawrence Shackman: Do you mean the 
original option 2? 

Martin Gallagher: Yes. 

Lawrence Shackman: I do not have the figures 
to hand. [Interruption.] 

I think that we now have the figures, after that 
long pause. They are stated in the stage 2 corridor 
report, which is a published report. For 
comparative purposes, these are spot costs, so 
they are not subject to inflation, as has been built 
up in the £1.7 billion to £2.3 billion estimate for the 
whole scheme, and they do not include VAT. 
South corridor option 2 was £454 million, as 
opposed to south corridor option 1, which was 
£318 million. That is why I said earlier that there is 
a difference of about £135 million between the two 
options.  

Martin Gallagher: That is helpful, thank you. I 
have a final question on the slip roads issue. With 
regard to the impact of the new crossing, once 
operational, with the A904 still serving as the main 
route between junction 2 of the motorway and the 
new crossing, what will be the impact of any 
abnormal operating conditions, such as accidents 
or inclement weather, on the A904 and in the 
Newton and South Queensferry junction area? 
Obviously, this is not a trunk road. Will the 
infrastructure be able to cope with any abnormal 
operating conditions? 

Alan Duff: I laid this evidence yesterday as 
well, so I apologise for repeating myself. 

The Assessor: This will be the edited 
highlights. 

Alan Duff: In short, we believe that the 
Queensferry junction and the main line will operate 
satisfactorily, so it will only be when there is an 
incident that something might happen. We have 
ITS on the main line, the benefit of which, in 
addition to controlling normal daily traffic, is that 
we have a means of controlling traffic and making 
use of the hard shoulder. Therefore, we do not 
think that there will be a significant queuing 
problem on the A904. 

Martin Gallagher: Thank you very much. 

The Assessor: Thank you, Mr Gallagher. That 
was very helpful. Moving on to topics 3 and 4, I 
turn to Mr Terry Airlie. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I am subject to your 
guidance, but before that, would it be appropriate 
for me to re-examine on topics 1 and 2? Or would 
you prefer to move on to topics 3 and 4? 

The Assessor: I was following your process, 
but I am content to do it that way. I thought that 
you had taken yours as a lump. 

Ruth Crawford: I had, but I am just thinking it 
through. Because I was dealing with them briefly 
in a lump, the individual topics did not seem to 
lend themselves to being dealt with chunk by 
chunk, but the cross-examination seems to be a 
little more chunky. 

The Assessor: I turn to you on this. You have 
no difficulty with the procedure. 

Ruth Crawford: No, I can deal with a technical 
term like “chunky”—[Laughter.] 

The Assessor: In that case, Ms Crawford, 
thank you very much. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. I hope that 
these will be bite-size chunks by way of re-
examination. 

First, Mr Shackman, taking topics 1 and 2 
together broadly, you referred during cross-
examination to the evolution of the scheme. Would 
I be right in understanding that the ability to retain 
the Forth road bridge became apparent only in 
December 2008? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: And would I be right in 
understanding that, prior to that position becoming 
clear, the scheme took no account of the Forth 
road bridge? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: If we want to find further 
information on the evolution of the project, would I 
be right in understanding that the policy 
memorandum to the bill sets out the ministerial 
statement from December 2008 about the ability to 
retain the Forth road bridge? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is also correct. 

Ruth Crawford: Would I be right in 
understanding that there was an assessment of 
the various route options in the Forth replacement 
crossing corridor options report that was published 
last year? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: And would I be right in 
understanding that issues relating to the 
advantages and disadvantages associated with 
each of the options, in terms of engineering, the 
environment, sustainability, traffic and economic 
matters, were discussed in that options report? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is also correct. 
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15:45 

Ruth Crawford: And would I be right in 
understanding further that the report concluded 
that the proposed route had engineering, cost, 
environmental and sustainability benefits 
associated with the maximisation of the use of the 
existing infrastructure? 

Lawrence Shackman: Again, that is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I take it that the M9 spur would 
be part of the existing infrastructure. 

Lawrence Shackman: Absolutely, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Once again, we can see that 
being reflected in the policy memorandum that is 
attached to the bill. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: After having made a 
determination in favour of option 1, which is now 
before the committee, did the promoter undertake 
a further sensitivity check in respect of what I think 
Mr Gallagher described as option 4-lite? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, we did. 

Ruth Crawford: After that sensitivity check was 
carried out, was there an assessment of option 4-
lite? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes, there was. 

Ruth Crawford: What views were reached in 
that regard? 

Lawrence Shackman: That it was an 
overprovision and did not represent value for 
money when compared with the proposed 
scheme. 

Ruth Crawford: No further re-examination. 

The Assessor: We will follow this procedure 
throughout. I pass the baton to Mr Airlie for topics 
3 and 4. 

Terry Airlie (Queensferry and District 
Community Council): I will pose a couple of 
questions relating to the proposed bus lanes on 
the B800. 

Given that Transport Scotland‟s traffic modelling 
predicts a reduction in traffic volumes using the 
B800 and that there are currently no congestion 
issues on that stretch of the B800, why is a bus 
lane considered necessary at that location, given 
the associated cost and loss of land? 

Alan Gillies: As part of the modelling exercise, 
we have assessed the benefits to buses through 
the corridor, and the provision that we are making 
for bus priority delivers an overall benefit in terms 
of bus journey travel times. We have consulted 
SEStran and the City of Edinburgh Council. 

Terry Airlie: I am not sure that that answers my 
question, which was to do with why a bus lane is 
deemed necessary. 

Lawrence Shackman: I think that it is meant to 
reinforce the fact that there is a dedicated public 
transport link across the Forth road bridge. That 
dedicated public transport link has to link into 
something, and it links into the A90. The 
northbound direction has to, by necessity, use the 
B800 to access the Forth road bridge. The 
southbound direction has a dedicated slip road. 

Terry Airlie: The issue of bus priority takes me 
into the area of whether this is a predict-and-
provide process. What are your comments on 
that? 

Lawrence Shackman: Predict and provide in 
terms of what? 

Terry Airlie: Public transport provision. 

Lawrence Shackman: The idea is to constrain 
traffic in terms of how much infrastructure is 
provided for traffic. Any future demand for travel 
across the Forth needs to be taken up by public 
transport, whether that involves buses or trains. 
Therefore, the approach is a bit more of a predict-
and-provide approach, in terms of public transport. 

Terry Airlie: The proposed replacement of the 
Ferrymuir roundabout has now been dropped from 
the scheme, so I believe that there will be no need 
for buses to have their own lane approaching the 
junction, as buses will pass through the junction 
just like any other vehicle. Why, then, is a bus lane 
needed? 

Lawrence Shackman: To reinforce the fact that 
there is a public transport corridor. You are correct 
to say that overall volumes of traffic on that road 
are set to decrease; however, the bus lane 
emphasises the presence of a dedicated link. After 
listening to Queensferry and district community 
council and in consultation with the City of 
Edinburgh Council, we have gone back from our 
original proposal for a signalised junction at 
Ferrymuir, which had met with a lot of opposition. 
The proposal might have guaranteed buses a little 
bit more time to allow them to get through the 
junction even quicker but, as I say, we have 
acceded on that issue. 

However, removing bus lanes completely would 
be a step too far. For a start, doing so would not 
give buses the guarantee that they would 
otherwise have, because they would potentially 
end up having to mix with all the other traffic. As 
you are aware, there are also development plans 
for Ferrymuir business park, and slightly more 
traffic will emanate from there as well. 

Terry Airlie: Having previously acknowledged 
that such a move is entirely possible, why has 
Transport Scotland refused to amend the scheme 
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to permit general traffic to continue to use the A90 
on-slip at Echline? 

Alan Gillies: It might well be technically feasible 
to do that, but obviously it will have implications. 
We have not yet worked up a design but we might, 
for example, need departures. Moreover, you 
might mix public transport and general traffic, with 
a potential impact on public transport. One way 
round that might be to build an additional lane to 
provide, say, a bus lane on one side and a lane for 
general traffic on the other, but there will be a cost 
associated with that. Perhaps it comes back to the 
point that Lawrence Shackman emphasised, that 
this is a public transport corridor providing 
guaranteed use for public transport. 

Terry Airlie: On the back of that, the next 
logical step is to consider mitigation. However, I 
have not as yet seen any proposed mitigation for 
the predicted increase in traffic in Queensferry 
resulting from the closure of the A90 on-slip. Have 
you considered that issue? 

Alan Duff: We have not considered mitigation 
because we do not believe that there is great 
potential for traffic to switch to the High Street or 
Station Road, if that is what you mean. 

Terry Airlie: Yes. 

Alan Duff: After looking at the potential for 
traffic to transfer, we believe the figure to be in the 
order of about 50 vehicles a day. It might be as 
much as 100 a day if you assume that every 
vehicle that might transfer is going outwith 
Queensferry instead of travelling within 
Queensferry. Given, as you have said in your own 
evidence, that the High Street is already by its 
physical nature heavily traffic-calmed, that route 
will not be attractive to traffic and, as Station Road 
and the roads that run parallel to it are equally 
heavily traffic-calmed, we believe that the people 
who will use the route are already doing so and 
the potential for others to switch is relatively low. 
We think that most of them will head up Bo‟ness 
road and gain access via the new Queensferry 
junction. 

Terry Airlie: Thank you for that. I will not pursue 
that line of questioning because I am sure that my 
colleagues from Queensferry Business 
Association and other Queensferry residents will 
take it up on my behalf. 

The Assessor: Do you wish to carry out your 
re-examination now, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: I have a general question. We 
know from the committee‟s report that it took the 
view that work should start now on encouraging 
modal shift to public transport. Is it the position of 
the bill‟s promoter that the provision of bus lanes, 
which seems to be subject to criticisms by this 

group of objectors, contributes to that 
encouragement? 

Lawrence Shackman: Absolutely. 

Ruth Crawford: And is that part of the rationale 
for the provision of bus lanes? 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Is that in line, as you 
understand it, with the committee‟s 
recommendations? 

Lawrence Shackman: It is, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: We move to the question of the 
A90 on-slip, which is probably for Mr Gillies to 
answer. 

Just so that I can locate myself geographically, 
does the eastbound public transport link that uses 
the A90 on-slip connect to the existing bus lane? 

Alan Gillies: It does. 

Ruth Crawford: It may be stating the obvious, 
but am I right in understanding that cars cannot 
use bus lanes? 

Alan Gillies: You are correct—they cannot. 

Ruth Crawford: Is there an issue with allowing 
traffic to merge on to the A90? 

Alan Gillies: There would be, as it stands. 

Ruth Crawford: Is that part of the reason for 
the closure of the on-slip? 

Alan Gillies: Yes—the intention is for buses to 
be able to merge seamlessly with the existing bus 
lane into Edinburgh, which starts just to the east of 
the Dalmeny slip road. 

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

The Assessor: I think that we will need to 
change questioners for the next few topics. I 
suggest that we take a two or three-minute break 
and come back shortly after 4 o‟clock. 

15:58 

Hearing suspended. 

16:05 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Good afternoon again, 
everyone. I will remind everyone where we are in 
our proceedings: we are halfway through the 
objectors‟ questioning of the promoter‟s witnesses. 
I hope that we can close that down by around 
4.30. I want to be certain that the objectors get a 
chance to bring out their case; they would be 
disappointed if we did not have enough time for 
that. I understand that we must be out of the room 



649  8 SEPTEMBER 2010  650 
 

 

by around 6 o‟clock. With that in mind, I hope that 
we will finish by around 5.45, at the latest. That 
gives us a timeframe to work within. The end time 
is not set in stone; it is a ballpark figure. 

We are on to topics 5 and 6, which are, I 
understand, conjoined with topic 9. Mr Tunnell is 
group leader. Hello, Mr Tunnell. I ask you to start 
your questioning. I understand that you have 
around four topics to get through. Take your time. I 
look forward to hearing your questions. 

William Tunnell: Thank you, sir. 

Earlier, Mr Duff referred to a manual 
assessment of traffic numbers, which led to a 
prediction of an increase of 50 to 100 trips per day 
on a combination of Station Road and 
Queensferry High Street, I presume. Will you 
briefly explain the nature of that manual 
assessment? 

Alan Duff: Certainly. We looked at the potential 
catchment of traffic that could switch between 
Kirkliston Road and the A904. We also looked at 
Bo‟ness Road. We considered what catchment of 
people might have a new trip pattern as a result of 
the changing road layout, and we used standard 
trip generation rates for households to work out 
the number of trips, given the number of 
households in the catchment. To get our best 
estimate, we assumed that half of the people in 
the households would go outwith Queensferry and 
the other half would make internal trips within it. 
The maths produces that number of vehicles. A 
range is produced if we ask what would happen if 
100 per cent of the trips went outwith Queensferry. 
That is why the numbers are 50 to 100 trips. 

William Tunnell: The traffic modelling that was 
undertaken led to variant figures of between -20 
per cent and +25 per cent on the High Street. I 
presume that that modelling used different figures 
and generating factors. 

Alan Duff: The reason why we did the manual 
calculation was to back up the model. You will 
appreciate that the model is a higher-level 
model—we have heard a lot of evidence on that in 
the inquiry—so it will not necessarily give a very 
precise estimate of the routing of traffic within 
South Queensferry. It is fine on the main roads, 
but it is not designed to address traffic in South 
Queensferry. We did the manual assessment to 
ensure that the figures were in the right order of 
magnitude. The figures were between -20 per cent 
and +25 per cent. I think that the model gives a 
reduction of eight vehicles per day on the High 
Street, although I cannot remember the exact 
figure. However, I would give no credence to that. 
I would say that my manual estimate of an 
increase of between 50 and 100 vehicles between 
the two routes that we have talked about is a 

much more accurate reflection of what might 
happen. 

William Tunnell: Has Transport Scotland 
carried out any detailed analysis of the current 
flow rates on Station Road and the High Street to 
help it to assess accurately the maximum 
congestion-free traffic rates on those roads? 

Alan Duff: No—we have not attempted to 
assess the current congestion-free flow. We have 
count information on the amount of traffic on, or to 
the east of, Hawes Brae and at junctions in 
Queensferry. However, we have not assessed the 
capacity of those roads. 

William Tunnell: Is it possible to extrapolate 
from your count information—multiplied, if you like, 
by the 25 per cent potential increase—and find out 
whether that tallies with the 50 trips per day figure 
that has been mentioned? 

Alan Duff: The 25 per cent increase is the 
upper limit of a bandwidth that is set out in the 
environmental statement. Frankly, it has nothing to 
do with the traffic work that I have carried out. The 
guys who do the environmental work use such 
bandwidths—which I assume are standard in 
environmental statements—to explain things. If 
you like, the 25 per cent has no relevance to my 
traffic figures. It simply gives the environmentalists 
an idea of how things are changing on the 
network. As I said in evidence this morning, we do 
a sense check with our colleagues. If they say, 
“There‟s a 25 per cent increase in the High Street”, 
we will look at that and think, “No, that doesn‟t 
sound quite right, because we're not anticipating 
any significant change there”. The reason why we 
carry out separate manual assessments is that we 
want to ensure that it makes sense. 

William Tunnell: As we are fusing topics 5 and 
9, I think that Dr Summers might have a question. 

Dr Juliette Summers: Mr Duff said that he had 
count information for Hawes Brae. I presume that 
he has not carried out a count on the High Street 
or Station Road. 

Alan Duff: No. 

Dr Summers: What is your count information 
for Hawes Brae? 

Alan Duff: My recollection is that it was 4,500 
vehicles per day. I can get the exact figure, but it is 
of that order of magnitude. 

Dr Summers: So, a potential 25 per cent 
increase in that is quite a lot— 

Alan Duff: I am sorry—I am obviously not 
making myself clear. The environmentalists have 
used the 25 per cent figure to establish a 
bandwidth. There is no suggestion that the traffic 
flow in the High Street will increase by 25 per cent. 
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Dr Summers: So you are saying that what is in 
the environmental statement should not be 
understood as a 25 per cent increase. 

Alan Duff: As I understand it— 

Nigel Weller: Perhaps I can explain. The -20 
per cent to +25 per cent bandwidth was primarily 
for the noise team to assess significant network 
changes and then to assess whether there would 
be any likely noise changes. Mr Duff has the 
specific numbers for where traffic sits within that 
bandwidth. 

Dr Summers: That information would be useful 
in allaying our concerns. What we have seen in 
the documents that have been produced is a 
potential 25 per cent increase in traffic in what is, 
as you have seen, quite a busy place. 

Alan Duff: My best estimate is that between 
Station Road and High Street the traffic flow will 
increase between 50 and 100 vehicles per day. 

Dr Summers: Is that on the total of about 4,500 
that go along the High Street? 

Alan Duff: There are 4,500 vehicles that, if you 
like, ultimately get to Hawes Brae after working 
their way through these residential roads. I hope 
that helps. 

Dr Summers: Thank you. 

William Tunnell: On topic 6, what are Transport 
Scotland‟s proposals for non-motorway traffic in 
the event of the enforced complete closure—
whether temporary or, heaven help us, 
permanent—of the Forth road bridge? 

Lawrence Shackman: Are you referring to 
pedestrians and cyclists? 

William Tunnell: Yes. I am talking about non-
motorised and pedestrian traffic. 

Lawrence Shackman: The new crossing will be 
flexible enough to provide for pedestrians and 
cyclists in the extreme circumstances of the Forth 
road bridge‟s unavailability. One option is to utilise 
the central reserve, allowing cyclists and 
pedestrians to go through the bridge towers. 

16:15 

Another option is to reduce the width of the hard 
shoulder and, potentially, to adjust the lane widths 
on one of the carriageways, to provide a cycleway 
or footpath on its verge. Remember that the hard 
shoulders are slightly wider than normal, to allow 
that flexibility. 

William Tunnell: Questioning on topic 7 will be 
by Douglas Flett. 

Douglas Flett (Queensferry Business 
Association): Can I have direction on which of 
the two items is item 7? 

William Tunnell: The reference is to 2.3. 

The Assessor: I understand that you will deal 
with the issue of increased atmospheric and noise 
pollution. 

William Tunnell: I will deal principally with 
atmospheric pollution. 

The Assessor: We will need Dr Bull. I am 
aware of Mr Greer‟s position for later on. 

Douglas Flett: In Transport Scotland‟s minutes 
of a meeting that we had in Queensferry on 16 
June, John Howison referred to an American study 
that we had forwarded to it as 

“effectively a literature review which in its conclusion 
stresses the need to ensure the use of best practice when 
undertaking assessments.” 

Is it not the case that the American report, which 
synthesises 30 scientific studies and three US 
Government reports, points to the high risk of 
health consequences for people living within 
0.5km of a major roadway—the very thing to which 
Transport Scotland proposes to subject the people 
of Queensferry? 

John Howison advised that the project had 
followed the good practice approach that the study 
advocates. He also stated that 

“for CO2 Transport Scotland have gone further by utilising 

state of the art modelling to give Transport Scotland more 
representative information on that complex aspect.” 

However, the synthesis report that was passed to 
Transport Scotland indicates rapid and recent 
changes in ways of assessing pollution problems. 

The Assessor: Could you turn this into a 
question? 

Douglas Flett: The changing attitude was 
reflected in a recent report on air quality by the 
Environmental Audit Committee of the House of 
Commons—reference HC 229-I. Rather than 
focus on the quantitative statistical analysis of 
pollution, both reports deal with health aspects. 

The Assessor: Mr Flett, could you get to your 
question? This is a useful contextual preface, but 
you should put a question to the witnesses. 

Douglas Flett: Does Transport Scotland agree 
that it has ignored pursuing health statistics for the 
standard and easy option of air analysis? 

Ruth Crawford: I am slightly concerned about 
where the issue to which Mr Flett refers is 
supposed to figure among the topics that this 
objector group has raised. Perhaps I am missing a 
reference to it in the vast number of documents 
that are before us. The minutes to which he 
referred are not before you, sir, in the written 
evidence. 
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The Assessor: That is right. The question that I 
have to answer for myself is where the health 
impact emerges, but I would be giving no weight to 
the preface that I have just heard. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. 

Douglas Flett: May I comment on that, sir? 

The Assessor: Not just now, if you do not mind, 
Mr Flett. The clerk is helping me at the moment. 
We are looking at the written statement that 
covers procedure. My difficulty is that we are not 
allowed to introduce new matters at the oral 
hearing. 

Douglas Flett: My comment will be covered by 
atmospheric pollution. 

The Assessor: Will you ask Mr Bull a question 
on atmospheric pollution? I think I can see how 
you could do that. 

Douglas Flett: Yes. The means of assessing 
what is good practice are based on European 
standards and your methodology of taking certain 
air samples in certain locations. However, current 
practice seems to involve looking at air pollution 
from a different perspective, mainly from that of 
health statistics. Would it not be appropriate for 
Transport Scotland to pursue that approach? 

The Assessor: I am still not quite sure that we 
are there. The community council has objected to 
the totally inadequate health impact assessment 
carried out on the effects of air pollution arising 
from the operation of the scheme. I refer you to 
section 2.3.1. 

Ruth Crawford: It is in the community council 
objection. 

The Assessor: It is in the original objection 
from Queensferry and district community council. 
Thank you for your patience, Mr Flett. You may 
now phrase a question. You were just about there 
when I rudely interrupted you. 

Douglas Flett: Is Transport Scotland aware of 
the House of Commons Environmental Audit 
Committee report on air quality, reference HC 229-
1? If so, has Transport Scotland adopted any of its 
recommendations in this project? 

Michael Bull: I am aware of the House of 
Commons Environmental Audit Committee report. 
The report did not come up with specific 
recommendations on how air quality assessment 
should be undertaken, but our assessment has 
been undertaken in accordance with current best 
practice on air quality. It is a quantitative appraisal 
and has calculated concentrations of health-
related pollutants and compared those with health-
related air quality standards. The air quality 
assessment in the environmental statement is not 
a health impact assessment—there is a separate 
health impact assessment document that takes 

the information from the air quality assessment 
and looks at the health outcomes of that 
information. The essential conclusions of the 
health impact assessment mirror those of the 
environmental air quality assessment, which are 
that the level of change is very small and, 
consequently, the health impact on the community 
is very small. Indeed, over all, the impacts could 
be taken to be marginally positive, but our view is 
that because the level of change is so small, we 
consider it to be a fairly neutral scheme. 

The Assessor: Could I try to help you out, 
having been unhelpful a moment or two ago? Mr 
Mackay, do you recall a concession that was 
made by the promoter to be incorporated in the 
code of construction practice that were there to be 
persons who identified themselves as being at 
health risk, they could have the merits of their 
case looked at and some remedial action taken? I 
think that we dealt with the matter in connection 
with sleep deprivation, but the concession is not 
restricted to that and could extend to others, such 
as asthmatics, who might be concerned with 
particulates and so on. Am I cutting into the type of 
thing that concerns you, sir? 

Douglas Flett: Yes. 

The Assessor: I ask Mr Mackay to answer the 
question, after which I will ask for Mr Flett‟s view. 

Andy Mackay: The answer is a straightforward 
yes. 

The Assessor: Does that help you, Mr Flett? 
People whose health could be demonstrated to 
have been affected could look to the code of 
construction practice for a remedy. 

Douglas Flett: That would certainly help. 

Is Transport Scotland aware of a report in The 
Lancet entitled, “Effect of exposure to traffic on 
lung development from 10 to 18 years of age: a 
cohort study”, which was published in February 
2007? 

Michael Bull: I am not aware of that document, 
but I am aware of the range of literature and 
reports that the Committee on Medical Effects of 
Air Pollutants has produced on various health 
aspects. I point you back to the fact that the 
scheme complies with the air quality standards 
that the European Union sets to protect human 
health. 

Douglas Flett: Is Transport Scotland aware of a 
study that identified that residual particulates, 
which lodge on road surfaces and verges and 
accumulate in the vicinity of major roads, are 
moved by prevailing winds when traffic levels are 
low? That produces a steady flow of particulates 
downwind of a major roadway. 
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Ruth Crawford: In this session and other 
sessions, we have heard Dr Bull give evidence 
that his assessment of air pollution was conducted 
according to best practice. He just reminded 
everyone that the scheme complies with air quality 
standards that the European Union has set to 
protect health. We could all become involved in 
digging down deep into a literature search, but I 
wonder how productive that would be. 

Douglas Flett: Can I respond to that? 

The Assessor: You can, but I am minded not to 
take the issue much further. I understand where 
you are going, but my question to Mr Mackay 
might have got you the remedy that you look for. 
You are talking about a process and I am trying to 
help you with any unfortunate outcome that might 
arise. 

Please carry on. 

Douglas Flett: I seek to make the point that the 
current science on the effects of pollution on 
health calls into question the methodology that the 
QC just described and that that methodology is 
inadequate—it seems to be presented as such in 
America and Europe. 

Michael Bull: You discuss the well-known issue 
of resuspended particulates. The study takes 
account of it through the use of background 
measurements that consider other particulates 
than those that are directly emitted from the road. I 
do not believe that the study that we undertook is 
any different from those that are undertaken 
elsewhere. It represents a state-of-the-art best-
practice study. 

The Assessor: That is as far as we can take 
the issue. I do not think that you will break down 
the witness, Mr Flett. 

We will move on to topic 8, on which Mr Tunnell 
is supported by Mr Flett and Mr Spence. 

William Tunnell: No one other than me has 
questions on the topic. 

The environmental statement does not appear 
to consider the proposals‟ effects on local 
businesses. Why does it have no business impact 
assessment component for local businesses? 

Shirley Henderson (Jacobs Arup Joint 
Venture): Good afternoon. Chapter 7 of the 
environmental statement—which concerns land 
use—considers impacts on businesses, primarily 
those that will lose land to the scheme, and lists 
the businesses that will be affected. In most 
cases, that land loss will be permanent, as we are 
looking at the operation of the scheme. Chapter 7 
also contains an explanation of the assessment‟s 
scope, making it clear that we do not look in any 
detail at indirect effects on businesses as a result 
of, for example, traffic changes. I also direct you to 

chapter 19, which sets out the general disruption 
effects on businesses. I admit that that 
assessment is, again, fairly general and we do not 
look at the individual impacts of traffic, for 
example, on businesses. 

William Tunnell: Is the promoter able to point 
to any part of the bill—or, indeed, the design 
process—that explores, or has explored, ways in 
which local businesses might benefit from the 
proposed scheme? 

Frazer Henderson: I might be able to help with 
that question. 

That is not necessarily set out in the bill, but it 
will certainly be contained in the contract that we 
will establish with the successful contractor. The 
contract will incorporate a community benefits 
project strategy, under which the contractor has to 
bring forward what is known as a training and 
employment method statement. In essence, he 
has to provide a minimum number of site-based 
apprenticeships throughout the project; a minimum 
number of training opportunities for graduates and 
technicians working towards nationally accredited 
qualifications; a qualified and certified workforce; 
and a minimum percentage of opportunities for 
people who are currently unemployed to gain 
employment, with the clear presumption that those 
people will come from the local environment. 

It is also worth mentioning something that 
cropped up in correspondence between you and 
Mr Flett and the Cabinet Secretary for Finance 
and Sustainable Growth, to which I replied on his 
behalf in June. In that response, we said that 
commercial opportunities were likely to flow both 
from the scheme‟s construction and subsequently, 
and that some opportunities will necessarily be 
occasioned by how many of the workforce will be 
in the local environment. In that respect, we are 
thinking, for example, of people who will offer 
residential accommodation to workers who do not 
live locally, and of the many restaurants and 
cafeterias in the South Queensferry area that are 
likely to gain additional moneys and attention from 
the presence of the workforce on the south shore. 
As I said in the letter, one of the key things about 
that approach is that it enables businesses to 
maximise commercial opportunities. I think that 
businesses probably have more of an 
entrepreneurial spirit than Transport Scotland has 
and that you will see the opportunities for yourself. 

William Tunnell: Thank you very much. That is 
all that we have on topic 8 just now. 

The Assessor: Do you wish to re-examine on 
this issue, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, we move on topic 
10. I understand that we have already dealt with 
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the two items in topic 9: the increase in traffic 
volume and flow along Queensferry High Street. Is 
that right? 

Dr Summers: Yes. 

The Assessor: So, we are now dealing with the 
inadequate provision of cycle and pedestrian links 
and routes over the proposed Queensferry 
junction. 

Dr Summers: I have a few questions, but I am 
not sure who to direct them to. You are waving, Mr 
Weller. 

I will begin with some points for clarification. 
Who have you engaged to give you urban design 
input on the project? Our concerns are particularly 
about accessibility, connectivity and the way in 
which people move through and within the urban 
environment. 

Nigel Weller: I may have been hasty in waving 
at you. I can talk about the routes and the 
assessment in the environmental statement. I will 
talk specifically about design parameters and Mr 
Gillies will then be able to advise. 

Alan Gillies: I am sorry—can you repeat the 
question, please? I was just moving seats. 

Dr Summers: No problem. Our concerns are 
particularly about accessibility and connectivity 
around and through Queensferry and its close 
rural environs. Who have you engaged to give you 
urban design input on the effects of the proposals 
for the urban areas? 

Alan Gillies: The effects of the scheme are 
covered in the environmental statement. 

Dr Summers: Do you have urban designers 
who have looked at the scheme and given input 
on the likely impacts? 

Alan Gillies: The mitigation was identified in the 
environmental statement and we took forward the 
design that included mitigation of those effects 
within the scheme. 

The mitigation is directly related to the impact of 
the scheme; it is not necessarily about developing 
cycle networks throughout the City of Edinburgh 
Council and West Lothian Council areas. There 
are a number of bodies within those organisations 
that take forward the wider strategies. We are 
trying to mitigate the effects of the scheme as far 
as that is reasonably possible. 

Dr Summers: Of course, I have read the 
environmental statement and have seen what it 
says on that issue. 

I would like to clarify a few further points. I may 
have misheard you earlier. You mentioned that 
there would be a signalised pedestrian crossing 
over the Bo‟ness road. You also mentioned a 

mixture of cycle and pedestrian crossings around 
the Queensferry gyratory. Can you clarify exactly 
what crossings will be provided? 

Alan Gillies: Yes. I am trying to think how best 
to describe what we are providing. Where the 
B924 comes down and connects with the A904, 
there will be a crossing on the B924 and on the 
east side of the A904. That will allow pedestrians 
to cross on either side of the A904. There will also 
be a path on the north and south sides of the A904 
that effectively splits to go either side of the 
structures. On the slip roads, where vehicles are 
coming off the roundabout, the pedestrian signals 
will be on call. 

Dr Summers: Pedestrian signals? That is the 
clarification that I am looking for. Are the signals 
just for pedestrians or are they for pedestrians and 
cyclists? 

Alan Gillies: No, they are for pedestrians and 
cyclists. The path will be a footway/cycleway and 
will connect through to the west side. 

Dr Summers: So, to clarify, all the arms of the 
new Queensferry junction—the roundabout or 
gyratory—will have toucan crossings. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. They will facilitate 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

Dr Summers: Thank you. I have another point 
for clarification. You have confirmed in various 
communications that the north and south routes 
around the gyratory will be 3m wide segregated 
cycle and footpaths. 

Alan Gillies: Yes. 

Dr Summers: I wonder why that is so. Table 6.2 
in “Cycling by Design” indicates that the absolute 
minimum for segregated cycle and footpaths is 
3.5m and that the desirable minimum is 5m. 
Should I assume that we can be flexible about the 
guidelines in “Cycling by Design”? 

Alan Gillies: There are two issues. When we 
developed the design, we undertook pedestrian 
counts in that area. “Cycling by Design” indicates 
that a 3m wide footway/cycleway can 
accommodate up to 300 cyclists per hour. 

Dr Summers: That is a shared, not segregated, 
path. 

Alan Gillies: That is not segregated—that is a 
shared surface. In consultation—perhaps with 
Queensferry and district community council, 
although I am not sure—a desire was expressed 
for the footway/cycleway to be segregated in some 
way. Transport Scotland agreed that it would, by 
use of a white line, segregate the 3m wide path. 

Dr Summers: Given that it is a new structure, 
why are you not building it to the absolute 
minimum standard? 
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Alan Gillies: The absolute minimum standard is 
3m. The bottom of the table shows that it is 
possible to go down to a width of 3m, for short 
lengths. 

Dr Summers: The example that is given 
involves having to go round a bus stop. However, 
we are discussing a new structure. I do not wish to 
get into a back-and-forth argument, but I wonder 
why we are departing from minimum principles. 

Alan Gillies: The counts there are so low. We 
estimate that there will be approximately 175 
users in a day. Of those, 90 are estimated to be 
crossing between the fields, and they will be 
walkers, not cyclists. It is estimated that 45 cyclists 
per day will cross from one side of the motorway 
to the other. A 3m path can accommodate up to 
300 users per hour, and we should bear in mind 
what the counts are. 

Dr Summers: So you are providing a 3m path 
for your low user counts. You are segregating it, 
but you are not building it to minimum standards. 

Lawrence Shackman: Do not forget that there 
are two of them—one across each bridge. There is 
altogether 6m-worth of footpath/cycleway in both 
directions. 

Dr Summers: That does not really help if lots of 
people decide to use one over the other. I will rest 
on those points, however. 

The Assessor: I think that we have evidence on 
that now—that is as far as we need to take that 
point. 

Dr Summers: The last question on topic 10 is 
whether the witnesses can point me to where I can 
find a cost benefit analysis of the scheme, in 
particular of its impact on Queensferry, including 
social and health costs and benefits as well as the 
economic ones. 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, I am not sure where that 
features in the objections and in the scope of this 
inquiry. The question seems to give rise to wider 
policy issues. 

The Assessor: We certainly want to avoid 
moving into the wider policy issues, which are no 
part of my work here. 

Dr Summers: Can I tell you later where that is 
in the objection? 

The Assessor: Can you find it now? 

Dr Summers: I cannot find it within the next 30 
seconds. 

The Assessor: Let us move on, then. We have 
possibly reached topics 11 and 12. You have 
further questions, Dr Summers, and you are 
partnered with Dr Mitchell. 

Dr Kate Mitchell: Mr Shackman, you have 
described for us what would happen for cyclists 
and pedestrians wishing to cross the Forth in the 
case of a permanent closure of the existing 
crossing. What would happen in the case of a 
temporary closure for cyclists and pedestrians 
wishing to cross the Forth? You have indicated 
that they might have to use the public transport 
option—the bus option—on the new bridge. If that 
is the case, how will they be informed of the 
closure of the existing bridge? How will they be 
informed of where they may go to catch a bus? 
How far will they have to travel to catch that bus 
over the new bridge? How will they transport their 
bicycles? 

The Assessor: Could we take these questions 
one at a time? Mr Shackman is very able, but—
[Laughter.] 

Dr Mitchell: How will you inform cyclists that the 
current bridge is closed and that they will have to 
alter their journey? 

Lawrence Shackman: In a similar fashion to 
the present situation. The idea is that if cyclists or 
pedestrians are stranded a shuttle would be laid 
on, as is done by FETA at times of need, to get 
people across the bridge. We would not want 
people using the motorway—the new bridge—to 
traverse the Forth. We would have to consider 
providing some form of additional transport across 
at those difficult times. 

Dr Mitchell: So, at the moment, you do not 
have a plan as to exactly where cyclists would be 
informed of such a closure—that has not been part 
of the consideration that has been given. 

Lawrence Shackman: It is something that we 
are working on. We are working on a number of 
things with FETA with regard to what happens with 
both single-decker and double-decker buses when 
wind closes the existing bridge. We are taking into 
account how they can be rerouted and how some 
appropriate signage can be put in place. This is an 
important matter to you, and we are currently 
working through it. Please be assured that the 
point will be fully considered. 

Dr Mitchell: Before the hearing, we discussed 
briefly with Mr Shackman and Mr Henderson the 
Ferrymuir junction and the B800. Please correct 
me if I am wrong, but I have been informed by 
Transport Scotland that there will not be a 
pedestrian or cycle crossing south of the Ferrymuir 
junction on the B800. 

16:45 

Lawrence Shackman: There will be an 
unsignalised crossing. However, we are happy to 
consider whether a signalised crossing should be 
provided there, although the road will be 
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maintained and owned by the City of Edinburgh 
Council, so we will have to discuss the issue with 
it. We will look into that for you. 

Dr Mitchell: So, as far as you are concerned, 
that is an on-going issue. 

Lawrence Shackman: Yes—we will look at 
that. 

Frazer Henderson: Just to clarify, the Scottish 
ministers are providing an undertaking to the 
objectors to investigate that matter. 

The Assessor: I am much obliged to you. I 
hope that we can move on from there. 

Dr Summers: I think that that concludes our 
questions. 

Dr Mitchell: It certainly concludes mine. 

The Assessor: So you have no further 
questions. 

Dr Summers: No further questions. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. Is there any 
re-examination? 

Ruth Crawford: No, thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: Does that conclude the 
questioning? 

Margaret Smith: It concludes our questions to 
the promoter. 

The Assessor: Unless there are any other 
matters that I am not aware of, we can now take 
the objector‟s case. I understand that Margaret 
Smith is leading on that. 

Margaret Smith: That is correct. 

The Assessor: If the objectors are all at the 
table, we will hear their case. It would be helpful to 
know whether you wish to take it topic by topic; 
that might be a good way to do it. 

Margaret Smith: That is exactly what I plan to 
do. 

The Assessor: Can I suggest that we take topic 
7 first, for the convenience of one of the expert 
witnesses? He has a pressing appointment. 

Margaret Smith: That requires Mr Flett. 

The Assessor: Yes—he can come to the table. 

As you know, you will lead your evidence and 
then have it cross-examined. There is, of course, 
the opportunity for you to tidy up—as I call it—
afterwards. 

Margaret Smith: My first question on topic 7 is 
for Douglas Flett from Queensferry Business 
Association. Why is the QBA concerned about 
increases in atmospheric and noise pollution? 

Douglas Flett: Transport Scotland seems to be 
unaware of the effect of low-level noise pollution 
from a major roadway on the environment over a 
distance of a couple of kilometres, the single fact 
of which hugely decreases the attractiveness of 
our town and economy to visitors and residents 
alike. The air and noise pollution would affect the 
ambience and quality of the area. 

Margaret Smith: Do you believe the data that 
you have seen from Transport Scotland on the 
impacts of atmospheric and noise pollution? 

Douglas Flett: It is very difficult to quantify. 
Much of South Queensferry is already bathed in 
some of the general rumble of noise from the 
existing bridge; the extra pollution and background 
noise will add to the lowering of the quality of the 
town as a destination for tourists, and aggravate 
residents. 

Margaret Smith: Many of the businesses in the 
town rely on tourism and visitors, and the 
environmental setting of the town is obviously very 
important for that. What would be the effect of any 
increase in pollution on the economy of South 
Queensferry? 

Douglas Flett: There would be a 
deterioration—a lowering—of it. 

Margaret Smith: Will the construction of the 
bridge over a period of many years be likely to 
have an impact, even in terms of visitors‟ 
perceptions of what is going on? 

Douglas Flett: From the reports that I have 
heard, the previous bridge attracted a lot of visitors 
during the construction period. However, we have 
already maxed out our capacity in the High Street 
and Station Road. Any extra traffic and visitors will 
only add to that congestion, unless Transport 
Scotland and the City of Edinburgh Council can 
work out some way of dealing with the situation to 
reduce the problem. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, would you care to 
cross-examine this witness? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, thank you, sir. Good 
afternoon, Mr Flett. In reply to the question 
whether you believed the data set out in the 
Transport Scotland documentation regarding the 
assessment of air and noise pollution, you 
responded—as I noted your answer—to the effect 
that it was very difficult to quantify. Would you 
accept that in the environmental statement, which 
has been summarised in the written evidence on 
behalf of Transport Scotland, the experts 
instructed on behalf of Transport Scotland have 
used best practice methods to assess the impacts 
created by noise and air pollution, both during and 
after construction? 

Douglas Flett: Yes and no. The reason for that 
is that to quantify the impact in terms of statistical 
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numbers is one thing, but to quantify the 
perception of visitors is another thing altogether 
and is more difficult. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. So far as the raw 
numbers are concerned, you accept the 
methodology and that best practice has been 
employed. 

Douglas Flett: We have no alternative. They 
are the experts. 

Ruth Crawford: Regarding the effect on the 
economy of what you describe as increased 
pollution—although we may beg to differ on that, 
having regard to the raw data—you said that there 
would be a deterioration. I take it that your basis 
for that concern is, as you have already described, 
that of perception rather than any evidence base 
for suspecting that there will be a deterioration. 

Douglas Flett: The M25 and every other road in 
Britain justifies the fact that wherever you put in a 
capacity the vehicles will fill it. Given the fact that 
there will be two bridges with more capacity, I 
think that there will be increased traffic. 

Ruth Crawford: That was not quite my 
question. Your anxiety about there being a 
deterioration in the economy as a result of what 
you perceive to be increases in air and noise 
pollution is, as I understand it, based on what you 
think, rather than on a sound evidence base. 

Douglas Flett: That is right. 

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

Margaret Smith: Can I come back? 

The Assessor: No. 

Margaret Smith: It was a good question. 

The Assessor: You can tidy up, which is a 
slightly different matter. 

Margaret Smith: Can you clarify what tidying up 
allows me to do? 

The Assessor: Why do you not tidy up and I 
will tell you whether it is okay? I am sorry—I am 
being a bit rude. What I mean is that if any 
misconceptions may have emerged from the 
witness and you feel that you would like to clarify 
any matters—for example, evidence that he has 
given—you might want to re-examine him to see 
whether that is what he really meant. 

Margaret Smith: Does Mr Flett accept that the 
environmental statement, as well as slides that 
have been used by Transport Scotland—in 
particular by Mr Howison—at public meetings, 
indicate that in certain parts of South Queensferry 
there is a deterioration in terms of noise and 
atmospheric pollution, and that in other parts of 
the town the complete opposite is the case? I 

believe that Transport Scotland has argued that 
that makes this a neutral situation across the 
whole of the town, but it is certainly the case that 
the slides that have been shown at public 
meetings have indicated that in certain parts of 
town there is a deterioration. Is that the sort of 
thing that you meant in your evidence? 

Douglas Flett: Yes. 

Margaret Smith: Was that tidying up? 

The Assessor: That is very tidy. Ms Crawford, 
you might want to intervene. 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir. I simply observe that 
that is perhaps giving evidence rather than tidying 
up. 

The Assessor: If that is all that we have on 
topic 7, we can move on to topics 1 and 2. 

Margaret Smith: My questions on topics 1 and 
2 are to Martin Gallagher, from Queensferry and 
district community council. Why does QDCC 
favour, as do all of us in this objector group, the 
direct M9 link option for the southern approach 
route? 

17:00 

Martin Gallagher: The community council 
favours the direct link option for a number of 
reasons. I emphasise from the outset that the 
benefits of that option are not exclusively local; 
they are strategic, too. 

One of the main reasons for favouring an M9 
link is that it would connect the Forth replacement 
crossing directly to the strategic motorway network 
and would keep traffic away from Queensferry. 
The overwhelming majority of people who were 
questioned in our initial surveys back at the very 
start of the project, when the question was still 
whether to go for a bridge or a tunnel, favoured 
the tunnel option for that reason—that it would 
keep traffic away from Queensferry. We have 
moved on from there, but before the December 
2008 announcement, we still hoped that at least 
part of that aspiration could be realised through a 
direct link to the M9. Unfortunately, that possibility 
was lost with the changes that were made. 

More locally, a direct link would remove a 
substantial portion of traffic from the A904 and the 
western edge of Queensferry, at the location of the 
proposed South Queensferry junction, which all 
pedestrians and cyclists will have to negotiate to 
reach areas west of Queensferry, given that there 
is no proposal for a pedestrian overbridge. A direct 
link would also provide a more direct route for the 
majority of traffic wishing to access the M9 to the 
west, to get to west Edinburgh and the city 
bypass. Transport Scotland‟s figures acknowledge 
that in the new crossing‟s year of opening, the 
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traffic that uses the A90 will represent a minority of 
the overall cross-Forth flow. 

In addition, the provision of a direct link would 
support the strategic growth area that the Scottish 
Government identified for west Edinburgh in the 
national planning framework for Scotland 2 by 
providing a direct link to the Newbridge 
interchange, the M9 and the M8, and the strategic 
motorway network. Moreover, it would resolve 
many of the objections that have been discussed 
with previous witnesses to do with the B800, the 
bus lanes and the pedestrian facilities, because it 
would not interfere with the existing accesses at 
the Forth road bridge in the way that the proposed 
scheme will do. A local issue is that a direct link 
would be a better option for South Queensferry as 
far as traffic noise is concerned, as the 
environmental statement acknowledges. 

Margaret Smith: The flip-side of my first 
question is this: why does the objector group 
consider that the proposed route is inadequate? 

Martin Gallagher: It will be clear to anyone who 
looks at the route options available to them that 
the proposed route via the M9 spur and junction 
1A will be unattractive, indirect and 
counterintuitive, and will take much longer, so the 
preferred option will be to go via Newton and the 
A904. 

It is also worth pointing out that the existing M9 
spur represents a massive departure from “Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges” standards 
because of the extremely sharp bend at the 
Scotstoun interchange. There is a question 
whether that road will be suitable to continue to 
serve as the main route and will be able to sustain 
the increase in traffic as Transport Scotland hopes 
it will. 

Another result of the proposed scheme‟s failure 
to provide a direct link to the M9 is that the 
weaving distance between the Scotstoun 
interchange and the proposed South Queensferry 
junction will also be a departure from DMRB 
standards, and the fact that that section is to have 
a 70mph rather than a 50mph limit means that 
there will be an increased risk of accidents there. 
The new southern approach road will have the 
effect of encircling South Queensferry with 
motorway and cutting off access to the 
countryside. 

Margaret Smith: Those are all my questions on 
topics 1 and 2. 

The Assessor: Would you care to examine the 
witness, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, just briefly. Good 
afternoon, Mr Gallagher. In answer to the flip-side 
question, about why you do not favour the 
proposed route, you mentioned that the M9 spur 

was a departure from existing standards. I 
appreciate that you were not present this morning, 
but we heard evidence about what is described as 
the independent standards board. Transport 
Scotland said that to be allowed to depart from 
DMRB standards, it must present a reasoned 
justification for such a departure. You will be 
aware that it is not permitted just to depart from 
those standards; a departure must be justified. 

Martin Gallagher: I am aware of that. 

Ruth Crawford: And you will be aware that the 
purpose of the independent standards boards and 
the whole basis for having standards is to secure 
safety. 

Martin Gallagher: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: And if the independent 
standards board is of the view that a departure 
from DMRB standards is justified, one can assume 
that it is satisfied that safety standards have been 
met. 

Martin Gallagher: Yes. 

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

The Assessor: Thank you. Mrs Smith, you 
have the possibility of re-examination. 

Margaret Smith: I am happy with topics 1 and 
2. 

The Assessor: Thank you. In that case, we can 
move on to topics 3 and 4. Am I correct? Have we 
dealt with the M9 slip roads? 

Margaret Smith: We are fine. We have covered 
that. 

The Assessor: We move on to topics 3 and 4. I 
understand that your witness is Mr Terry Airlie. 

Margaret Smith: That is correct. 

Queensferry and district community council and 
the others in the objector group suggested and 
supported multimodal elements of the original 
proposals and have been supportive of public 
transport. Why does QDCC and the objector group 
believe that the proposed bus lane on the B800 
may be unnecessary? 

Terry Airlie: I will answer that in two parts. I 
agree that QDCC‟s approach has been to support 
multimodal transport. The issue regarding the bus 
lane boils down predominantly to local knowledge. 
There are no congestion issues with the current 
layout, and if anything, queuing will become even 
less likely now that Transport Scotland has said 
that Ferrymuir roundabout will not be 
redesignated—it is no longer proposed to make it 
a signalised crossing. Queuing on the Ferrymuir 
roundabout occurs only in the event of a serious 
incident on the existing Forth road bridge, which, 
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under the proposed scheme, will be out of the 
equation as it will not carry general traffic. 

Another issue that is pertinent to the proposed 
bus lane is the associated widening of the road. 
We believe that that will result in a permanent land 
take from the Ferrymuir development that will 
potentially jeopardise future plans for the site. 
QDCC has a long-standing relationship with the 
developers of the Ferrymuir site that goes back 10 
years or more, and the last thing that we would 
like to see is anything that would be detrimental to 
what the developers have delivered to 
Queensferry over a period of time. 

Margaret Smith: Does one of your other 
concerns relate to the state of the public finances, 
not only within the project but more generally? 
Because you believe the proposed bus lane to be 
unnecessary for the reasons that you have 
mentioned, do you believe it to be an unnecessary 
cost within an already expensive project? 

Terry Airlie: Yes. Correct me if I am wrong, but 
I think I alluded to that in an earlier answer. 

Margaret Smith: I am happy with topic 3. 

The Assessor: Thank you. We are taking topics 
3 and 4 together. 

Margaret Smith: Okay. Mr Airlie, what are your 
main concerns about the closure of the A90 on-
slip? 

Terry Airlie: This is pertinent not just to QDCC 
but to the other objector groups as well. We 
believe that the rerouting of local traffic from the 
east of the town via Station Road, past the three 
schools that have already been mentioned in 
evidence and along the High Street, which is a 
narrow, cobbled street that already suffers from 
congestion at peak times, is not the right way 
forward. We consider that the proposed access at 
the South Queensferry junction is a 
counterintuitive route for the bulk of the traffic that 
comes from the east of the town, and we also 
have concerns about the proposed reduction in 
the speed limit on the A904 from 40mph to 30mph. 
That will certainly make the route seem slower and 
longer and traffic will therefore naturally assign to 
the routes on the east side of the town. 

Margaret Smith: How would you propose to 
address those particular concerns? 

Terry Airlie: That takes us back to the first 
question, which is really to do with retaining 
access for general traffic on the A90 on-slip 
without introducing a merge between South 
Queensferry and Scotstoun junctions. We would 
like the start of the bus lane on the A90 to be 
amended to permit a merge for general traffic. 

Margaret Smith: And we have heard today that 
that is technically feasible. 

Terry Airlie: We believe that it is technically 
feasible, yes. 

Ruth Crawford: In relation to topic 3, you 
indicated—perhaps this sentiment is shared by us 
all in this room—that public finances were clearly 
the uppermost concern in everybody‟s mind. We 
have also heard in evidence today that option 2 
costs approximately—at spot-cost level at any 
rate—£130 million more. As I understand it, you 
thought that not proceeding with the bus lane 
would save some public finance. Is that not 
inconsistent with the promotion by QDCC of a 
route that is some £130 million more expensive? 

Terry Airlie: I think that we are looking at two 
different things here. We are talking about a small 
section of one small road, on which it is proposed 
to put a bus lane. 

Ruth Crawford: But you agree with me that the 
proposal promoted by QDCC is to have a project 
that will cost in rough terms £130 million more. 

Terry Airlie: I am not sure how you are making 
that connection. 

Ruth Crawford: Option 2. 

Terry Airlie: In terms of? 

Ruth Crawford: Overall cost. 

Terry Airlie: Excluding the proposed bus link 
between Ferrymuir and Echline? 

Ruth Crawford: You have prayed in aid a 
saving in public finance costs by removing bus 
lanes. I just wonder, is that not inconsistent when 
you are promoting, under topics 1 and 2, a more 
expensive option? Is there not an inconsistency 
there? 

Terry Airlie: I can accept that there is an 
inconsistency from the argument that you are 
putting forward; I do not accept that it is an 
inconsistent approach on behalf of QDCC. 

Ruth Crawford: All right. Thank you. As far as 
topic 3 is concerned, you also express concern 
about the extent of land take. 

Terry Airlie: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: You will be aware that the 
promoter can take only the land that it is allowed 
to take by reference to the bill. 

Terry Airlie: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: And that it cannot spread out. 

Terry Airlie: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you very much. 

Terry Airlie: Thank you. 

Margaret Smith: Could I tidy up on that? 

The Assessor: Yes. 
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Margaret Smith: Can I clarify the position, if we 
are looking at the whole scheme? My question to 
Mr Airlie was obviously about one part of the 
scheme, but the question that he has just 
answered has brought in another part of the 
scheme. I want to look at your proposals in terms 
of the wider scheme. Am I correct in thinking that 
you are suggesting that we do not need the work 
on junction 1A, which is £65 million, and the work 
on the B800 bus lane and the bus slip roads at 
South Queensferry, and that we do not need to 
demolish the B800 bridge? Is that the whole 
package of where you think we could save money 
on the project, which I think brings us slightly 
closer to the £130 million, which would give us the 
difference between the two things, albeit with the 
caveats that we heard about earlier? Is that a fair 
reflection of your overall view of what might be 
done on this project? 

Terry Airlie: Without feeling as if I have been 
led to the answer, yes. 

The Assessor: That is what I call re-
examination. We are being as relaxed as we can 
be. 

We will move on to topics 5, 9 and 6. I think that 
the witnesses are Mr Tunnell and Dr Summers. 

Margaret Smith: On topic 5, my first question is 
to Mr Tunnell. We are obviously aware of the fact 
that you have an architectural practice in 
Queensferry and you are a member of the QBA. It 
has been noted that there are already intermittent 
congestion issues in South Queensferry. Can you 
describe the nature and pattern of that 
congestion? 

17:15 

William Tunnell: Broadly, there are two 
scenarios. One is when there is a blockage on the 
existing road bridge and the traffic backs up all the 
way from the bridge and down through virtually 
every artery of the town. That can be caused by 
anything from an accident on the bridge to closure 
of the bridge because of wind—the congestion is 
particularly bad in that case. The other scenario is 
the sheer volume of traffic passing through the 
High Street and Station Road, which can end up 
with standing traffic and extensive blockages on 
both those roads. On Station Road, there are 
three schools, so the problem can be exacerbated 
at drop-off times. Both those scenarios can cause 
wider gridlock, from one end of Queensferry to the 
other. 

Margaret Smith: What impact does the 
congestion have on your business and other 
businesses in the town? 

William Tunnell: Our customers, staff and other 
businesses with which we work cannot reach us, 

even if they can get to Queensferry. The potential 
for that happening and people‟s experience of it 
repels them from coming to Queensferry, which 
makes life very hard for many businesses. 

Margaret Smith: I assume from reading your 
written evidence that you believe that the 
congestion is likely to increase. What effect would 
that have, given the present situation? 

William Tunnell: It could be catastrophic. 
Queensferry High Street manages to exist. The 
number of commercial enterprises has dropped 
and there are now more professional 
organisations located in the centre of Queensferry, 
mainly because of the problems with getting 
customers there, which other witnesses will talk 
more about later. Ultimately, the issue strangles 
the High Street‟s potential to be a viable 
commercial core and it blights an otherwise 
attractive historic environment. In Station Road‟s 
case, it blights a largely pleasant residential area. 
The noise and fumes from standing traffic are hard 
to cope with and stand. 

Margaret Smith: Are your views simply 
anecdotal and based on how you feel, or can you 
back them up with traffic data and modelling? 

William Tunnell: The QBA has undertaken 
traffic surveys, albeit they are limited, because we 
have limited time and resources to do that. We 
have observed that 219 vehicles or so pass along 
the High Street between 9 and 10 in the morning. 
However, on one particular Saturday—21 
August—there were 1,039 vehicles between 12.30 
pm and 1.30 pm. Importantly, between 1.30 pm 
and 2.30 pm, the number of vehicles dropped to 
820 and there was gridlock for much of that 
period. We found that the High Street reaches 
saturation point when around 1,000 vehicles per 
hour pass up and down it. That was not broken 
down by type of vehicle. Obviously, there are 
instances in which coaches and lorries cause 
more problems than cars, but the figure is for 
traffic of all sorts going both ways. 

The congestion on that particular day lasted for 
four hours in the afternoon. That was on a day of 
important business for our members with 
commercial premises on the High Street, whose 
customers could not get to them. The congestion 
also blights the environment for those who walk or 
travel by public transport to Queensferry. It creates 
an unattractive environment at what should be a 
premium time. 

As Mr Duff said earlier, Transport Scotland‟s 
figures show a nominal increase in vehicle 
numbers going along the High Street. However, 
Transport Scotland‟s data completely ignore 
people who come to Queensferry in vehicles to 
visit or to do business. No account has been taken 
of the properties and premises and people who 
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would use Queensferry anyway. We have found 
that we have a hair trigger for congestion on the 
High Street, which has been ill considered, if 
considered at all, by Transport Scotland. 

Margaret Smith: So you are suggesting that 
Queensferry, by its nature, has a unique form of 
traffic movement, which may not necessarily be 
picked up by conventional modelling. Is that 
correct? 

William Tunnell: Indeed, yes. 

Margaret Smith: I now wish to ask Juliette 
Summers, a resident of the High Street, the same 
sort of questions. What is the impact at the 
moment, and what will the impact be? 

Dr Summers: At the moment, there is 
occasional congestion on the High Street. It does 
not happen all the time; traffic is free flowing much 
of the time and we can just about manage it. We 
have concerns that, with extra traffic along the 
High Street, gridlock will occur regularly rather 
than occasionally, which is the current situation. 
Gridlock creates problems for us in accessing our 
homes. The High Street in Queensferry is a 
vibrant part of town. There are many residences 
on it and demographically it is very mixed. There 
are elderly people, young families and mixed 
households, so it is a vibrant, lively part of town. 
However, we need access, and we need access 
for emergency vehicles. Of course, things happen 
on the High Street, and people need to be able to 
get in and out of their homes; they need to be able 
to park and get easily to their houses.  

If there is increased gridlock, the High Street will 
become an unpleasant place to be. Slow-moving, 
stop-start and standing traffic will have an impact 
on pollution, and it may become an undesirable 
place to live for those of us who are residents. 
Queensferry demonstrates how a town centre 
works effectively with a mix of residences and 
businesses. I do not want that to be affected 
adversely by an increase in traffic.  

I know that there are pollution receptors at 
Plewlands house and at Queensferry primary 
school at the west end of Station Road, but I 
understand that they have not been validated. I 
may be wrong, but that is my understanding from 
what I have seen in the figures and diagrams that I 
have looked at. That means that the conclusions 
that have been drawn on the pollution effects of 
increased traffic are based on the traffic modelling 
figures and not the actual traffic count figures. We 
are concerned that the conclusions that have been 
drawn about the effects of pollution once the 
scheme has been completed are not reliable 
assessments of what the situation will be. 

Margaret Smith: In that case, I would like to 
ask you both, starting with you, Mr Tunnell, how 

the proposals might be amended to address your 
concerns. 

William Tunnell: First, Transport Scotland 
needs to gain a better understanding, knowledge 
and data on traffic conditions. Secondly, the 
scheme should be amended to ensure that there 
is more of a likelihood of a reduction in traffic in 
South Queensferry, if possible. It is not outwith the 
ambition of the scheme to have local benefits, for 
example by reconsidering the configuration of on-
slip and off-slip roads at Queensferry. However, 
that is something for the experts to explore—I am 
not a roads engineer. You will note that, as 
objectors, we do not support the option of 
maintaining the current Forth road bridge for 
private vehicles of any sort, because that might 
exacerbate blight in Queensferry, given the 
number of motorways. It is important to say at this 
point that we do not feel that that solution would 
benefit us. 

Dr Summers: Obviously, I am not a traffic 
engineer, and I would not like to suggest traffic 
engineering solutions to this. I just want to point 
out our concerns, as residents, about the 
sustainability of a mixed town centre and the issue 
of accessibility, which will become particularly 
problematic with increased traffic, particularly 
along the High Street. The objectives of the 
scheme include to minimise local impact and to 
increase or improve accessibility, but it seems that 
the scheme will not meet those objectives where I 
live. I also do not believe that opening both 
bridges to private traffic will improve the situation 
in the centre of Queensferry. 

Margaret Smith: That completes topic 5, but 
topic 6 is on a very close subject. I am happy to 
continue with topic 6, if that would be helpful. 

The Assessor: Yes, that might be helpful. I 
have one or two questions that I would like to ask, 
but I am sure that your witnesses will be cross-
examined. 

Margaret Smith: Topic 6, which has a lot of 
overlap with topic 5, is: 

“Increased traffic levels leading to congestion and 
causing restricted access to Queensferry and businesses.” 

Is there a need for a public transport corridor on 
the new bridge to cater for scenarios in which the 
existing bridge is subject to closure? Why would 
that be useful? 

William Tunnell: Queensferry Business 
Association supports provision for an increased 
number of journeys across the Forth, but we do 
not support provision for an increased number of 
vehicles crossing the Forth. We believe that there 
should be a net increase in public transport to 
accommodate that. We feel that a firmer approach 
should be taken. Mr Chapman‟s statement this 
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morning on how a possible permanent closure of 
the current Forth road bridge would be dealt with 
allayed some of our concerns, but we are still 
concerned about the measures that would be put 
in place in the event of a temporary closure of the 
existing bridge. 

Margaret Smith: I have finished my questions 
on topic 6. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Would Ruth 
Crawford like to cross-examine? 

Ruth Crawford: Good afternoon again. Mr 
Tunnell, you have presented a picture of 
blockages resulting from problems that are 
currently experienced with the Forth road bridge. 
Has that problem subsisted for some time now? 

William Tunnell: The problem is getting worse, 
I believe. Over the 11 years that I have lived and 
worked in the centre of Queensferry, the instances 
of the problem—anecdotally, not measured—have 
increased. 

Ruth Crawford: You have described South 
Queensferry as having a fairly unique position in 
so far as traffic patterns are concerned. What 
steps have you taken to resolve the increasing 
problems with blockages, given South 
Queensferry‟s unique position? Have you made 
any representations to the local authority? 

William Tunnell: Yes, there have been 
discussions involving my colleague Dougie Flett, 
the community council and City of Edinburgh 
Council on addressing the issues. There is a 
perennial issue, which we take extremely 
seriously. The threat of further exacerbation of that 
issue is of great concern. 

Ruth Crawford: Are you aware that Transport 
Scotland has assessed not just the effect of the 
scheme but, among other things, the effect of 
traffic flows arising from it? 

William Tunnell: Yes, but I am dubious about 
the accuracy of that assessment on a local level 
within Queensferry. 

Ruth Crawford: However—there is no point in 
us getting into a fight here—you have heard Mr 
Duff‟s evidence this afternoon. 

William Tunnell: I have heard Mr Duff‟s 
evidence this afternoon. As I said, I think that non-
residential use of the High Street is a substantial 
component that is missing from that. 

Ruth Crawford: Assuming that Mr Duff is 
correct, do you accept that it would be somewhat 
strange if Transport Scotland was supposed to 
improve upon a situation that was nothing to do 
with its scheme? 

William Tunnell: That would not be strange. 
Transport Scotland deals with the infrastructure of 
Scotland, on which we need joined-up thinking. 

Ruth Crawford: Does Transport Scotland deal 
with the local road network in South Queensferry? 

William Tunnell: No, it does not, but I am 
talking about a hair-trigger deterioration of the 
situation. I have tried to explain why the position is 
so sensitive. 

Ruth Crawford: I appreciate that you were not 
present yesterday, Mr Tunnell, but Mr Duff—I will 
be corrected if I am wrong—used the same 
wording as you have used this afternoon, in that 
he said that a catastrophic incident would be 
required on the proposed new bridge to result in 
any problems with the operation of the network 
post scheme construction. In other words, traffic 
would continue to flow freely unless there was, as 
Mr Duff described it, a catastrophic incident. 

17:30 

William Tunnell: We had meetings with 
Transport Scotland, along with QDCC, during 
which—at a number of points—the nature of 
incidents that might block the bridge was 
discussed. An accident—if that is indeed a 
catastrophic incident—would block the bridge, 
which would cause problems. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you agree that the provision 
of hard shoulders, windshielding and the intelligent 
transport system will reduce the potential for 
delays and congestion? 

William Tunnell: For the peculiarity of the road 
bridge I accept that it will, but it will not eliminate 
them by any means. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you agree that the new 
crossing as proposed by Transport Scotland is 
designed to be much more reliable than the 
existing crossing? 

William Tunnell: I accept that. 

Ruth Crawford: There was a question about air 
pollution, which arose—somewhat strangely—
under topic 5. Dr Summers, you asserted that the 
air quality model had not been validated. I take it 
that you have referred to appendix A15.1 of the 
environmental statement. 

Dr Summers: I am sure that I have. 

Ruth Crawford: Do you accept that that 
includes the model evaluation points within South 
Queensferry, which have been shown to perform 
within Government guidelines? 

Dr Summers: The figures that I have seen 
show where the pollution receptors are located 
within South Queensferry. As I said, those are at 
Plewlands house at the west end of the street and 
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at Queensferry primary school. I have also looked 
at the figure that shows which ones are validated, 
and neither of those are validated as far as I can 
tell from what I can see online. 

Ruth Crawford: The validation points in South 
Queensferry, as shown in figure 15.4b in the 
environmental statement, are at AQ2 and AQ3 on 
Hopetoun Road, and at Stoneyflatts Court, 
Ferrymuir and Ferrymuir Gate. 

Dr Summers: That is correct—not at Plewlands 
house and Queensferry primary school. 

Ruth Crawford: But you accept that there are 
validation points within South Queensferry. 

Dr Summers: Nowhere near the High Street or 
Station Road. 

Ruth Crawford: To go back to the worries in 
relation to South Queensferry, are you aware that 
the existing bridge could, under controlled 
circumstances, be used for traffic if there was a 
major incident on the new crossing? 

William Tunnell: I am aware of that, but I 
understand that it would take some time to switch 
over. I am not aware of the details beyond that. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: Perhaps I could ask a couple of 
questions to try to get to the core of where the 
objectors are. Is it your position that conventional 
modelling may not be adequate in relation to the 
particular circumstances of South Queensferry, 
and the High Street in particular? 

Dr Summers: Yes. My understanding—as I 
said earlier—is that the modelling that was used is 
not designed to deal adequately with very local 
roads and the traffic movements along them. 

The Assessor: Is that a general proposition or 
is it particular to the circumstances of South 
Queensferry? 

Dr Summers: I think that it is the model that has 
been used, as far as I understand it. I am not a 
traffic modeller, and I am trying to understand 
what has been presented. 

The Assessor: I understand that. 

Is it your evidence, Mr Tunnell, that the 
modelling at a local level is generally inadequate? 
I understood from your evidence that the 
particulars of the High Street were of particular 
concern to you. 

William Tunnell: Our objection did not 
specifically question the wider traffic modelling, 
although we have our concerns. However, 
particularly in light of the statements that were 
made earlier this afternoon, I do not believe that 
there is a detailed analysis of the traffic modelling 
for the High Street. The modelling that has been 

used thus far does not address particular 
situations on the High Street. 

The Assessor: Modelling has to be informed by 
particular data, does it not? 

William Tunnell: Yes. 

The Assessor: Okay. I think that I understand 
where you are now. 

Do you dispute the promoter‟s stated position 
that an extra 50 to 100 vehicles will arise from the 
scheme? 

William Tunnell: I do, purely from an 
observational point of view. I know how people 
arrive in South Queensferry to visit it. At the 
moment, in going to Queensferry people can 
choose between using the Craigie junction as they 
head out of Edinburgh or heading up to Ferrymuir 
and coming in at the Echline junction. There will 
be more of a desire among visitors and locals alike 
to go into Queensferry by the first junction. 

The Assessor: I do not think that there is any 
dispute between the parties about that stretch of 
the road being heavily used currently, but I am 
trying to establish in my mind what your position is 
on the increment in traffic once the scheme is in 
position. According to modelling, an increase of 50 
to 100 vehicles will arise from the scheme. I want 
to be certain. Are you in dispute about that? 

William Tunnell: It should be borne in mind that 
we received an answer to a question on how those 
figures had been reached and the manual count 
only this afternoon, so it is hard for me to dispute 
the parameters. 

The Assessor: I understand that. 

William Tunnell: From a purely anecdotal and 
observational point of view, I do not believe that 
there will be an increase of only 50 vehicles a day, 
as more than 1,000 vehicles an hour go along the 
High Street. I cannot believe for one moment that 
the figure will be as little as that. 

The Assessor: That is the current 
circumstance, is it not? 

William Tunnell: It is, but we do not want the 
situation to be compounded. 

The Assessor: You referred to a trigger or 
straw that breaks the camel‟s back—I do not know 
what it was—and suggested that the 50 to 100 
extra vehicles are terribly important. We have 
received evidence on the number of vehicles that 
travel along Hawes Brae, if not the High Street. 
Have I got that right? 

William Tunnell: Yes. 

The Assessor: Am I correct in thinking that that 
is measured in thousands? 
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William Tunnell: That was measured at 4,500 
vehicles per day. 

The Assessor: Is it right that you are saying 
that another 50 to 100 vehicles will be the straw 
that breaks the camel‟s back? 

William Tunnell: They may or may not be, but I 
am sceptical about there being 50 to 100 vehicles 
for the reasons that I gave earlier. The figures do 
not appear to take into account visitors to 
Queensferry, who are a major congestion factor. 

The Assessor: You are talking about the non-
residential use of the High Street. 

William Tunnell: Yes. 

The Assessor: I think that I am quite clear on 
that now. Thank you very much. 

I think that we have covered topic 9, which is the 
increase in traffic volume and flow along South 
Queensferry High Street and Station Road. You 
have told me that you have dealt with topics 5 and 
6. I would like you to confirm that you are happy 
that topic 9 has been covered as well. I think that 
we are happy. 

Margaret Smith: May I ask a question? 

The Assessor: You can re-examine your 
witness. 

Margaret Smith: I want to clarify something that 
I think you said. Is it correct that you said that one 
of the triggers for the potential increase in traffic 
on the High Street will be people on the east of the 
town no longer being able to use the slip roads on 
to the A90? 

William Tunnell: Yes. 

Margaret Smith: I think that you are suggesting 
that people who live in the east of the town use 
slip roads at the moment to get on to the A90 and 
head out of town, but some people will go down 
into town and along. Is that one of the problems 
with the scheme? 

William Tunnell: Transport Scotland has 
indicated that that will happen to some extent, and 
I believe that it is right. We are talking about a 
matter of degree. 

The Assessor: We have dealt with topic 7 and 
can move on to topic 8. There are three witnesses: 
Mr Tunnell, Douglas Flett and Ian Spence. 

Margaret Smith: Is it allowable for us to take 
evidence from Mr Spence, who is here for topic 8, 
in relation to topic 13 as well? The question that I 
intend to put to him is close to topic 8. I am happy 
to deal with the topics separately, but it may be 
helpful for us to deal with them together. 

The Assessor: I warn you that I may have to 
hear the question before I know whether I can 
allow it. You understand that better than all of us. 

Margaret Smith: I know the questions and have 
an idea of what I think you might object to. I do not 
think that you will find anything to which to object. 

The Assessor: Jolly good. Help me out again; 
you want to take topic 13 together with topic 8 
because Mr Spence is at the table. 

Margaret Smith: Yes. There is an element of 
overlap. 

The Assessor: That is fine by me. There is no 
difficulty procedurally. 

Ruth Crawford: There is no difficulty 
procedurally, but you are aware that I reserve my 
position in relation to topic 13. If this were a court 
situation, the questioner would ask the question 
and pause for a ruling to be made on it. 

Margaret Smith: I am happy for you to take that 
approach. 

The Assessor: Let us hear the question. I will 
make a decision in due course. I am aware of the 
ice on which I am walking. 

Margaret Smith: I turn to topic 8. I have a 
question for Mr Tunnell about the blight that will be 
caused to your members‟ businesses and the 
cumulative effect of construction works and so on. 
What are your main concerns about the impact of 
the proposed scheme on the built environment of 
South Queensferry, as it affects businesses? 
Before you answer the question, it might be helpful 
for you briefly to give some background on your 
expertise in relation to the built environment, so 
that it is on the record. 

William Tunnell: I am both an architect and an 
urban designer. I have undertaken urban 
framework work in Kirkcaldy, Linlithgow and South 
Queensferry and have been employed as a 
consultant by the City of Edinburgh Council in 
development of key city sites, including Princes 
Street and Leith. I was also brought in as an urban 
designer for input on minimising the impact on the 
public realm of Edinburgh‟s tram project and to 
identify opportunities for improvements to the 
public realm from the project. 

I have detailed knowledge of South 
Queensferry, both from living and working there 
and from an on-going urban framework project 
that is supported by the City of Edinburgh Council. 
I am concerned that South Queensferry‟s 
geographical location means that it can be 
accessed only from 180o of its perimeter and that, 
effectively, its centre can be accessed from only 
one side—the circumference is closed down as 
you enter the town centre. That puts particular 
importance on access roads and pathways. It also 
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puts greater importance on the relationship of the 
town‟s periphery to its surrounding countryside. 
There is currently a good network of formal and 
informal paths into the surrounding countryside. 

Evidence in community-led surveys such as 
“Vision for Queensferry”, which was led by the 
community council, shows that people consider 
that access to the surrounding countryside to be 
extremely important. The proposed scheme will 
create a major barrier around more than half the 
non-sea-bounded perimeter of South Queensferry, 
cutting off many of those formal and informal 
routes, and damaging the living environment of the 
town. 

17:45 

The proposed junction at Echline corner does 
not come close to adequately replacing the current 
access to the countryside, or access for our 
members who come to work on foot and bike. It 
will act as a repellent to pedestrians and cyclists, 
who will be pushed into the proximity of cars and 
will have to negotiate a number of junctions in 
order to get to South Queensferry. It is a bit like 
having a house with a nice set of windows and a 
front door, and someone nailing them up, giving 
you a cat flap, and saying, “There you go. That‟s 
all right. What are you complaining about? It‟s fine. 
You can squeeze in and out and you will get 
bruised, and you can still use the back door, 
although it‟s not the same.” It has taken away a 
serious amenity value from South Queensferry. 

Margaret Smith: You talked earlier about the 
impact on businesses of the proposed 
construction work and the scheme. What is your 
understanding of what Transport Scotland has 
said about that in the past? 

William Tunnell: I am sorry; will you repeat the 
question? 

Margaret Smith: There was evidence from 
John Howison at stage 1 about the impact of the 
scheme on businesses. Will the scheme be a 
good thing or a bad thing? Are there 
opportunities? What will the impact be, and what 
has Transport Scotland said in the past about 
that? 

William Tunnell: I accept what Mr Henderson 
said earlier about the potential benefits of the 
scheme to businesses, which is undeniable in 
some circumstances for some types of business. 
We have a broad base of members—lots of 
different sorts of businesses—and any increased 
restriction to access to businesses or any change 
in the perception of Queensferry will affect a lot of 
our businesses in a bad way. A lot of professions 
and professional businesses work out of South 
Queensferry—it is seen as a desirable place from 
which to operate. We currently have reasonably 

good connections. It is hard to see how a sailing 
school, for example, might benefit from the 
scheme, or my business, for that matter. 

Mr Howison said at a previous meeting that we 
would benefit from people coming down into town 
to use local businesses, cafes and so on. 
However, any vehicles relating to the construction 
will be banned from going within 2 miles of South 
Queensferry. How does that add up? Those 
vehicles would in themselves increase congestion, 
with people leaving work and going down into 
town to use the cafes and so on. It is a double-
edged sword. I do not think that it has been taken 
into account that it is a complex picture; it has 
certainly not been studied in detail.  

Margaret Smith: How, in your view, might 
concerns about the scheme be addressed? Would 
it be useful if there was a more detailed study of 
the impacts on businesses and the economy of 
Queensferry? 

William Tunnell: There are two strands to this. 
There needs to be more detailed study of the real 
impacts of the whole scheme on the economy, on 
businesses and on the development potential of 
South Queensferry and its immediate vicinity. 
Fellow witnesses will go into this in more detail, 
but longer-term consideration should be given to 
preserving green space and addressing decent 
connections into the countryside, for example via a 
non-vehicular bridge, which is what we strongly 
believe it should be. There will be more on that 
later from other witnesses. 

Margaret Smith: I now move to Mr Flett. In 
answering my first question, if you gave us a 
sentence about your background, that would be 
helpful. I am trying to skip over questions that 
have already been substantially answered. 

The Assessor: That is helpful. I have one eye 
on the clock. 

Margaret Smith: I am not going to ask 
questions to which I think an answer has already 
been given. 

The Assessor: You are being very helpful. 

Margaret Smith: My answerers do not 
necessarily know that. 

Why are Queensferry Business Association 
members concerned about the effects of the 
scheme on the residential areas of South 
Queensferry and on businesses in South 
Queensferry? 

Douglas Flett: The consistent call or cry that 
we receive from businesses is that congestion is 
the biggest restriction on the growth of the local 
economy. Our High Street is a conservation area 
that, in some places, has footpaths that are 
approximately 1,200mm to 1,300mm wide—way 
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short of what is acceptable. We get about 250,000 
visitors a year who come by coach and literally 
hundreds of thousands of visitors who spend only 
10 minutes in the town, although they are 
responsible for some spend. Part of our nine-year 
programme to develop an urban framework is to 
capture the tourists and visitors so that the tens of 
thousands who stay for an hour or two to half a 
day will turn into hundreds of thousands. We need 
a number of things to happen, and we have been 
discussing those with the City of Edinburgh 
Council to find ways of obtaining that. 

The project is a bit of a spanner in the works. It 
will increase our problems and our ways of 
reaching our objectives unless there is some 
superlative new co-ordination between the City of 
Edinburgh Council and Transport Scotland. Ruth 
Crawford has already pointed out that there is a 
local authority jurisdiction and a Transport 
Scotland jurisdiction. Unfortunately, we are parked 
in the middle and must relate to both. What we 
aspire to, for Queensferry, is dependent on those 
organisations working together. 

We get very many visitors but we have a low 
quality of streetscape, traffic management and 
parking as well as a number of related issues, 
which are currently a restriction on the growth and 
development of the town. 

The Assessor: Let me interrupt you for a 
moment. There is no dispute between the parties 
about the current difficulties that Queensferry 
faces. We are trying to delve into the extent to 
which those difficulties will be increased or 
decreased by the project during its construction 
and, thereafter, its operational phases. If you could 
restrict yourself to that, it would be helpful. I take it 
that you do not go along with Transport Scotland‟s 
evidence that the incremental increase in traffic 
arising from the scheme would be between 50 and 
100 vehicles per day. You believe that the project 
would make a difficult situation worse—is that 
correct? 

Douglas Flett: I absolutely disagree with that 
evidence. As with any statistic, the quality of the 
information that you get out of it is determined by 
the quality of the information that you put into it. 

The Assessor: I have heard evidence on that, 
so I understand where you are coming from. Can 
you proceed with the next question, Mrs Smith? 

Margaret Smith: Would it be fair a fair reflection 
to say that QBA members, at this stage of the 
process in relation to the scheme, are concerned 
about the impact on their businesses of both the 
scheme and the perception of the impact of 
construction over many years in Queensferry? 

Douglas Flett: They are extremely concerned. 

Margaret Smith: I move to Mr Spence, on the 
same topic. Mr Spence, before you answer my 
first question, it might be helpful if you told us a 
little about your background. 

Are you able to talk about the importance of 
place-making in the Scottish Government‟s 
“Designing Places” policy? How might it be 
compromised by the scheme? 

Ruth Crawford: Sir, before Mr Spence 
comments, I wonder how such a comment would 
assist you in dealing with the objections in this 
group. It seems that we are now moving on to 
wider questions about whether the scheme 
accords with Government policy. 

The Assessor: I am afraid that that is my 
difficulty too. I have to move you on, Mrs Smith. If 
the common ground can be established, then 
perhaps it can assist. The common ground is that 
the promoter understands the difficulties that 
Queensferry meets on a day and daily basis. The 
promoter‟s position, as I understand it, is that only 
50 to 100 vehicles additional to the current traffic 
flow will end up on the High Street and associated 
stretch. In other words, the incremental detriment 
to you will be relatively small. I do not know that 
we can take it any further than that. 

Margaret Smith: At this point, I should probably 
mention my question to Mr Spence on topic 13 
simply because of the overlap. 

The Assessor: I want the witnesses to be 
examined, but if topics 13 and 8 really do overlap 
then ask your question in the knowledge that I 
might not be able to help you. 

Margaret Smith: Absolutely. Against the 
background of topic 8, which is about blight, and 
topic 13, which is about policy aspects of the bill, I 
seek to get from Mr Spence his views on the 
impact on the green space around the town and 
what might be done within the scheme that could 
improve that impact. 

The Assessor: Where does that appear in the 
written evidence in front of me? 

Dr Summers: It appears in topic 13. 

Margaret Smith: Does it appear in the original 
objection? 

Dr Summers: Yes. 

The Assessor: Do you have any observations 
to make, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. As I said, this is not an 
inquiry into the rights or wrongs of Government 
policy. As regards the complaints that what is 
proposed in the scheme might conflict with 
Government policy, it is incumbent on the 
objectors to point to specific areas where they say 
that the scheme will impact on achievement of 
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Government policy. To my mind, thus far we have 
not heard a question specifically directed to a 
specific impact on a specific aspect of 
Government policy. 

The Assessor: That is fair enough. Do you 
want to take this further, Mrs Smith? 

18:00 

Margaret Smith: My question to Mr Spence 
about topic 8 relates to policy because “Designing 
Places” is Scottish Government policy. I was 
seeking to explore ways in which, despite the 
difficulties, the scheme could be amended so as to 
be more positive and have regard to the green 
space around town. That would be a good thing 
for businesses. 

You took evidence the other day from the 
people at Hopetoun House, and I have had 
meetings with other major landowners. The issue 
of green space around the town of Queensferry is 
very important for attracting visitors—ergo, it is 
also important for the businesses of the town. 

The Assessor: I do not dispute the last part of 
what you have said. The question is whether it is 
open to me to take evidence that strikes at the 
heart of Government policy. How many questions 
do you wish to ask on this subject? If it is one or a 
couple, that is fair enough—you can then go on to 
ask the witness specifically what amendments 
they wish to see. I cannot guarantee that, on 
reflection, I will give weight to that in my 
assessment, but I am prepared to hear your 
questions and then to move on. I do not have 
specific procedural advice readily available to me 
at this stage. We will hear the question, and we 
will then decide what weight to give it. 

Margaret Smith: Thank you. 

The Assessor: Does that help, Ms Crawford? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes, sir. 

The Assessor: I realise that this is not exactly 
where you would like to go, but is that a possible 
route? 

Ruth Crawford: It seems a pragmatic and 
practical way to proceed at this time of the day, sir. 

The Assessor: I am obliged to you. 

Margaret Smith: That being the case, I will try 
to put the question to Mr Spence—it is one 
question regarding the importance of green space 
and place making for attracting people to the 
businesses of Queensferry. How important do you 
think that is, Mr Spence? Thinking behind that 
question, can you suggest some ways in which the 
scheme might be amended to improve matters? 

Ian Spence: This reminds me of a lecture that I 
was giving to the Royal Town Planning Institute—

one of the previous speakers had spoken for too 
long, and the janitors came and put the lights out 
in the middle of my talk. 

The Assessor: Sir, the lights are not going to 
go out—although we may well get locked in. Let 
us move on. 

Ian Spence: I was asked to say something 
about my background, which is fairly extensive. I 
had involvement in the previous Forth bridge 
project, the M8 extension, plus— 

The Assessor: Would it be too much to say that 
you are not unknown to me? 

Ian Spence: Thank you. So I can cut that. 

The Assessor: You can. 

Ian Spence: Good. “Designing Places” followed 
on from the Scottish architecture policy. I was on 
the advisory group for the TPI and the RIAS or 
Royal Incorporation of Architects in Scotland, 
being the Scottish chapter of RIBA—the Royal 
Institute of British Architects. That has no statutory 
weight, however. 

Some of my work was used in the evolution of 
“Designing Places”, which has weight in the 
planning system. That is my contention for the 
basis for anything that I might say. I will not say 
much, as a lot of detail has been covered. 

The Assessor: Mrs Smith is going to ask you 
one or two questions. 

Margaret Smith: I am happy with the question 
that I asked, which was basically about green 
space and the sense of Queensferry as a place. 
How will that be affected by the scheme? What 
amendments might you suggest to improve the 
scheme? 

Ian Spence: “Designing Places” establishes 
that when a new environment is created—the 
scheme before us is contributing to creating a new 
environment—and it is done well, it results in 
social, environmental and economic benefits. With 
the Forth crossing as proposed, being a massive 
public investment from the country‟s resources, 
the opportunity should be taken for it to contribute 
to improving the environment that is created. 

One problem with the way in which we deliver 
things in the UK lies in the linear approach that is 
taken to things. I have a modest consultancy that 
examines relationships in the development 
industry between the various different disciplines 
and how matters of cross-benefit can occur. That 
is my concern over this project. I am not 
personally an objector. I realise the importance of 
the Forth crossing, and I realise the logic of using 
a bridge for it—that is not the contention here. At 
issue is the way in which we delineate 
responsibility. There is a line, we cross that line, 
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and it is then not our business but someone else‟s 
business. That is not where we are going. 

The Assessor: What amendments to the bill 
would you like? 

Ian Spence: One amendment could, under 
topic 13, relate to the land between the approach 
road and Builyeon Road, for example. That is the 
edge between the historic burgh, and its 
expansion and a designed landscape of 
countryside, which should be developed well. That 
could enhance the facility for the local population 
and create future flexibility in the public transport 
system—all sorts of things would follow on. It is 
correct to say that that is not the responsibility of 
the scheme‟s promoter, but that is my fundamental 
contention about the flaws in the approach that is 
taken nationwide to such projects. 

I have just spent three and a half months in 
Denmark. The system there is not perfect, but 
people are proactive about crossing lines to 
achieve cross-benefits and better solutions, which 
is remarkable. We just do not do that. 

I would like the scheme here to develop 
interactivity between the promoter, the local 
authority and residents to examine the potential for 
achieving even modest improvements to the local 
environment. I would like us to take detailed 
issues such as cycle connections and connections 
to the countryside and to go a little further than the 
minimum. That would be a statement about how 
important such issues are. That is a matter of 
Government policy. 

The Assessor: I am much obliged. 

Would Ruth Crawford care to cross-examine the 
witnesses? 

Ruth Crawford: No, thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, we will move on to 
topic 10, for which Dr Summers is back. 
[Interruption.] No, we have Dr Mitchell. Is Gavin 
Homer here? 

Margaret Smith: We should have four 
witnesses. 

The Assessor: I am a wee bit confused, but I 
think that I was right and that Dr Summers is one 
of the witnesses. 

Margaret Smith: Yes, we have Dr Summers. 

The Assessor: But not Mr Tunnell—or will he 
be involved? 

Margaret Smith: He is down to speak. 

The Assessor: Right you are. 

Margaret Smith: I was wrong—we have five 
witnesses. At this late stage, I will probably not ask 

all five all the questions that they thought that they 
would be asked, if that is acceptable all round. 

The Assessor: Very good—I will leave that to 
you. 

Margaret Smith: I will be the one who is 
attacked. 

Topic 10, which is the provision of cycle and 
pedestrian links, is important. I begin with a 
question to Kate Mitchell. How will the new 
Queensferry junction affect the safety of cyclists 
and pedestrians who are travelling between South 
Queensferry and destinations to the south and 
west, such as Newton, Westmuir and Dundas? 

Dr Mitchell: I live in South Queensferry and I 
frequently cycle and walk from there towards 
Westmuir stables and the Dundas estate, so I 
must cross the A904 at Echline corner. At that 
point, the road is straight and visibility is good in 
both directions. I find that crossing point 
manageable and I feel confident in using it time 
and again, alone or with my small children. 

The new Queensferry junction that Transport 
Scotland proposes will alter the situation 
unrecognisably. I will have to negotiate multiple 
junctions rather than one crossing point. The 
nature of those junctions and crossing points 
rather than the layout alone will decrease my 
safety. We have heard that the crossing points will 
be signalised, but that will not eradicate the risk of 
accidents occurring. Traffic that approaches the 
crossing points will change lanes, directions and 
speeds. Drivers will focus on going from A to B—
from work to home—and not on pedestrians and 
cyclists who are trying to cross a junction safely. 
They may easily miss a red light. You will hear 
evidence of that having happened in the past in 
our local area. They could miss a light and hit a 
child travelling to Queensferry high school, whose 
catchment area goes far west of Newton.  

We have heard that the paths between the 
crossing points do not meet the required 
standards either. They will be separated from the 
traffic, in Transport Scotland‟s own words, 

“by either block paving and/or narrow verge”. 

There will be a narrow verge between HGV traffic 
and pedestrians, including children, using the 
crossings. Transport Scotland estimates that the 
number of HGVs using the road will increase by 
approximately 14 per cent. One small lapse in 
concentration could cause death or serious injury. 
Cyclists and pedestrians considering crossing the 
new Queensferry junction will be faced with a 
situation that is unsafe and, quite rightly, they will 
perceive it to be unsafe. The majority, including 
me, will decrease or stop their use of the routes. 
The barrier formed by these construction projects 
will be absolute. 
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I have read an article entitled “Making Cycling 
Irresistible: Lessons from the Netherlands, 
Denmark, and Germany”, which states seven 
broad categories of innovative measures used in 
Dutch, Danish and German cities, where levels of 
cycling far exceed those of anywhere in the UK. 
The first measure mentioned is extensive— 

The Assessor: Have I read this evidence or 
similar in your written statement? 

Dr Mitchell: You may have, yes. 

The Assessor: In that case I would like you to 
move on. 

Dr Mitchell: Okay. 

Margaret Smith: I am interested in bringing in 
evidence from Christina Beamish and Gavin 
Homer, who are cyclists in the South Queensferry 
area. I ask them to briefly give some examples of 
the reality of that and say why they think that the 
scheme will make it harder. 

Christina Beamish: My family regularly use the 
networks in Queensferry to walk, cycle and run. I 
have experienced three very dangerous 
situations—near misses—at the Echline 
roundabout at the bridge. It is a pedestrian 
crossing with a green man. On two separate 
occasions, we have pressed the button and all 
been crossing together and nearly been hit by a 
very fast car. Now, I never use that junction—it is 
too dangerous. I also had a little girl with me— 

The Assessor: How will the scheme make 
matters worse? 

Christina Beamish: It will make matters worse 
because it will be another junction and the same 
situation. At the moment I have a choice. I can 
choose not to go that way but to go underneath 
the bridge. With the new scheme, I will have no 
choice. I will not be able to go west. I will not be 
able to cycle to Linlithgow, and I will not be able to 
cycle to Kirkliston with my children, which I do at 
the moment. That is what will make it worse. 

Gavin Homer: I live in the east of South 
Queensferry and work in Grangemouth, and I use 
my bike for approximately 30 per cent of my 
commuting to work. My bike was bought on the 
cycle-to-work scheme, which is a Government 
scheme— 

The Assessor: I am familiar with it. 

Gavin Homer: I do not like the safety of the 
current junction. I am a road cyclist; the provisions 
that are being made seem to be more family-
friendly ones, but the majority of cyclists I see on 
that road, particularly given the times I use it, are 
on the road. The new junction with four or five 
points will make it far more dangerous. Currently, I 
can use that Builyeon Road junction to get to the 
A904, avoiding the busy traffic going on to the 

A90. Like Christina Beamish, I have seen 
incidents of cars coming through that are not 
aware of bicycles using major roundabouts. 

The Assessor: So it is a road safety issue. You 
are not content that the new arrangements will be 
satisfactory from a road safety point of view, and 
particularly from the point of view of non-vehicle 
road users, such as pedestrians, cyclists and 
others. I have you. Thank you very much. 

Margaret Smith: I want to move to a question 
to Juliette Summers. Transport Scotland has 
described the building of a pedestrian and cycle 
bridge at the South Queensferry junction as 
technically feasible, but the idea has been 
rebutted, partly on cost grounds. Why do you 
disagree with that position? Why do you think that 
such a bridge should be included in the scheme? 

18:15 

Dr Summers: I will try to be as brief as possible 
because I am aware of the time. I understand that 
Transport Scotland has conducted its own survey 
of users, but we fear that it underestimates the 
number of people who would use a pedestrian and 
cycle bridge. You have seen the evidence that we 
provided, which shows that more than the 45 or so 
cyclists that Transport Scotland suggests are keen 
to use such a bridge. There is a demographic mix 
of people from pensioners to young children, but it 
includes a lot of families with young children, who 
are vulnerable road users. We heard, albeit briefly, 
that it is that group who are the most deterred from 
using at-grade signalised crossings. The 
demographic should be recorded and fed into the 
decision making on what is an appropriate type of 
crossing for pedestrians and cyclists at the 
Queensferry junction. 

Also, “Cycling by Design”, which I know was 
mentioned last week, requires the promoter, which 
in this case is Transport Scotland, to look at 
potential demand and latent demand. We do not 
believe, and we have not seen any evidence to 
show, that that has been done in the assessment 
of what should be provided. For example, the 
active schools co-ordinator for Queensferry high 
school has not been contacted about the matter 
and other groups that regularly use the area—
such as jogscotland, which is a Government-
funded group—have not been involved in any 
consultation or planning. 

“Cycling by Design” also requires the promoter 
to consider national policy on cycling. We have the 
recently published cycling action plan for Scotland, 
and again— 

The Assessor: Have I read this in your written 
submission? 
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Dr Summers: No. You have read about the 
cycling action plan but not that “Cycling by Design” 
requires the promoter to consider national policy 
on cycling. Again, I do not believe that that has 
been done. The policy requires a tenfold increase 
in cycling in 10 years, but providing a facility that is 
a disincentive to cycling will not help with that. 

To be as fast as I can, and not wanting to repeat 
what I have already written down in my witness 
statement, I say that I am keen to see a 
willingness to spend money on cycling and 
walking infrastructure. There is a willingness to 
spend money to link up a bus route on the other 
side of Queensferry even though there is no 
evidence of a demand for that, so it would be nice 
to see the same willingness put into aligning what 
is provided with what we believe to be actual 
demand, potential demand and national policy. I 
am sorry that I raced through that. 

The Assessor: Not at all. I understand your 
position. I picked up echoes of Mr Spence as well. 
I understand that you are looking for some joined-
up thinking. 

Margaret Smith: Mr Tunnell, what are your 
concerns about the proposed infrastructure at the 
South Queensferry junction as set out in the 
scheme? 

William Tunnell: I reiterate what others have 
said. In my experience of how people move 
around infrastructure, cars and people do not mix. 
Whatever the design guides say, people do not 
like it. Perception is everything. If we are going to 
increase the number of people who travel on foot 
or even to sustain current levels of walking and 
cycling, things need to be a heck of a lot better. 
The only true solution is a separate pedestrian 
bridge across Builyeon Road. That one small 
concession will increase the permeability of the 
edge of Queensferry to the countryside around it. 
It is a tiny concession in the general scheme of 
things, because Queensferry is losing a heck of a 
lot. 

Margaret Smith: Dr Mitchell, we heard earlier 
that the cost of the proposed foot and cycle bridge 
is £1.3 million. I think that Transport Scotland also 
suggests that, technically, the bridge would be 
overly challenging. Will you comment on both of 
those things? 

Dr Mitchell: What I would like to demonstrate to 
Professor Begg is that we cannot afford not to 
build a pedestrian and cycle bridge. Every year in 
Scotland, we spend £175 million on treating 
problems associated with excess weight or 
obesity. In addition to what we spend on treating 
those problems, we spend an extra £282 million 
on lost work days and informal care, so Scotland 
is spending £457 million on obesity every year. By 
2030, that is set to increase to £3 billion. That 

figure is in a Scottish Government report. Nicola 
Sturgeon, the health secretary, said— 

The Assessor: Dr Mitchell, I am sorry, but this 
is not evidence that I need to hear. 

Dr Mitchell: Given that Transport Scotland is 
imputing that it cannot build the pedestrian and 
cycle bridge on cost grounds, how can you not 
hear that the economy cannot afford not to allow 
people to walk and cycle? That takes too much 
money from the economy because of what we 
have to spend on health care and the cost of lost 
working days and disability. Stroke is the biggest 
cause of disability in Scotland and it is associated 
strongly with not being able to exercise. We will 
not be able to exercise. 

Margaret Smith: That is topic 10 covered, as 
far as I am concerned. 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, do you wish to 
cross-examine the witnesses? 

Ruth Crawford: No. 

The Assessor: We can move on to topics 11 
and 12 if that is convenient. 

Margaret Smith: I have two questions for Dr 
Mitchell—one on each topic. In relation to the new 
road bridge having no cycle or pedestrian access, 
are you satisfied with what you have heard today 
about Transport Scotland‟s plans for moving 
pedestrians and cyclists over the Forth should the 
existing bridge have to close? 

Dr Mitchell: Yes. 

Margaret Smith: Just for the record, are you 
content with the undertaking that we received 
earlier from Transport Scotland that it will continue 
to investigate with you the issue of pedestrian 
crossings on the B800? 

Dr Mitchell: Yes. Does the assessor want to 
hear why we think that that is an important 
consideration, or does he have enough evidence 
already? 

The Assessor: If you are content, I am likewise 
content. The purpose of the hearing is for me to 
establish any recommendations that I have to 
make to the bill committee, if it has to arbitrate. It 
seems to me that, on the current issue, there is no 
need for any of that. 

Dr Mitchell: I do not know, because Transport 
Scotland has undertaken to look into the situation 
further, but it has not made a definite commitment. 

The Assessor: Mr Henderson, where are we? 

Frazer Henderson: I said that we gave an 
undertaking. My colleague Mr Shackman 
mentioned that the B800 is a local road that is 
maintained by the City of Edinburgh Council, so 
we need to consult it. I can give a further 
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undertaking that we will keep Dr Mitchell involved 
in the matter, as well as the QDCC, as the matter 
is within its purview in South Queensferry. 

The Assessor: That is now on the record and it 
is the custom to keep Transport Scotland to its 
commitments. I have no doubt that it will keep to 
that. 

Are there any more questions on issues 11 and 
12? 

Margaret Smith: Might I ask a short open-
ended question to Dr Summers? 

The Assessor: Of course. I am sorry that I am 
rushing people on, but you will understand why. 

Margaret Smith: Dr Summers, is there anything 
in relation to cycle and pedestrian issues that, in 
my haste to get through the questions, I have 
missed but which is crucial to have on record? 

Dr Summers: I know that Dr Mitchell would like 
to say something. 

Margaret Smith: I am asking you. We just want 
one catch-all answer that covers everything that 
needs to be said. 

Dr Summers: Basically, we are looking for 
assistance in achieving what we feel is important. 
We are looking for fairness in the scheme. We are 
not seeking to be awkward. We objected to the bill 
because that was the only means available to us 
to state our aims and to try to secure what we 
want. We would welcome any input from Transport 
Scotland that would allow us to secure that, even if 
it does not involve amending the bill. We would 
welcome any process that we could engage in that 
would allow us to secure what we feel is an 
important measure. 

Margaret Smith: To clarify, are you talking 
about things that might happen almost in parallel 
to the bill? 

Dr Summers: We are talking about the public 
transport measures that are being developed in 
parallel with the bill. We understand that building a 
foot and cycle bridge might involve extra land take. 
It would certainly involve consultation, and we 
would not want it to happen any other way. We are 
aware of Transport Scotland‟s and the 
Parliament‟s desire not to delay the bill and we 
want to be flexible in how we pursue the matter. 

The Assessor: The position as far as I am 
concerned is that Transport Scotland has other 
obligations. I am sure that you would be happy to 
conduct a dialogue on related matters, but we are 
here to deal with amendments to the bill. 
Accordingly, I have to be as focused as I possibly 
can. 

Dr Summers: I understand. 

The Assessor: I am sure that you and Mr 
Henderson will get on extremely well outside this 
room. 

I can offer you an opportunity to comment, Mr 
Henderson, but I am sure that there is no need for 
that. 

Let us move to closing submissions now. 
Sorry—would you like to cross-examine? 

Ruth Crawford: No, sir.  

The Assessor: I thought not. 

Ruth Crawford: I am happy to proceed to 
closing submissions. 

Margaret Smith: Could we possibly have one 
minute? 

The Assessor: Of course you can. 

18:26 

Hearing suspended. 

18:27 

On resuming— 

The Assessor: Ms Crawford, I think that we are 
ready for your submissions. We will then give the 
objectors the last word. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you, sir. 

As far as this group of objections is concerned, I 
can perhaps deal with matters briefly. Relative to 
the proposed route, which is perhaps topics 1 and 
2—lack of a direct link to M9 and M9 junction 1A, 
new slip-roads—we have heard evidence that the 
various route options were fully assessed in the 
Forth road crossing corridor options report, which 
was published last year; that the option that the 
promoter opted for was assessed against the 
engineering, environment, sustainability, traffic 
and economic issues that require to be had regard 
to; and that it took account of maximising the use 
of the infrastructure, which of course includes the 
M9 spur. 

We also heard that there was a further 
sensitivity checking of option 1. After that was 
carried out against option 4-lite, as it has been 
described, it was still assessed that option 1 was 
preferable to option 4-lite. Therefore, the ministers 
do not propose to lodge an amendment to the bill 
relative to the route being option 1. 

As far as lanes are concerned, the bus lane on 
the B800 is essentially, in my submission, a 
reallocation of existing road space. The cost is 
relatively minimal and the land take is also 
minimal. In my submission, one should not lose 
sight of the contribution that the provision of bus 
lanes will make to the delivery of modal shift, 
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which the committee encouraged Transport 
Scotland to promote. 

The remainder of the topics relate primarily to 
the impact occasioned by the scheme. We heard 
Dr Duff‟s evidence to the effect that, although 
there might be a redistribution of traffic, it is 
estimated that there will be 50 to 100 extra vehicle 
movements along the High Street—I paraphrase 
briefly of course. As far as traffic modelling is 
concerned, we know from Dr Duff that that has 
been carried out according to accepted 
methodology. On the concerns that the objectors 
might have, at best you have only anecdotal 
information; there is no sound evidence base to 
support the fears and concerns, understandable 
though they might be, whereas you have the 
robust assessment carried out by Transport 
Scotland relative to the traffic modelling. 

That being so, one can also submit that, in so 
far as there are concerns regarding the impacts on 
business, although those concerns are 
understandable, they proceed on the basis of 
perceived concerns, fears and anxieties rather 
than on a sound evidential basis. There are no 
data before you, sir, from which you could 
conclude that the anticipated deterioration would 
be experienced by local businesses. 

18:30 

Another issue that is relevant to business 
impacts relates to noise pollution. I remind you, sir, 
of figure 16.4b in the environmental statement, 
which indicates that there will be no change in the 
area concerned. Once again, the fears about the 
effect on the economy are driven by perception 
rather than by the evidence that is before the 
hearing, which indicates that there will be no 
change in noise levels. I remind the hearing that 
an information or education centre is to be 
provided. We heard in earlier sessions that 
informing and educating the public are a crucial 
component not only of allaying any concerns that 
may exist about the impacts of noise, air pollution 
and vibration but of addressing any perceptions 
that businesses may have about the impact on 
them, and of informing potential customers of 
those businesses. 

Finally, I turn to the concerns about 
accessibility. In my submission, having regard to 
the evidence that Transport Scotland has 
provided, although there might be perceived to be 
an issue with safety, that appears to be an on-
going concern. As far as the impact of the 
proposed scheme is concerned, Transport 
Scotland is committed to providing crossings, so 
there will continue to be accessibility. Mr Gillies 
told us that the number of cycle movements is 
approximately 45 over a 12-hour period and, in my 
submission, having regard to that number of cycle 

movements, the provision to maintain accessibility 
is more than sufficient to ensure safety and 
continuing accessibility for pedestrians, cyclists, 
joggers, equestrians and the like. Thank you, sir. 

The Assessor: I am now ready to take closing 
submissions from the objectors, Mrs Smith. I do 
not know whether you plan to share them out. 
How do you plan to do it? 

Margaret Smith: Mr Gallagher has the delight 
of making the closing submission on our behalf. 

Martin Gallagher: I thank the assessor and the 
expert witnesses for their time this afternoon, and I 
thank the parliamentary clerks for their advice on 
procedure before today‟s hearing. 

Since medieval times, Queensferry has been 
the main crossing of the Firth of Forth. When it 
was opened in 1964, the Forth road bridge ended 
nearly 900 years of ferry crossings. Today, the 
bridge is a vital link, not just for Fife and the 
Lothians but for the whole of Scotland‟s economy 
and transport network. The objector group 
recognises that and, given the uncertainty 
surrounding the long-term viability of the current 
crossing, it also recognises the importance of the 
new crossing being built. 

However, as you have heard today, we have 
concerns about the impact that the project will 
have on the town and its surrounding areas. 
Queensferry deserves the best possible scheme—
one that embraces the environment and setting of 
the town and the needs and rights of its residents 
and businesses. Our group is well placed to 
articulate the concerns of a wide range of people, 
and it draws representation from across 
Queensferry. Kirkliston and west Edinburgh more 
generally have been represented by our 
constituency MSP, Margaret Smith. Businesses, 
traders, shop owners, walkers, cyclists and 
residents are all represented by our group. 

Our motivation in coming here today is simple: 
to ensure that we minimise the impact of this 
unique project on Queensferry and gain the best 
possible outcome for the community. We remain 
disappointed that there is no proposed gain for the 
community and the businesses that will be most 
affected by the £2.3 billion project. We recognise 
that it is a national project, but the group is 
concerned that the local impacts on Queensferry 
have repeatedly been ignored and cast aside in 
favour of other considerations. The community‟s 
clear wishes, first for a tunnel, then for a direct link 
to the M9, have not been met. 

As the project stands, Queensferry will pay a 
very heavy price—in blight, in construction 
impacts, in noise and air quality, and in losing 
access to the countryside and becoming encircled 
by motorway. The group is strongly of the opinion 
that a direct link to the M9 should be provided 
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instead of the proposed option—not just for the 
local benefits that that would bring regarding traffic 
noise and air quality but for its clear strategic 
benefits for traffic movements between Fife, 
Tayside and the north of Scotland, and west 
Edinburgh, West Lothian, the strategic motorway 
network and the rest of the UK. Those have been 
significantly overlooked in Transport Scotland‟s 
proposal. 

The construction activities, which will last for 
many years, will have a major impact on 
Queensferry. It will be essential for local people to 
be afforded the same rights and protections, 
through their local authority, that other 
communities that are similarly affected by major 
transport infrastructure projects have received. 
The special defence of compliance with a code of 
construction practice puts the interests of the 
contractor ahead of those of local residents and 
does not provide adequate protection for the 
community. Efficient traffic management through 
the works will be vital in minimising the impacts on 
residents and businesses. The group wishes to 
see a strengthening of the monitoring regimes, so 
that monitoring is proactive, rather than at the 
request of the police or other authorities. 

The needs of cyclists and pedestrians need to 
be properly addressed. The group remains 
concerned with the proposed routing across South 
Queensferry junction motorway slip roads. A 
pedestrian overbridge is sought at Echline corner 
to maintain access to Builyeon Road and the 
recreational areas beyond. 

Protecting and enhancing the local physical 
environment will also be vital in minimising the 
scheme‟s impact on the area. The group wishes to 
see a commitment for a strategic conference to be 
held to improve the scheme‟s impact on local 
living, working, landscape and natural 
environments, a similar approach having already 
been used on the Edinburgh tram project. 

Queensferry is a unique and special place that 
is enjoyed by many thousands of visitors every 
year and by its residents. It is a town with a strong 
community spirit. When the new bridge opens, 
Queensferry will boast three magnificent bridges 
from three different centuries—something with 
which nowhere else in the world can compete. We 
hope that, through the amendments that we seek, 
we can achieve a positive rather than a negative 
outcome for the community. 

The Assessor: That draws today‟s proceedings 
to a close. It remains for me only to thank all of the 
witnesses. I particularly thank Mrs Smith for 
leading and Ms Crawford for keeping me on track 
on certain occasions. I look forward to seeing 
some of you tomorrow, when we will have a 9.30 
start. Those of you who will not be here— 

Margaret Smith: We will be somewhere else. 
[Laughter.] 

The Assessor: Thank you very much. Good 
evening to you. 

Hearing closed at 18:38. 

 

 



 

 

 

 


