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Scottish Parliament 

Forth Crossing Bill Assessor 
Hearing 

Thursday 9 September 2010 

[The Assessor opened the hearing at 09:30] 

Group 35: City of Edinburgh 
Council 

The assessor heard evidence on group 35 until 
11:21, but the sound was not recorded. The issue 
of the loss of the recording was considered with 
the promoter and the objector at the hearing on 10 
September 2010. 

11:54 

The hearing resumed, but the sound was not 
recorded until 11:57. 

Group 36: West Lothian Council 

Ruth Crawford QC: The second change that is 
sought is: 

“Additional bus priority measures from the B800 ...  along 
the M9 spur, and through Newbridge junction to the A8.” 

I suspect that your response to that will be 
similar.  

David Anderson (Transport Scotland): That is 
correct. We are developing the exact detail both 
internally and in discussion with West Lothian 
Council and the City of Edinburgh Council, as 
stakeholders 

Ruth Crawford: The third change is: 

“The inclusion of Park & Ride sites at Halbeath and 
Pitreavie in Fife as identified in STPR Project 8 to reduce 
the anticipated impact of the extra cross-Forth traffic on the 
communities in West Lothian.” 

David Anderson: As we heard this morning, 
Fife Council is progressing the planning 
application for the site at Halbeath. We have 
discussed the limitations of the funding for that at 
the present time. 

Ruth Crawford: The fourth change is: 

“Bus priority measures to connect Halbeath and 
Pitreavie to the Forth Road Bridge to reduce the anticipated 
impact of the extra cross-Forth traffic on the communities in 
West Lothian.” 

David Anderson: In respect of that, the 
contract for the intelligent transport system that is 
being procured for the A90/M90 north of the 
crossing will include bus hard-shoulder running 
during the period of construction, so that is dealt 
with through the existing development of the 
scheme. 

Ruth Crawford: Fifthly, West Lothian Council 
seeks 

“Implementation of the measures set out in Annex C of the 
recent Public Transport Strategy published in January 
2010.” 

We heard about annex C earlier today. 

David Anderson: This gives me the opportunity 
to say that the public transport strategy sits 
parallel to the bill. As we have said, it does not 
require the authority of the bill in order to progress. 
We seek to progress those matters in parallel with 
the bill. 

Ruth Crawford: Thank you. The sixth change 
might be something for Mr Shackman to comment 
on. The council seeks  
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“The implementation of measures in the community of 
Newton to mitigate against the increase of traffic caused by 
the construction of the crossing. These need to be 
delivered in advance of the opening of the crossing.” 

Lawrence Shackman (Transport Scotland): 
Good morning—it is only just still morning. As we 
have previously mentioned, we recognise that the 
increase in traffic through Newton as a result of 
the scheme will be some 3,000 vehicles a day in 
the opening year.  

We have developed an excellent working 
relationship with West Lothian Council and 
Newton community council and are fully 
committed to deliver, through the council, agreed 
traffic mitigation measures. Considerable progress 
has already been made, as has been mentioned in 
evidence to previous hearings, and we hope that 
we will be able to conclude on the final measures 
to be adopted in the near future. 

12:00 

Ruth Crawford: You referred to evidence in 
previous hearings. We have also seen a document 
outlining a study of traffic mitigation measures in 
Newton. 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions in 
examination in chief. 

The Assessor (Professor Hugh Begg): Mr 
Malcolm, you have an opportunity to question 
these witnesses if you wish. 

Graeme Malcolm (West Lothian Council): I do 
not want to dwell on traffic modelling outputs or 
inputs—the assessor has heard plenty such detail 
over the past week. However, I will ask about the 
base flows on the A904 at Newton and on the M9. 
The baseline information in the do-minimum case 
indicates that 5,000 vehicles will pass through on 
the A904, and 31,000 vehicles on the M9. How 
confident is Transport Scotland that the model’s 
outputs reflect the likely opening-day scenario for 
the new crossing? 

Alan Duff (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): We 
have heard in evidence that the traffic model for 
Scotland is less well validated on the A904 to the 
west of Newton. The result is the possibility that 
the absolute level of flow in the base may be lower 
in the model than observed. Nonetheless, I am 
completely content that the relative change in flow 
that we predict is accurate and reflects the impact 
on Newton.  

Graeme Malcolm: So the base levels within the 
do-minimum case may be slightly low, but the 
percentage rise between the do-minimum case 
and the managed crossing is accurate. 

Alan Duff: To be absolutely accurate, the 
quantum change, rather than the percentage 
change, is accurate. 

Graeme Malcolm: Thank you for that. We 
heard earlier about theoretical design capacities of 
the new bridge. If my memory serves me right, we 
were told that it is a dual two-lane motorway 
standard, which, in terms of highway link design, 
would give us about 41,000 vehicles per direction. 
The two-way flow based on that design would give 
us a capacity of 82,000 vehicles on the bridge. 
The do-minimum scenario for the bridge indicates 
83,000 vehicles. Am I right to say that, on the day 
of opening, the bridge’s theoretical capacity will be 
the same as its modelled capacity? 

Alan Duff: That is true if you are thinking about 
a continuous length of dual, two-lane motorway. In 
fact, however, the capacity of the road is governed 
by the junctions and the interaction of vehicles at 
them. The answer is “yes, but”—I need to qualify 
it. When we consider the Forth crossing, we are 
considering the behaviours in the peak periods 
and are talking about hourly flows rather than daily 
ones. However, I understand where you are 
coming from and, in strict terms of rural motorway 
design under the “Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges”, I do not dispute the numbers that you 
quoted. 

Graeme Malcolm: That is helpful.  

Moving on from the volumes of 83,000 vehicles 
in the do-minimum scenario, we see that the 
estimated volumes for the managed crossing on 
the day of opening are 92,000 vehicles. I think that 
we all agree that there is a 9,000 increase in the 
volumes for the opening of the bridge over the do-
minimum scenario. How many additional bus trips 
do you estimate would be required to cope with 
that? 

Alan Duff: That is mental arithmetic again. 

Graeme Malcolm: I may be able to assist. 

Alan Duff: I would appreciate that, Mr Malcolm. 

Graeme Malcolm: If we were to suggest that 
we are looking at 10,000 vehicle trips, with each 
vehicle carrying 1.5 passengers, or a driver and 
half a passenger, which is a quite optimistic 
estimate, we are looking at an additional 200 to 
300 bus trips in the day. 

Alan Duff: How many passengers per bus? 

Graeme Malcolm: Fifty. 

Alan Duff: That seems fair and reasonable. 

Graeme Malcolm: I have estimated 50 
passengers on the average bus, which links to the 
information in the public transport strategy. 
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I will stay with the theme of buses for a short 
time. The managed-crossing scenario clearly 
indicates that 300 buses cross the existing Forth 
road bridge a day. How many bus trips are 
assumed in the do-minimum scenario? 

Alan Duff: The same number—it is essentially 
the existing bus use. 

Graeme Malcolm: That is my point. The 
managed-crossing strategy does not make any 
allowance for an increase in the number of buses. 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

Graeme Malcolm: Can Transport Scotland 
confirm the current level of cross-Forth bus trips? 

Alan Duff: It is of the order of 300. 

Graeme Malcolm: My estimate is about 280. I 
will not argue over a difference of 20. 

West Lothian Council is concerned about the 
level of provision of public transport infrastructure. 
We have already established that commuters will 
require to transfer if the capacity on the new 
bridge is under pressure. Does Transport Scotland 
agree that further bus infrastructure is required to 
achieve that? 

David Anderson: The answer is that that is why 
we have the public transport strategy, which 
allows for a range of bus infrastructure measures, 
such as prioritisation and park and ride, to give 
people the opportunity to make that transfer. 

The Assessor: What do you mean by bus 
infrastructure, Mr Malcolm? Do you mean 
provision for buses routes? 

Graeme Malcolm: I am talking about provision 
such as allowing buses to use the hard shoulder 
or developing park-and-ride schemes, as opposed 
to provision of public bus services, because I 
appreciate that those cannot be delivered through 
the bill or directly by Transport Scotland. 

The Assessor: I am grateful; thank you. 

Graeme Malcolm: As the public transport 
strategy will be delivered outwith the bill, can 
Transport Scotland confirm that the measures that 
are outlined in annex C of the public transport 
strategy will be delivered in time for the opening 
day of the new crossing? 

David Anderson: We have already discussed 
the opportunities for how we deliver the annex C 
items. We then get into the issue of the spending 
review predetermining what one can and cannot 
deliver in the short term. The important point is 
that the public transport strategy is a short, 
medium and long-term strategy. Many of the 
demands that will arise will come about as a result 
of land use changes north and south of the 
crossing that will take some years to come to 

fruition. The public transport strategy has the 
opportunity to do early work to ensure that people 
will be able to make that modal shift from day 1 
rather than from a later date. By day 1, I mean day 
1 of the development, not the opening of the new 
crossing. 

Graeme Malcolm: Will you explain the likely 
consequences for cross-Forth traffic and the 
workings of the new crossing if the public transport 
strategy is not delivered within the same 
timescale? 

We have spoken this morning about projects 
that are being undertaken in the short term—in the 
next five years. If I am being optimistic, that means 
that if the spending review is positive, we have an 
opportunity to deliver the key projects that the 
council, the south east of Scotland transport 
partnership and neighbouring authorities are 
seeking to deliver. However, if we do not get those 
projects, what will be the impact on the project that 
we are discussing today? 

Alan Duff: The work that we have done on 
modelling the corridor—the Paramics model—
shows that we can improve the operating 
conditions. The year that we have tested is the 
2017 opening year. In that year, we believe that 
the network works better and there are no 
excessive delays or queues on any parts of the 
network. Obviously, however, if growth 
materialises as predicted by the model, that 
improvement will be eroded over time.  

David Anderson: That is absolutely right. That 
underlies the reason why we seek delivery of the 
public transport strategy in partnership with the 
three councils and the regional transport authority, 
recognising where opportunities might occur to 
deliver it, rather than its delivery simply being 
funded directly by central Government. 

Graeme Malcolm: Earlier this morning, there 
was a discussion of hard-shoulder running on the 
M90. West Lothian Council feels that that is a key 
component of encouraging bus use and services. 
Can you explain the rationale for providing the bus 
lanes only during the construction period? The bus 
lanes will establish a positive move towards public 
transport, but they will be removed on the day of 
opening. 

Alan Duff: I will talk about that from an 
operational point of view. We believe that the 
network will operate effectively on the day of 
opening. The issue, in terms of the bus lane, is 
that, in essence, there will be no need for the 
buses to go into the bus lane when the crossing 
opens, as the main traffic lanes will be freely 
flowing. The idea of having hard-shoulder running 
for buses is that the buses can bypass private 
cars. Our modelling shows that that will not be 
required when we open the scheme, but it will be 
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required during construction, as the road works 
might cause traffic on the main road to have to 
queue.  

Graeme Malcolm: Is one of the reasons for bus 
lanes not to give positive encouragement to bus 
use? Are they not about selling public transport in 
the long run? It seems strange to me to say that 
buses are important only during the construction 
period. We are talking about an iconic 
transportation project, and we are supposed to be 
at the forefront of action on climate change. It is 
strange that we are doing something in the short 
term that could bring benefits in the long term, with 
only a modicum of increased cost. 

David Anderson: Mr Duff has explained the 
benefits that hard-shoulder running brings during 
construction and has said that those benefits do 
not carry forward into the operational period, once 
buses rejoin the main flow. There is a concern 
that, by segregating the buses when the main line 
is running freely, you might send a different 
message to the travelling public. However, I 
accept that, in the longer term, there might be a 
need to reintroduce hard-shoulder running to the 
approaches, but that would be as traffic demand 
builds. The important point to make is that we are 
not precluding it in the future. 

12:15 

The Assessor: Are there any problems with 
hard-shoulder running, particularly by buses, in 
terms of the maintenance of the facility? If I 
remember correctly, hard shoulders are not built to 
quite the same standard as the other parts of the 
road. 

Lawrence Shackman: As I have mentioned 
previously, the whole project is being delivered in 
three contracts, and the Fife ITS contract includes 
provision for strengthening the southbound hard 
shoulder, where relevant, from Halbeath down to 
the Admiralty junction, so that buses can run 
safely down that stretch of road, albeit that the 
lane widths and the road space will be 
reconfigured to provide the safest configuration for 
cars, lorries and buses.  

If hard-shoulder running for buses were to be 
made permanent, there would be a need to ensure 
that the safest regime was in operation and could 
be provided. Some extra civil engineering works 
would be necessary to make that happen. The 
issue brings us back to the old question of 
departures from standard. 

The Assessor: So the important point is that it 
is to do with safety, rather than the deterioration of 
the road surface. 

Lawrence Shackman: The road surface will be 
a competent road surface. 

The Assessor: I recognise that, but is a hard 
shoulder built to the same standard as the rest of 
the road? I am talking about the nature of the road 
surface rather than safety issues. 

Lawrence Shackman: In modern times, it is 
built to the same standard—it is exactly the same 
as the main lanes of the motorway. In that 
particular location, our survey work shows that the 
hard shoulder is of a sound construction, and only 
some resurfacing work and other technical issues 
need to be addressed to ensure that it is a 
competent surface for bus running. For example, 
we have to take the existing drainage out of the 
running carriageway so that buses do not bump 
over gully frames.  

The Assessor: Thanks. Sorry to interrupt your 
flow, Mr Malcolm. 

Graeme Malcolm: Moving on, Transport 
Scotland confirmed, in a letter of 21 August from 
Frances Duffy, that the M1 junction 1A works will 
not preclude hard-shoulder running. Transport 
Scotland has also said that, with additional modest 
works, it will be able to provide an additional 
eastbound facility from east of junction 2. Can 
Transport Scotland confirm that that will now be 
delivered as part of the junction configuration? If 
not, what is the likely timescale for that work? 

Alan Gillies (Jacobs Arup Joint Venture): The 
design of junction 1A will minimise the work 
involved in incorporating a bus lane in the future. 
For example, we are building a new structure that 
would not need to be taken down and put back up 
in such a situation. Until the strategy has been 
further developed, we will not be able to get into 
the detail of lane widths and issues such as how 
hard-shoulder running might operate through the 
junction.  

Graeme Malcolm: So, in terms of the wording 
and the construction of the paragraph that I refer 
to, the key element is that hard-shoulder running 
could be provided at some point in the future, and 
the reference to additional modest cost does not 
link to the works at junction 1A. 

Alan Gillies: It does link to— 

Graeme Malcolm: It does not link. 

Lawrence Shackman: To clarify, there are 
some modest items of work that we will include in 
the junction 1A contract to ensure that we do not 
have to go back and do unnecessary wholesale 
works at a future date. I will not go into the 
technical details of those items of work, as that 
would be going into far too much detail. 

Graeme Malcolm: Thank you for that. 

You will be glad to hear that I am finishing off 
this section of my questioning. I think that it is 
agreed around the table that traffic volumes in 
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West Lothian will increase over the period not only 
with the do-minimum case, but with the managed-
crossing case. Does Transport Scotland agree 
that measures such as park and rides at Halbeath 
and Pitreavie would help to mitigate those traffic 
increases in West Lothian? 

David Anderson: Again, we come back to the 
whole reason for the public transport strategy 
being the opportunity to deal with demand growth 
in future as land use changes. You may recall that 
the reason for many of the changes in West 
Lothian is the increases in land allocations there 
that drive the demand for travel. The measures in 
the public transport strategy will assist with dealing 
with that demand in the longer term. 

Graeme Malcolm: Thank you. That is all my 
questions on that section, sir. 

The Assessor: Can we take it that you have 
dealt with transportation issues 1 and 2? 

Graeme Malcolm: No—just transportation issue 
1. 

The Assessor: I am happy for you to move on 
to question the witnesses on transportation issue 
2. I think that we have got the position on each of 
the changes that you would like to be made. I seek 
to get from you, perhaps during your own 
evidence, why you think those changes should be 
made. Your questions may deal with 
transportation issues 1 and 2 together. 

Graeme Malcolm: We have had the West 
Lothian question; we will call this the Newton 
question. 

I think that it is agreed around the table that 
there will be a 20 per cent increase in traffic in 
Newton village as a result of the bridge opening, 
compared with the do-minimum case. That is 
3,000 vehicles. I think that we also agree that 
there will be a 40 per cent increase in heavy 
goods vehicle traffic as a result of the bridge 
opening, compared with the do-minimum case. 

Alan Duff: The proportion of HGVs will increase 
because more HGVs will continue to use that 
road. 

Graeme Malcolm: There will be around 730 
additional HGVs going through Newton as a result 
of the bridge opening. 

Alan Duff: I have not done the mental 
arithmetic, but I am sure that you have done it 
correctly. 

Graeme Malcolm: Thank you. If we link the 
figures that we have, it will be seen that there will 
be an adverse impact on the community in 
Newton. The council’s key aim is to mitigate those 
impacts as best we can. Can Transport Scotland 
confirm that, with the council’s support, it will 
ensure that a commitment is made in the project to 

deliver, in advance of the opening of the bridge, 
the measures that we have discussed in 
partnership with Newton community council and 
Transport Scotland? 

The Assessor: I want to be clear about what 
those measures are. Were they referred to in a 
document? 

Graeme Malcolm: That is correct, sir. 

The Assessor: Would you give me the 
reference for the record, please? We have heard 
about the measures before, but my memory is not 
what it was. 

Graeme Malcolm: The measures were included 
in our original objection, sir. They are listed in 
paragraph 3.7 on page 6 of that objection. They 
were our starting position— 

The Assessor: If I may interrupt yet again, are 
you referring to the Newton traffic mitigation 
feasibility report? 

Graeme Malcolm: The document that I was 
referring to was our original objection. 

The Assessor: I have that, but I seek the 
document from which you were quoting—your 
source document. 

Graeme Malcolm: That is the mitigation works 
document. 

The Assessor: That is fine; I know exactly 
where we are now. Please carry on. 

Graeme Malcolm: Can Transport Scotland 
confirm that, with the support of the council, it will 
ensure that a commitment is made in the project to 
deliver the proposed mitigation measures? 

Lawrence Shackman: That is correct. 

Graeme Malcolm: Thank you. I have spoken 
about HGV traffic movements through Newton. In 
its evidence, Transport Scotland relies heavily on 
intelligent transport systems. What compliance 
levels were assumed? How optimistic is Transport 
Scotland that motorists will stay on the M9 and not 
divert via Newton? 

Alan Duff: In effect, we have made no 
assumption about compliance with signage, in as 
much as we have assumed—in the modelling, 
certainly—that all drivers of vehicles will have 
perfect knowledge of the network and so will take 
whatever route they choose, whether it is the 
shortest or the quickest route, or a combination of 
the two. The 3,000 figure that we have quoted is 
based on the assumption that everyone who sees 
the route through Newton as the shortest one will 
take it, despite what the traffic signs may say. In 
that case, I guess that compliance with the 
instruction to stay on the motorway would be zero. 



707  9 SEPTEMBER 2010  708 
 

 

The Assessor: Can I be absolutely clear that 
we are talking about a worst-case scenario? Is it 
correct that that is the basis on which the traffic 
flows through Newton have been established? 

Alan Duff: That is correct. 

The Assessor: I may have been told this 
already, but let me go through it again. If the ITS 
works as you all hope that it will, will those flows 
be reduced? 

Alan Duff: As I understand it—although I may 
have picked it up wrongly—the question is not so 
much about the ITS; it is more about the signing of 
routes on the motorway network. Let us say that 
someone who is going to the new Forth bridge is 
heading east on the M9. The signs will tell them to 
stay on the motorway, but we have accepted that, 
in practice, the route through Newton will be 
shorter. We have assumed that everyone who 
perceives that to be the case will go through 
Newton, so it is a worst-case scenario. 

In practice, many people will choose to follow 
the signs. Personally, I stick to motorways, so I 
would not go through Newton; I would carry on 
following the signs. Therefore, I believe that the 
3,000 figure is an overestimate. However, I might 
have picked up the question wrongly. 

The Assessor: I am sorry to dig into this yet 
again, but it is quite important. You are saying that 
tourists and people who behave like you will follow 
the signs, but there may be others who exhibit 
localised behaviour, if I could put it that way. Their 
behaviour has been built into the modelling to 
produce a worst-case scenario. 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

The Assessor: I am glad to have that 
information. I hope that that helps, Mr Malcolm. Do 
you want to go ahead? 

Graeme Malcolm: I think that that gives me the 
answer that I was looking for. I was concerned that 
assumptions had been made in the modelling 
work about the use of ITS, as a result of which the 
predicted flows were lower. Mr Duff’s answer is 
that Transport Scotland used a worst-case 
scenario for the modelling. As optimists, we hope 
and cross our fingers that motorists will stay on the 
M9, will not go via Newton and will reach the 
bridge safe and sound and in good time. 

Alan Duff: The other work that we did was on 
signalising the junction in Newton, which showed a 
potential reduction of 6 to 9 per cent. Signals 
would create an extra delay in Newton and make 
the motorway more attractive to some. 

12:30 

The Assessor: I do not know whether Graeme 
Malcolm has seen the transcript, but we heard 
about that previously. 

Graeme Malcolm: I look forward to reading the 
transcript, which was not available this morning. 

That completes my questions about Newton. 

The Assessor: Ruth Crawford has the 
opportunity for re-examination, if she wishes to 
take it. 

Ruth Crawford: I will re-examine on what has 
now been termed the Newton question. In this 
building, I should steer clear of the West Lothian 
question. 

Gentlemen, you were asked to accede to the 
proposition that an adverse impact on Newton 
would result from the increase of 3,000 a day in 
traffic flow movements. That is a somewhat broad 
proposition that an adverse impact will occur. Am I 
right in understanding that the environmental 
statement assesses and reports on the nature and 
extent of the impacts on the community of Newton 
that would be occasioned by, inter alia, the 
increase in traffic? 

Alan Duff: Yes. 

Ruth Crawford: If we wanted to consider an 
adverse impact from an environmental point of 
view rather than our subjective views, we would 
look to the environmental statement. 

Alan Duff: Yes—indeed. 

Ruth Crawford: I have no further questions. 

The Assessor: I have nothing to ask. 

It is time for Graeme Malcolm to put his case. I 
recognise that you are on your own and I am 
relaxed about how you handle that. 

Graeme Malcolm: Thank you, sir. I will keep my 
comments short. The evidence that West Lothian 
Council presented to the Forth Crossing Bill 
Committee was considered at stage 1. We also 
gave evidence to the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee when it considered 
the bill and particularly the bill’s public transport 
elements. It is fair to say that the council was 
encouraged by that committee’s conclusions and 
recommendations. That committee looked for a 
positive change to the bill and we hoped that the 
Parliament would incorporate some of those 
recommendations. We accept that the bill 
completed stage 1 without those conclusions and 
recommendations being incorporated, but the 
council feels that it is still right and proper to press 
for the public transport improvements that are 
required. 
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As for the bill overall, the council supports the 
new crossing and has never been at odds with it. 
We are keen to have mitigation measures for the 
community that will be most affected by the 
changes—Newton. Beyond that, I found on our 
written submissions. If it is acceptable, I suggest 
that we move to the summing-up, sir. 

The Assessor: Not quite yet—I am not that 
relaxed, Mr Malcolm. Does Ms Crawford have 
questions for Mr Malcolm? 

Ruth Crawford: Yes—I have a West Lothian 
question. Good afternoon, Mr Malcolm. When I 
examined the promoter’s witnesses, I asked them 
about the desired changes in section 5 of the 
council’s rebuttal. Do you have that document? 

Graeme Malcolm: I do. 

Ruth Crawford: The fifth change is 

“Implementation of the measures set out in Annex C of the 
recent Public Transport Strategy published in ... 2010.” 

We know the promoter’s position on that. We see 
from the rebuttal that West Lothian Council desires 
that change, but I would welcome some 
clarification from you, not least in regard to some 
of the questions that you put to the witnesses this 
morning, but more pointedly directed towards 
page 2 of the rebuttal. 

The final sentence of the last paragraph on 
page 2 states on behalf of the council: 

“It is hoped that most of the public transport schemes 
requested by the council can be delivered outwith the Bill 
as part of the STPR process.” 

I would, on behalf of the promoters, welcome 
clarification of West Lothian Council’s position. 

Graeme Malcolm: We hope that the public 
transport measures that are listed as items 1 to 4 
of section 5 can be accommodated in advance of 
the bridge opening. We believe that the remaining 
issues in terms of annex C can be delivered 
outwith the bill. We feel that there are benefits in 
delivering, for example, Halbeath park and ride as 
part of the project. That would benefit the project 
during the construction stage when there will be 
pressure on the network. 

Ruth Crawford: Just so that I can be clear—I 
am perhaps not picking this up correctly, in which 
case I apologise—do you accept that the 
measures that are set out in annex C can be 
delivered outwith the bill? 

Graeme Malcolm: That is possible. 

Ruth Crawford: But you desire that they should 
be brought about within the bill. 

Graeme Malcolm: That is correct. 

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

The Assessor: For clarity, Mr Malcolm, your 
evidence is that the measures in section 5 can be 
delivered outwith the bill, finance allowing, but the 
strong preference of your council is that they 
should be delivered within the bill. For the record, 
what is the advantage of having those measures 
in the bill? 

Graeme Malcolm: The key advantage is that 
the funding and programming of the works would 
be guaranteed. 

The Assessor: You are aware of the promoter’s 
position—it is probably your own council’s position 
too—on what might happen later on this year. 

Graeme Malcolm: I am fully aware of the 
country’s financial situation. 

The Assessor: If there are no further questions, 
I would prefer to move on to the submissions. 

Ruth Crawford: My submission in relation to 
group 36 can be relatively brief. 

In evidence in chief, I took the promoter’s 
witnesses to the list of West Lothian Council’s 
desired changes on page 6 of its rebuttal. For the 
reasons that Messrs Anderson and Shackman 
articulated, I submit on behalf of the promoter that 
those changes ought not to be acceded to. 

We have heard considerable evidence about the 
public transport strategy and the financial 
constraints, and we know from our previous 
session that Transport Scotland intends to 
convene a workshop with councils and SEStran in 
November this year, after the spending review. 

The Assessor: You may begin when you are 
ready, Mr Malcolm. If you need time to collect your 
thoughts, I have no difficulty with that. 

Graeme Malcolm: I will sum up only on the 
transportation elements of this morning. 

The council is still concerned that the promoter’s 
plans will not deal adequately with the cross-Forth 
demand. It is the council’s opinion that the public 
transport infrastructure that is being provided as 
part of the project is limited, and will not be 
sufficient to allow the modal shift required to 
ensure that the new bridge will not be congested 
on the day of opening and that the economic 
benefits of the project are accrued as intended. 

The council continues to seek to have the public 
transport schemes that are contained in annex C 
of the public transport strategy delivered for the 
day of opening. The council will continue to work 
with Transport Scotland to achieve that objective, 
and we look forward to the workshop in 
November—although I suspect that that will take 
place after the decision by the Parliament. 
Achieving our objective will give travellers a 
genuine choice, and ensure that the new bridge 
operates as efficiently as we all wish it to and that 
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the remaining asset of the existing Forth road 
bridge is maximised for public transport use. 

With regard to Newton, both the promoter and 
the council appreciate that the traffic flows and 
HGV volumes through the village will be 
significantly higher as a consequence of the 
building of the bridge, which will impact on the 
community. 

Work has been on-going on trying to agree 
deliverable mitigation measures that are of value 
to the community and consistent with road policies 
and best practice. I hope that we can get a formal 
commitment on that issue following this morning’s 
hearing, as that would remove the council’s 
objection on that point. 

The Assessor: Thank you. Just for the record, 
West Lothian Council will return on Monday to 
discuss noise-related issues—not represented by 
you, Mr Malcolm, but by other experts. 

Graeme Malcolm: That is correct, sir. 

The Assessor: In that case, I draw today’s 
session to a close. I thank everyone who has 
appeared, and the witnesses in particular for 
allowing us to move the schedule forward; I am 
much obliged to them for that. 

Hearing closed at 12:41. 

 



 

 

 


