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BRIDGE REPLACEMENT INTEREST GROUP SOUTH (BRIGS) 
 

WRITTEN SUBMISSION 
 

Q1. How effectively has transport Scotland and the Contractor (FCBC) dealt with 
concerns raised by local residents? 
 
Generally both have demonstrated a willingness to receive local residents’ concerns, either 
through the Project Help-line, or by email. They have also provided opportunity for concerns to 
be raised at monthly Public Open Days during summer. 
 
Also FCBC issue TMWG Updates on traffic management measures planned on local roads, 
which local residents find useful. 
 
Both TS and FCBC ultimately respond to all queries raised, which is encouraging, but the 
manner of response lacks transparency and is often commented on by local residents as being 
defensive, dismissive, misleading, incomplete and sometimes devious. Even when pursued 
relentlessly by local residents, they adopt the same approach repeatedly, wearing down all but 
the super resilient. 
 
Examples of such behaviour by TS and FCBC include: 
 
(1) A904 / B924 Junction traffic light installation  
 
(2) Road and footpath cleaning 
 
(3) Treatment of Giant Hogweed 
 
(4) Notification of changes to new Gyratory 
 
(5) Request to limit pecking times 
 
(6) Night time construction noise 
 
(7) Society Road crossing and traffic 
 
(8) Flooding 
 
(9) Using unsuitable materials for temporary footpaths 
 
(10) No wheel-washing facilities 
 
(11) Lack of log books to control site traffic (EMP paragraph 4.15.1) 
 
(12) Property Structural Surveys 
 
(13) Landscaping 
 
(14) Use of heavy vibrating rollers adjacent to sensitive receptors  

  



2 

 

Q2. What impact have the FRC traffic management measures and contractor vehicle 
movements had on local residents? 
 
From a positive perspective: 
 
(1) The Contractor managed the delivery of large steel bridge approach ramps to the main 
construction site at Echline with minimal disruption to local traffic and residents. 
(2) Residents appreciated the weekly flow of update information from FCBC of planned traffic 
management measures on local roads. 
(3) Offsite parking on South Queensferry roads has also been well controlled by FCBC. 
 
Local residents negatively impacted (TM measures non-existent or grossly inadequate): 
 
(1) Reluctance to install traffic measures to reduce the speed limit to 30mph on the A904 / 
B800 and ongoing control of the speed of construction vehicles, plus tailgating by HGVs; 
 
(2) Failure to install temporary traffic lights on the A904 at the main site entrance and at the 
A904 / B924 Junction resulting in road accidents at both locations, despite concerns repeatedly 
raised by BRIGS and the public at large; 
 
(3) Failure to control site deliveries within the regulations set down in paragraph 4.6.9 of the 
Code of Construction Practice i.e. permitted only between 9.30am and 4.00pm; 
 
(4) Failure to prevent construction traffic from accessing Hopetoun Road / Society Road and 
thus in breach of Ministers Undertakings and paragraph 4.7.5 of the COCP; 
 
(5) Failure to install and manage appropriate road safety measures where construction 
vehicles (HGVs etc) were crossing Society Road; 
 
(6) Road signage badly located, resulting in road safety risks to all road users; 
 
(7) Failure to reinstate road surfaces after temporary road works e.g. Echline Corner and 
Scotstoun; 
 
(8) Niddry Bing blaise trucks permitted to travel with inappropriate sheeting and with badly 
stacked loads, resulting in significant spillage on the highways, and travel at speeds well in 
excess of the stipulated speed limit, plus dangerously tailgating other road users; 
 
(9) Farm tractors are used for fuel, water and construction vehicle transportation on main 
highways, resulting excessive noise at very early hours in the morning (7.00am) and 
throughout the day; 
 
(10) Construction site traffic parked on main highways e.g. at Echline Corner, obstructing other 
road users (vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians) and increasing road safety risks; 
 
(11) Temporary road works resulted in lengthy road diversions for long periods; 
 
(12) Construction vehicle wheel-washing facilities not installed, resulting in significant mud and 
material spillage onto road highways and footpaths, and thus in breach of EMP paragraph 
4.8.1; 
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(13) Lack of vehicle ID to identify FRC Project construction vehicles; 
 
(14) A significant increase in traffic noise for the past 4 years;  
 
On completion of the M9 Junction 1A contract in 2013, there is still no reliable evidence to 
substantiate the assertion by FCBC and TS that traffic is now diverting from the A904 to the 
new link-road between the A90 and the M9 (i.e. no traffic counters on the M9 Spur at Junction 
1A). 
 
Local residents have commented that despite the completion of the Fife ITS (Intelligent Traffic 
System) Contract in 2012, travel times appear to continue to increase, particularly at peak 
times. We understand that the ITS was installed to reduce travel times. 
 
Q3. Have local residents been adversely affected by construction-related noise, 
dust or vibration, particularly at night or during weekends? 
 
Inevitably, there have been many examples of disturbance and adverse effects since the work 
first began. 
 
(1) Noise disturbance has arisen from the following: 
 

 the regular movements on the A904 of large and very noisy John Deere tractors, from 
early morning to late in the working day. 

 constant “pecking” of rock to create the new southern approach road cutting, including 
weekend working. 

 piling and welding noise from the marine works. 

 continuous running through the night of diesel-powered pumps, adjacent to sensitive 
receptors. 

 use of propane torches late at night to burn off old road markings. 

 continuous concrete pouring over weekends. 

 speeding and constant HGV traffic to/from Winchburgh bings along the A904. 
 
(2) Vibration disturbance has on occasion been severe at Echline Corner due to the use of 
vibro-rollers, resulting in cracks in the fabric of adjacent properties*. 
 
(3) Dust has been a constant problem since the project began. Windows, vehicles, garden 
furniture, washing hung out to dry etc. are quickly covered in grime and dust, and continue to 
require frequent cleaning. Dust suppression/mitigation has been poorly carried out from day 
one. 
 
* photographic evidence available 

 
Q4. How effective are the community forums established by TS, in resolving problems 
experienced by local people? 
 
Our comments below are based on our experience as a member of the South Community 
Forum. 
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Since we submitted our Report to the ICIC on 25 February 2013 and your meeting with 
Transport Scotland regarding that Report, which took place on 6 March 2013, we have 
observed a much better atmosphere and relationship with Transport Scotland in subsequent 
Community Forum meetings. 
 
To answer the question above, the key factors to be considered are stipulated in paragraph 
2.2.7 of the Code of Construction Practice (Rev. 5). To this effect, the Forums are now regular, 
regionalised, structured, documented (albeit to suit Transport Scotland’s interpretation of 
matters discussed), informative, provide an opportunity for people to raise issues, permit the 
public to attend (albeit as observers only), and indicate a willingness to meet. 
 
Areas which could be improved are as follows: 
 
(1) Some problems raised are resolved, but could have been dealt with much quicker, such as: 

 
(a) Footpath and road cleaning;  
(b) Reduction of the speed limit on the A904 / B800;  
(c) Grass cutting / weed control;  
(d) Landscaping;  
(e) Traffic lights on the A904 / B924 Junction;  
(f) Location of road signs;  
(g) Construction vehicles tailgating;  
(h) Un-sheeted HGV loads;  
(i) Dust suppression; etc. 

 
(2) Slow responses to questions raised by BRIGS on behalf of residents; 
 
(3) Recording of Forum Minutes of Meetings regularly avoids and / or misrepresents matters 
discussed and agreed.  
 
(4) Environmental Management Plans and Subsidiary Plans are no longer submitted to the 
Forum to allow informed and timely consultation of proposed changes. This permits 
inconvenient clauses to be removed from the Plans, without justification and is in breach of 
COCP (Revision 5) paragraph 2.2.7; 
 
(5) No Business Groups or Local Councillors attend Forum Meetings; 
 
(6) Refusal to remove old air raid shelter in Echline Fields (albeit not part of the contract); 
 
(7) The settlement of properties acquired by CPO is extremely slow i.e. at 26 August 2015, 
only 37 of 316 claims have been fully settled and a further 27 have been 90% settled. Only 136 
claims have been received from a potential claim population of 316. What is the reason for the 
delay in settlement of claims lodged since May 2011? 
 
(8) A number of significant problems raised at the South Community Forum, were not dealt 
with adequately in our opinion and consequently they were reported by BRIGS to your 
Committee (ICIC) on 25 February 2013. We were disappointed that several of the problems 
reported were not answered by Transport Scotland at your meeting with them on 6 March 
2013, including the following: 
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(a) The height of the Gyratory; 
(b) The increased depth of the cutting below the Gyratory; 
(c) Loud and regular impulsive noise (e.g. pecking); 
(d) The groundwater report; 
(e) Un-sheeted loads; 
(f) Vehicle identification; 
(g) Log sheets; 
(h) Working hours; 
(i) Delivery times; 
(j) Truck washing locations; 
(k) Excessive dust and lack of dust suppression; 
(l) Location of environmental monitors (dust and groundwater); 
(m) Notification of works to residents; 
(n) Inaccurate time schedules and completion dates; 
(o) Delays in landscaping; 
(p) Use of diesel powered pump in cutting from start of project; 
(q) Doubts over footpath promised across Echline Fields; 
(r) Giant hogweed treatment; 
(s) Traffic flow report on reduced volume on the A904; 
(t) Lack of transparency on complaints; 
(u) Lack of meetings between BRIGS and TS; 

 
Most of the above problems remain unsatisfactorily answered. 

 
Q5. Have you any additional or emerging concerns now that the construction phase 
of the Forth Replacement Crossing Project has started?  
 
With work on the road system on the south side now well under way, and the re-alignment 
of the A904/re-design of the A904/B924 junction at Echline Corner largely completed, 
there are a number of additional and/or emerging concerns as follows: 
 
(1) The fact that the height of the new Echline Gyratory is virtually 10 feet in excess of that 
specified in the enabling documentation is very unsatisfactory from an environmental 
standpoint, giving rise to higher levels of noise and air pollution. Despite repeated 
questioning on our part, this revised outcome has never been satisfactorily explained. 
 
(2) The landscaping  at Echline Corner has been crude in the extreme, with no application 
of topsoil, and no attempt to control or kill the many weeds that had been allowed to thrive 
on the largely clay base prior to seeding.* Also, the Minister’s undertaking to remove the 
trees in this area has yet to be fully implemented. 
 
(3) The fact that the cutting at Echline Corner, to carry the new southern approach road 
under the A904, is deeper than originally specified inevitably raises concerns as to the 
future effect on the water table locally, and the potential for further structural damage* to 
adjacent properties. The removal of several monitoring boreholes only adds to this 
concern. 
 
(4) The general indication that the project is slipping behind schedule** obviously raises 
fears that local disruption will continue for a longer period than published, and push back 
still further the date when any compensation claims may be submitted 
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(5) The Compensation Process remains opaque, poorly communicated, and is little 
understood by local residents.  
 
(6) There is already peak-hour traffic congestion westbound on the A904 at the newly-
installed traffic lights at Echline Corner. We are therefore concerned as to how long it will 
be before a left-hand lane is opened to improve matters. Also, if the City of Edinburgh 
Council proceeds to grant permission for large-scale housing development on the south 
side of the A904 as per its published development plan (“LDP2”) for South Queensferry, 
there has to be concern that this junction will become a major bottleneck. 
 
(7) It is still not clear how the promised pedestrian access from Springfield westwards 
towards the grounds of Hopetoun House will be re-instated and maintained. 
 
(8) It has only recently been conveyed that there is to be no carriageway lighting installed 
on the new crossing. Given the frequency with which low cloud, mist and fog affect the 
existing road bridge, we question the wisdom of this decision. 
 
(9) We remain sceptical that the opening and operation of the new crossing will 
significantly reduce the morning and evening traffic queues that are a daily feature of the 
river crossing at present. 
 
* photographic evidence available 
** See the forecast completion dates given in the Project Director’s report to the 
Committee, dated February 2015. Generally these have not been accomplished.  

 
BRIGS 
27 August 2015 


