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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

 
 

AGENDA 
 

2nd Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 
 

Tuesday 29 January 2008 
 
The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 1 to consider the following 
agenda items:   
 

1. Water Industry Commission for Scotland: The Committee will take evidence 
on the Water Industry Commission for Scotland’s Annual Report and Accounts 
2006-07 from— 

Alan Sutherland, Chief Executive, Katherine Russell, Director of Corporate 
Affairs and Charles Coulthard, Commission member, Water Industry 
Commission for Scotland. 

 

2. Subordinate Legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 
instruments— 

the Public Service Vehicles (Traffic Regulation Conditions) Amendment 
(Scotland) Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/2); 

the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) Amendment 
Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/3); and  

the School Crossing Patrol Sign (Scotland) Regulations 2008 
(SSI 2008/4). 

3. Petitions: The Committee will consider petitions PE894 on the provision of rail 
services between Inverness, Thurso and Wick and PE 1064 on the replacement 
Forth crossing. 
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The papers for this meeting are as follows: 
 
Agenda Item 1 
 
Briefing paper 
Follow-up response from Scottish Water 
 
Agenda Item 2 
 
Note by the Clerk 
The Public Service Vehicles (Traffic Regulation Conditions) 
Amendment (Scotland) Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/2)
 
Note by the Clerk 
The Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) 
Amendment Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/3)
 
Note by the Clerk 
The School Crossing Patrol Sign (Scotland) Regulations 2008 
(SSI 2008/4)
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Note by the Clerk on PE1064 
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 SCOTTISH WATER 

 
Castle House 
6 Castle Drive 
Carnegie Campus 
Dunfermline 
KY11 8GG 
 
T: 01383 848272 
F: 01383 848286 

Clare O’Neill 
Assistant Clerk 
Transport, Infrastructure and  
Climate Change Committee 
Room T3.40, Committee Office 
Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 

 
 
Dear Clare 
 
Scottish Water Annual Report and Accounts 2006/07 
 
Thank you for your letter of 28 November following the evidence session on 20 
November. I am pleased to provide the following additional information:   
 

1. Scottish Water Charges 
 
Scottish Water’s annual report compares the average household water and waste water 
charge in 2007/08 in Scotland with that in England and Wales.  The Committee has now 
asked for a comparison of our water charges with the water only companies in England 
and Wales.    
 
Scottish Water’s average household charge for water is £141.  The average charge levied 
by the water and sewerage companies in England and Wales is £152 and £141 by the 
water only companies.  This gives an average water charge across all companies in 
England and Wales of £150.   
 
I attach a full comparison with all companies at Appendix 1.    
 

2. Performance Indicators 
 
As you are aware, the Overall Performance Assessment (OPA) is a score based on 13 
different measures.  We report on our improvement in 10 indicators on page 8 of our 
annual report, combining the two sewer flooding indicators into one score.  Our 
performance in the remaining three indictors is given below:  
 
Waste Water Treatment Works Compliance  
 
The actual percentage of population served by non compliant waste water treatment 
works was 20.3%, largely because of failures at works managed under PFI contract.   Our 
OPA score on this measure was 5 points, consistent with our 2006–2010 Delivery Plan.  
Action is being taken at both Scottish Water and PFI managed works, and waste water 
treatment compliance is forecast to improve during 2007/08. 
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Billing complaints  
 
We have increased our rate of response to customer billing queries with 99.38% replied to 
within 5 days.  
 
Written complaints 
 
Our response to written complaints from our customers within 10 days was 98.73%.  We 
are taking action to improve this during 2007/08. 
 

3. Renewables Target 
 
As we state in our annual report we currently have renewable sources which can provide 
up to 5% of our annual electricity demand.  This comes from predominantly small-scale 
hydro power schemes with electrical output of these schemes viewed as secondary to 
our water service and environmental compliance obligations.  
 
To date, we have not set a target for renewable generation, but we are assessing the 
potential for generation across our asset base.   Potential technologies include further 
development of hydro power both from impounding reservoirs and from in-line generation 
in supply pipes. Combined heat and power schemes may also be possible by utilising the 
methane produced during sludge treatment, as well as renewable energy sources for our 
office building services. 
 
Scottish Water recognises the challenges presented by climate change and we firmly 
believe we must both adapt to the changing climate and mitigate our carbon emissions in 
line with proposed Government policy.  There is a clear hierarchy to be followed in 
minimising the greenhouse gas emissions from Scottish Water: (1) reduce demand, (2) 
improve efficiency, (3) generate renewable electricity.  We are currently assessing the 
potential and costs and exploring further energy opportunities outwith the core business. 
 
I hope the above information is helpful to the Committee.  While writing I would like to take 
the opportunity to clarify two additional points.   
 
Leakage 
 
We discussed our leakage reduction targets with the Committee in depth. I would like to 
confirm that our target of 23% reduction is a two year interim target, from 1 April 2006 to 
31 March 2008, equal to 249 mega litres a day.  During the year 2006/07 we reduced 
reported leakage by 100 mega litres a day, giving us an interim target of 149 mega litres a 
day for 2007/08.  As we advised the Committee, if we achieve this, it will be one of the 
biggest in-year reductions ever achieved by a water company in the UK.  We are, 
however, working hard across the business to reduce our leakage.   
 
Increasing capacity of our water and waste water treatment works and networks
 
We quoted a figure of £189 million for the period 2006-10 to create headroom at our 
treatment works for economic growth.  This figure also includes Scottish Water’s 
‘reasonable cost contribution’ to the extension of our networks.   
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Finally I would like to thank the Committee for giving us the opportunity to share Scottish 
Water’s significant progress over the last twelve months.  We would be pleased to provide 
further information to the Committee as required and meet you again next year to discuss 
our performance during 2007/08.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ronnie Mercer 
Chair 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 
 

2nd Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 29 January 2008 
 

Subordinate Legislation Cover Note 
 

Title of Instrument The Public Service Vehicles (Traffic Regulation 
Conditions) Amendment (Scotland) Regulations 
2008 (SSI 2008/2) 

Standing Order 10.4 (Negative) 
Laid Date 9 January 2008 
Circulated to 
Members 

18 January 2008 

Meeting Date 29 January 2008 
Reporting Deadline 25 February 2008 
 
Purpose 
 
1. The purpose of this instrument is to provide the option for the Traffic 
Commissioner for Scotland to regulate bus emissions in such areas through 
traffic regulation conditions, which could help to bring about improvements in 
air quality. The Traffic Commissioner would consider this option if requested 
to do so by a local authority. 
 
Policy Objectives 
 
2. Under the system of Local Air Quality Management, local authorities 
have a statutory duty to identify those areas where air quality objectives will 
not be met and to designate these areas as Air Quality Management Areas 
(AQMAs). The majority of AQMAs to date have been designated as a result of 
road traffic emissions in urban areas. In some of these areas, buses can be a 
significant contributor to local emissions.  
 
3. The Scottish Government therefore considered it appropriate to bring 
forward regulations to support this process.   
 
4. Further information on the consultation and a Regulatory Impact 
Assessment can be found in the Executive note which is attached.  
 
Subordinate Legislation Committee Report 
 
5. The Subordinate Legislation Committee did not have any comments to 
make in relation to this instrument. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2008/en/ssien_20080002_en.pdf
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Recommendation 
 
6. The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to 
raise in reporting to the Parliament on this instrument. 
 

Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Communities Committee 

Tel. 0131 348 5211 
email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk

 

mailto:steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 
 

2nd Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 29 January 2008 
 

Subordinate Legislation Cover Note 
 
Title of Instrument The Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) 

(Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2008 
(SSI 2008/3) 

Standing Order 10.4 (Negative) 
Laid Date 10 January 2008 
Circulated to 
Members 

18 January 2008 

Meeting Date 29 January 2008 
Reporting Deadline 25 February 2008 
 
Purpose 
 
1. These Regulations amend the Principal regulations [the Local 
Authorities' Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 1999] so that 
the provisions requiring a mandatory hearing under sub-paragraphs (a) and 
(b) of paragraph (1) of that regulation will not be triggered when the order in 
question is bringing forward provision in connection with matters authorised 
by a private Act of the Scottish Parliament.  
 
Background and Policy Objective 
 
2. The existing regulations give the option for a local authority to hold a 
hearing for any Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) they promote. However, in 
certain circumstances such as the prohibition of loading or unloading of 
vehicles at all times or requiring vehicles to travel in a particular direction, the 
holding of a hearing is currently mandatory. This process can add 
approximately a year to the order making process. Where a large number of 
objections are received, this period can be substantially longer. 
 
3. The policy objective of the amendment is, therefore, to allow a Council 
discretion to dispense with a public hearing in circumstances where a project 
has previously been subject to full Parliamentary scrutiny and subsequently 
been approved by the Scottish Parliament. Any amendment will not remove 
the rights of individuals to object to a particular TRO and a local authority will 
need to consider carefully whether or not a hearing would remain appropriate 
or necessary in respect of a proposed order. 
 
4. Further information on the consultation and financial effects can be found 
in the Executive note which is attached.  
 
 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2008/en/ssien_20080003_en.pdf
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Subordinate Legislation Committee Report 
 
5. The Subordinate Legislation Committee drew this instrument to the 
attention of the lead committee and Parliament on the grounds that an 
explanation was sought from and provided by the Scottish Government with 
which it is satisfied. An extract from the Subordinate Legislation Committee’s 
3rd Report 2008 (Session 3) is attached at annexe A of this note.    
 
Recommendation 
 
6. The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to 
raise in reporting to the Parliament on this instrument. 
 

Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Communities Committee 

Tel. 0131 348 5211 
email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk

mailto:steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk
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Annexe A 
The Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) Amendment 
Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/3). 

 
1. On 15 January, the Committee asked the Scottish Government–– 
 

“to clarify, if a private Act left open to local authorities a range of 
options as regards matters to be covered by traffic orders, or was silent 
on the point, whether it could be said that the Act has “authorised” 
matters to be covered in the order; and if so whether the practical 
application of new regulation 8(1A) of the 1999 Regulations is 
sufficiently clear.” 

 
2. The Committee acknowledges the full and helpful response from the 
Government at the Appendix  which clarifies that the main use of the provision 
is expected to be in relation to regulation of traffic once the project authorised 
by a private Act is completed (although it could also apply whilst it is being 
built). It recognises that there are limits to what can be construed as being 
“authorised” by such Acts. The Committee notes that traffic regulation needs 
arising from permitted limits of deviation would be covered, but not for 
example where the authorisation of a project stems from e.g. planning 
permission rather than a private Act.  The Committee is also mindful that local 
authorities will still have a discretion to hold a hearing in relation to matters 
authorised by private Acts.   
 
3. The Committee draws this instrument to the attention of the lead 
committee and Parliament on the grounds that an explanation was 
sought from and provided by the Scottish Government with which it is 
satisfied.  
 
Appendix 
 
The Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) Amendment 

Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/3) 
 
1. On 15 January the Committee sought an explanation of the following 
matter– 
 

“The Committee asks the Scottish Government to clarify, if a private 
Act left open to local authorities a range of options as regards matters 
to be covered by traffic orders, or was silent on the point, whether it 
could be said that the Act has “authorised” matters to be covered in the 
order; and if so whether the practical application of new regulation 
8(1A) of the 1999 Regulations is sufficiently clear.”. 
 

The Scottish Government responds as follows–– 
 

2. The Scottish Government are of the view that the practical application of 
the amendment by the above instrument to the Local Authorities’ Traffic 
Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 1999 (S.I.  1999/614) is clear.  



TIC/S3/08/2/4 

The purpose of the amendment is to disapply the need for a mandatory 
hearing where there are maintained objections to an order falling within sub-
paragraph (a) or (b) of regulation 8(1) of the 1999 Regulations which only 
contains provision “in connection with matters” authorised by a private Act of 
the Scottish Parliament.  In practice the Scottish Government understand for 
this context that we are principally talking about traffic regulation orders 
(“TRO”) under section 1 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 which 
contains restrictions of the types mentioned in those sub-paragraphs of 
regulation 8(1). 
 
3. The formulation used in the amendment is to refer to “matters” and not 
just works although we recognise that where, for example, a tram line is to be 
provided along a particular route (which will also usually be subject to 
variation within the limits of deviation), that, amongst others, works will often 
be required to deliver that. Whilst a matter for the relevant authority we 
believe a TRO will usually arise for the operation of the system built rather 
than the carrying out of the works themselves.  The operation and use of the 
system is usually one of the matters authorised by the private Act of the 
Scottish Parliament.  So a TRO might be required to be brought forward by an 
authority to contain provision in connection with that. 
 
4. Accordingly what the Scottish Government had in view when preparing 
this instrument was a dis-application of the mandatory requirements for a 
hearing where the general principle behind the project had been set by the 
private Act of the Scottish Parliament.  It seems to the Scottish Government 
that the question which will arise therefore would be whether any TRO which 
an authority brought forward could be said to be “in connection” with the 
project authorised by the Act of the Scottish Parliament regarding the roads 
which it is crossing or running along.  So the question would be why was the 
TRO being brought forward – is it connected to delivery of the project or was it 
regulating traffic for a different reason.  This reflects the reality that the traffic 
issues in question may not be identified when a scheme affecting roads is 
progressed through the Scottish Parliament as at that time, the promoter is 
unlikely to know the precise provisions that would be required until detailed 
design of the alignment and engineering works (within the limits of deviation) 
had been progressed.     
 
5. The policy intent behind the instrument is, in these circumstances only, 
to remove the mandatory requirement to hold a hearing where this would 
otherwise arise under sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of regulation 8(1) of the 
1999 Regulations.  The Council will still need to consider all representations 
received and, if they feel it will bring additional information or is otherwise 
appropriate, they can initiate a hearing at their discretion. 
 
6. It is anticipated that these Regulations will only apply to schemes which 
have already received Parliamentary approval (such as Edinburgh Trams) as 
any future schemes are likely to be covered by appropriate provision in an 
order under section 1 of the Transport and Works (Scotland) Act 2007.  Such 
an order might, for example, contain provision making a similar amendment to 
the 1999 Regulations to cover the particular project in view.   
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7. The drafting for this instrument was shared with those most likely to use 
it before the instrument was made and we had received confirmation that they 
were content with the formulation for their interest. 
 
8. If the Act of the Scottish Parliament has not authorised a matter – so the 
authorisation for the provision of a tramway (or the part in view for which the 
TRO is brought forward) is coming from outwith the Act of the Scottish 
Parliament (perhaps where the promoter controls the land and are seeking 
authorisation of the project simply through planning permission) then it seems 
to us that is an example which would fail the test arising from the exception. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 
 

2nd Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 29 January 2008 
 

Subordinate Legislation Cover Note 
 
Title of Instrument The School Crossing Patrol Sign (Scotland) 

Regulations 2008 (SSI 2008/4). 
Standing Order 10.4 (Negative) 
Laid Date 10 January 2008 
Circulated to 
Members 

18 January 2008 

Meeting Date 29 January 2008 
Reporting Deadline 25 February 2008 
 
Purpose 
 
1. These Regulations prescribe the size, colour and type of a school 
crossing patrol sign.  
 
Policy Objective 
 
2. The policy objective of this instrument is to amend the prescription of the 
size, colour and type of sign which in accordance with section 28 of the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act 1984 a school crossing patrol may exhibit so as to 
require traffic to stop when approaching a place where a person is crossing or 
seeking to cross a road. These provisions were previously contained in the 
School Crossing Patrol Sign (Scotland) Regulations 2002 (SSI 2002/549) 
which will be revoked on 1 January 2011. This means signs which comply 
with the 2002 Regulations can also be used until 31 December 2010. 
 
3. Further background information on why an amendment is required, 
including a Regulatory Impact Assessment, can be found in the Executive 
note which is attached.  
 
Subordinate Legislation Committee Report 
 
4. The Subordinate Legislation did not have any comments to make in 
relation to this instrument. 
 
Recommendation 
 
5. The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to 
raise in reporting to the Parliament on this instrument. 
 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2008/en/ssien_20080004_en.pdf
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2008/en/ssien_20080004_en.pdf
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Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Communities Committee 

Tel. 0131 348 5211 
email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

COMMITTEEE 
 

PETITION PE894 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This note asks the Committee to consider for the second time the following 

petition which was lodged on 24 October 2005: 
 

Petition by The Association of Caithness Community Councils calling 
for the Scottish Parliament to consider investment in infrastructure, 
rolling stock and timetabling as part of a strategic root and branch 
review of the provision of rail services between Inverness, Thurso and 
Wick, with unrestricted thinking on how best to shorten journey times 
and ensure the continuing future of the railway to these destinations. 
Thought should also be given to ensuring that the existing communities 
of the ‘Lairg loop’ are provided for. 
 

2. The Committee considered this petition at its meeting on 6 November and 
agreed to write to the Scottish Government on rail services in the North of 
Scotland and also agreed to write to Dornoch Rail Link Action Group 
requesting further information on work it has commissioned on rail services 
in the North of Scotland. The Committee agreed to consider these 
responses at a future meeting.  A copy of the responses can be found at 
Annexe A and Annexe B of this note. 

 
Petition PE 894 
 
3. The petition has been open for a number of years and a substantial 

amount of material has been gathered by the previous PPC throughout its 
consideration of the petition.  

 
4. At the last consideration of this petition, the Committee was updated on 

the progress of the petition and recent action on the petition. For further 
background information see paper TIC/S3/07/9/2.  

 
Response from the Dornoch Rail Link Action Group 
 
5. In its response to the Committee, the Dornoch Rail Link Action Group 

confirmed that it had commissioned a modified STAG 1 Appraisal of a 
range of transport options for the far North of Scotland. A summary of the 
two stages of the appraisal and an Executive summary of the stage 2 
appraisal are attached at Annexe C. Full copies of the report and 
supporting documents are available on request from the Clerk.   

 
6. Members will note that the Stage 1 study was a focussed feasibility study 

which assessed the options for the Dornoch Rail Crossing. The Stage 2 
study, which was sub contracted to MVA Consultancy, examined the wider 
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socio-economic benefits against costs for the Dornoch Rail Link scheme 
against four other options. The Stage 1 study suggested that the Dornoch 
Rail Link scheme could reduce the journey time by 45 minutes at a total 
cost of £118 million. The key recommendation following on from the stage 
2 study is that a STAG 2 appraisal of the Dornoch Rail Link be undertaken 
against bus options. 

 
Response from the Scottish Government 
 
7. In responding to the Committee as to its view of the study Room for 

Growth, the Scottish Government stated that— 
 

“The study also looked at the issue of a direct line via Dornoch and 
highlighted that the cost of building such a line would be in excess of 
£73 million and assessed the benefit to cost ratio as, at best, 0.20.….In 
this case we concluded that the Dornoch rail link should not be 
progressed due to its significant cost and poor value for money.” 

 
8. The response also confirmed that the Scottish Government has yet to 

approve the HITRANS’ Regional Transport Strategy and the Strategy is 
currently under active consideration. The response also goes on to state— 

 
“….where a transport problem is identified, we expect that our Scottish 
Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG) is used to assess the problem 
and identify potential solutions.  Going forward, the Strategic Transport 
Projects Review, due to report in summer 2008, will identify our 
transport priorities from 2012 to 2022. ” 

 
Recommendation 
 
9. The Committee is invited to : 
 

• Note the work undertaken by the Dornoch Rail Link Action 
Group and in particular the recommendation from the Corus 
STAG 1 Appraisal it commissioned that a STAG 2 Appraisal 
be undertaken; 

• Consider whether to recommend to the Dornoch Rail Link 
Action Group that they submit a copy of the Corus STAG 1 
Appraisal to the Scottish Government;  

• Write to the Minister advising him of the action taken and 
asking him to take account of this work as part of the 
Scottish Government’s Strategic Transport Projects Review 
and close the petition; 

or  
• Consider what alternative action it wishes to take.   

 
Steve Farrell 

Clerk to the Communities Committee 
Tel. 0131 348 5211 

email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk 
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ANNEXE A 
 
PUBLIC PETITION (PE894): RAILWAY INFRASTRUCTURE & SERVICES 
BETWEEN INVERNESS, THURSO AND WICK 
 
Following the Committee’s meeting on 6 November 2007 in consideration of 
PE 894 you wrote to me on 20 November 2007 to follow up some points 
raised in correspondence with Transport Scotland on the petition, which 
relates to Railway Infrastructure and Services between Inverness, Thurso and 
Wick.  I am writing to provide a response to the specific points raised within 
your letter. 
 
The Committee wished to know:- 
 
What is the Scottish Government’s view on the two studies Room for 
Growth and A Strategy for Caithness and North Sutherland and the 
HITRANS Regional Transport Strategy? 
 
What role does the Scottish Government have in taking forward these 
studies and the Regional Transport Strategy, and what role does it 
intend to take? 
 
The Room for Growth study, published by Highlands and Islands Enterprise in 
June 2006, considered rail routes in the Highlands and made 
recommendations for key developments.  Recommendations in relation to the 
upgrade of the Highland Main Line between Perth and Inverness, which would 
reduce the journey time from Inverness to Edinburgh/Glasgow, are welcomed.  
Scottish Ministers’ High Level Output Specification, issued in July 2007, set 
out our intention to upgrade the Highland Main Line, in accordance with the 
Room for Growth study as and when resources become available between 
2009 and 2014.   
 
The study also looked at the issue of a direct line via Dornoch and highlighted 
that the cost of building such a line would be in excess of £73 million and 
assessed the benefit to cost ratio as, at best, 0.20.  As you will appreciate we 
must use our limited resources carefully to ensure that that they are directed 
towards schemes which offer good value for money.   In this case we 
concluded that the Dornoch rail link should not be progressed due to its 
significant cost and poor value for money. 
 
We have noted A Strategy for Caithness and North Sutherland. This strategy 
document goes beyond transport issues to address the wider economic 
development concerns of the area.  We are sure that it will usefully inform the 
considerations of government (at all levels) its agencies, the private sector 
and community interests in addressing the future needs of the area. 
 
The Scottish Government has yet to approve the HITRANS’ Regional 
Transport Strategy. Its contents remain under active consideration and next 
steps on the strategy will be confirmed soon. 
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What process does the Scottish Government use to consider railway 
line improvements and upgrades? 
 
In terms of our approach to considering railway line improvements and 
upgrades, we work closely with industry stakeholders to ensure that 
appropriate solutions for the railway are found.  Our rail policy document, 
Scotland’s Railways, was developed closely along side Network Rail’s Route 
Utilisation Strategy for Scotland and took account of research on the likely 
pinch points on the rail network in the coming years.  More generally, where a 
transport problem is identified, we expect that our Scottish Transport 
Appraisal Guidance (STAG) is used to assess the problem and identify 
potential solutions.  Going forward, the Strategic Transport Projects Review, 
due to report in summer 2008, will identify our transport priorities from 2012 to 
2022.  This process will consider appropriate railway interventions along side 
those for other modes of transport. 
 
I trust this is of assistance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

STEWART STEVENSON 
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ANNEXE B 
 

Dear Ms. O’Neill,        27/11/07 
 
Thank you very much for your letter of the 16th November, requesting 
information on the Corus Railway Infrastructure Services study. 
 
I can confirm that the study has been commissioned, and that the modified 
STAG 1 study to evaluate the socio-economic benefits is underway to help 
complete the preliminary technical study. The socio-economic study is 
expected to be completed in mid- to late December.  
 
The first part of the study is basically a focussed engineering study for a new 
stretch of rail line between Tain and Golspie via Dornoch, including the 
crossing of the Dornoch Firth, and a brief analysis of four options for the 
construction of this line, including the status quo, with further investigation of 
the preferred option. A delineation of the route is shown in maps supporting 
the report, and operational rail journey time saving benefits of up to 45 
minutes are proven therewith.  
 
The second part comprises a modified STAG 1 appraisal study, which will 
provide a benefit analysis on the basis of an appraisal methodology which 
takes greater account of socio-economic benefit analysis for transport 
infrastructure projects in rural areas, with relevance to the economic changes 
surrounding the impending rundown and closure of the Dounreay nuclear 
establishment. This benefit analysis would be provided against the capital cost 
estimate of the scheme. I should additionally point out that suggestions for 
improvements on the existing line are briefly discussed in this study. Once 
both parts of the study are complete, we would be happy to provide these for 
the Transport Committee’s consideration. 
 
I hope this is helpful – please feel free to call me if you require further 
clarification.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Mark W. Norton, Convener, Dornoch Rail Link Action Group. 
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ANNEXE C 
 

Summary of the Corus Stage 1 and Stage 2 Dornoch Rail Link reports. 
Stage 1 
The Dornoch Rail Link Action Group (DORLAG) commissioned a study from 
the Corus Rail Infrastructure Services, in conjunction with the Thurso and 
Wick Trades Union Council, entitled the “Dornoch Rail Link Study”. This is a 
focussed engineered feasibility study which briefly assesses four options for 
the Dornoch Rail Crossing,  

1. No Link at all, leave line as it is. This is not considered a viable option, 
owing principally to competition from A9 road; 

2. 1985 British rail scheme, bypassing Dornoch town and then running 
across Loch Fleet before re-joining line south of Golspie. Time saving 
40 minutes; 

3. Route through Dornoch town and then along southern shores of Loch 
Fleet, re-joining existing line at the Mound. Time saving 35 minutes; 

4. Corus scheme, running through Dornoch town and along eastern 
extremities of the Loch Fleet area, re-joining existing line just south of 
Golspie. This is the preferred option. Time saving 45 minutes. 

It should be noted that a separately engineered rail bridge for the Dornoch 
Firth was considered for all three options considering the Link. Three outputs 
from the preferred option (option 4 as above) were then given: 

1. The route, physical design, curvatures, gradients and outline drawings 
of the Dornoch Rail Crossing; 

2. Operational benefits for rail services between Thurso/ Wick and 
Inverness; 

3. Costings of the scheme. 
The results are given in the order below: 

1. See attached map for overall route. The ruling gradient is 1 in 84, with 
the maximum speed for the line is 100 mph and the axle loading is 
25.5 tonnes throughout. 

2. This scheme, as assessed against the alternative options, gives the 
highest time saving of 45 minutes; 

3. The engineered cost of this scheme is £97 million. Total cost is £118 
million. Spreadsheets attached to main document submission to give 
detailed breakdowns 

Stage 2 
To support the technical Stage 1 study, DORLAG commissioned a socio-
economic study from Corus, sub-contracted to MVA Consultancy Ltd., to 
preliminarily examine the wider socio-economic benefits which this scheme 
would confer, against its costs. This study has compared the Dornoch Rail 
Link scheme with four other options for assessment with regard to providing 
the most effective interventions for increasing accessibility to Caithness. 
These are: 

• Express bus between Inverness and Golspie, interchanging with rail 
services further north to Caithness; 

• Express bus from Inverness to Caithness; 
• Implementing line speed improvements on the Far North Line; 
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• Improved rail/ bus service for Wick integrating with current timetable. 
The main conclusion of the report is that the Dornoch Rail Link delivers the 
greatest benefits in terms of: improving journey times (45 minutes saving), 
increasing accessibility to Inverness and other communities, and also for 
moving freight from road to rail, in accordance with recognised planning 
objectives. It is therefore recommended to be taken forward for a STAG 2 
appraisal for implementation. 

 7
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Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 CORUS Rail appointed MVA Consultancy to conduct a STAG (Scottish Transport 

appraisal Guidance) - appraisal of a range of transport options for the far North of 

Scotland.  The goal of the study is to improve connectivity and social inclusion for 

the Far North by providing good quality transport links. 

1.1.2 Within the STAG appraisal, this wider issue of social and economic inclusion due to 

the remoteness of Caithness and Sutherland was addressed with the aid of MVA’s 

“ACCESSION” modelling. 

1.1.3 CORUS Rail had previously conducted a feasibility study on the implementation of 

a direct rail link between Tain, Dornoch and Golspie, which would shorten the 

existing route by 26 miles. This is predicted to improve journey times by rail on the 

Far North Line by at least 45 minutes. 

1.1.4 The Far North of Scotland is one of the most inaccessible and isolated areas within 

the UK. The area suffers from economic problems related primarily related to its 

geographical peripherality. Two localities in Wick are amongst the 15% most 

deprived in Scotland. Incomes in the Highlands are 20% below the U.K. average. 

The area is heavily dependent on a few industries such as nuclear plant 

decommissioning (at Dounreay), timber extraction, white goods, ports, fishing, and 

tourism. 

1.1.5 Freight transport in Caithness and Sutherland suffers from remoteness from the 

main centres of distribution in the Scottish Central Belt and England. Rail freight 

can provide a sustainable solution to long distance transit of goods.  There are 

major opportunities for the ports of Scrabster and Wick to become bases for oil 

and gas exploration work in the “Atlantic Frontier” and for the proposed Orkney 

deep-sea container hub. They need efficient transport links to Central Scotland. 

The existing railway is designated a “Trans European Network (TEN), signifying its 

strategic significance as part of a major arterial rail route.” Without a substantial 

improvement in the capability of the railway, which a Dornoch Rail Link could 

provide by shortening transit times and increasing productivity; the line will remain 

uncompetitive in the face of quicker links by road. Extraction of freight from the A9 

will meet government objectives, particularly on a road that is recognised to be 

sub-standard for heavy lorries. 

1.1.6 Improved, quality public transport links such as a rail link to Dornoch would boost 

tourism. Dornoch has a world famous golf course, which would also generate new 

travel; opportunities and additional rail revenue, not currently realised by the 

existing rail route. A station with direct access to the town centre would encourage 

non-car based trips. 

1.1.7 Of particular concern is the impending run-down of the Dounreay nuclear 

establishment and the effect on the economy of Caithness and Sutherland. Efficient 

 8
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public transport networks are seen by the Highlands and Islands Enterprise Board 

as key to opening up the economy and achieving the creation of 20,000 new jobs 

over the next 20 years, along with a rise in real incomes of between 10% and 

15%. 

1.1.8 The study has looked at the issues of social inclusion and accessibility. Good access 

to employment, education, social services, medical services and retail/leisure 

opportunities is a key to mitigating the effects of peripherality for Caithness and 

Sutherland. The study is a pioneer in bringing these wider social and economic 

issues into a transport appraisal. 

1.1.9 The study area suffers from problems of outward migration, particularly amongst 

young people. The need to attract and retain a young and productive population is 

seen as an ongoing concern. Good quality public transport links are needed to 

ensure that Caithness and Sutherland are well connected to Inverness, and 

elsewhere, with a good range of employment, education and health facilities. 

1.1.10 For Caithness and Sutherland, a key improvement that good quality public 

transport links such as a rail link between Golspie and Tain via Dornoch can 

provide, is access to Inverness before 9 o’clock in the morning, not currently 

possible. There is undoubtedly a suppressed demand for travel arriving in 

Inverness before 9 o’ clock from Caithness and Sutherland that when released by a 

quality rail service would lead to an upsurge in patronage, as has been experienced 

elsewhere with new/ improved rail services. 

1.1.11 The study has evaluated both improved rail services and alternative bus services. 

The rail service improvements such as a rail link between Golspie and Tain via 

Dornoch do provide a wider range of benefits than equivalent bus services. 

Combined rail and bus services have been evaluated, but such a required change 

of mode would be unlikely to be regarded as a satisfactory or acceptable public 

transport service for such a peripheral area of Scotland. There might also be a 

prospect that “bus–substitution” for such a significant part of the Caithness – 

Inverness rail journey could lead to the potential cumulative loss of rail patronage/ 

revenue on the rail network.  

1.2 Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance 

1.2.1 As per statutory guidance, an initial feasibility study on this route is not enough to 

guarantee support or funding from the Scottish Government.  A full Scottish 

Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG) appraisal must be undertaken to ensure 

there are no better options available to complete the established objectives. 

1.2.2 STAG is an ‘Objective Led’ appraisal technique required for all Scottish Transport 

Schemes, designed to avoid the traditional solution-led approach and requires 

transport planners to identify what it is they are trying to achieve before 

identifying the means of achieving it.  Options should be based on the widest 

possible set of potential proposals, leading visibly from the planning objectives.  

Before appraisal takes place, objectives should be agreed and options defined.  

Option definition should be in sufficient detail to allow a broad-brush appraisal of 

 9
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each Option in STAG Part 1, with all options that successfully meet the objectives 

being appraised more rigorously in STAG Part 2. 

1.2.3 A simple and quick Part 1 appraisal is recommended in advance of a more 

comprehensive assessment of impacts to prevent valuable resources being 

pointlessly devoted to a proposal which does not meet its objectives. This also 

allows for refinement of a proposal early on if there are notable shortfalls in its 

performance which can be overcome. Once all parties are satisfied with those 

proposals which appear promising, a more detailed Part 2 appraisal is carried out 

into the extent of the likely impacts of the proposals.  The Part 1 appraisal 

concentrates on the following areas: 

 The proposal’s likely impact against the planning objectives (as opposed 

to Government’s five objectives); 

 An initial check of the proposal’s fit with relevant established transport, 

land-use planning and other policies; 

 An investigation of the proposal’s feasibility, affordability and likely 

public acceptability (its "implementability"). 

1.2.4 STAG differentiates between Planning Objectives and Government Objectives.  

Planning Objectives are specific to the study, whilst Government Objectives are 

over arching criteria against which competing schemes for public funding may be 

measured. 

1.2.5 A range of objectives have been set, based on the above analysis.  Planning 

Objectives are: 

 [PO-1] To improve rail access and journey times so as to encourage 

freight transfer opportunities by modes other than road; 

 [PO-2] To improve accessibility to Inverness for the people of the far 

North of Scotland by Public Transport, ensuring there are options 

available to get commuters to Inverness before 9am; 

 [PO-3] To improve accessibility by improving public transport links 

between communities, improving interchange and integration between 

modes in order to serve as many modes as possible, and; 

 [PO-4] To improve Public Transport integration throughout the 

Highlands, particularly between ferry connections from Orkney and 

public transport to the main population areas. 

1.2.6 Planning Objectives must be SMART (see adjacent box), and it is important that 

they can be adequately measured as part of the STAG process. 

 Specific – saying in precise terms what is sought; 

 Measurable – quantifiable wherever possible; 

 Attainable – with general agreement that the objective can be reached; 

 Relevant – a sensible indicator or proxy for the change sought; and 

 Timed – having an agreed future point by which it will have been met. 
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1.2.7 Having established the problems, constraints and opportunities to be tackled, and 

a framework of Planning Objectives for appraisal we then generated a list of 

possible interventions which will improve accessibility to the far north of Scotland.   

1.2.8 Sustainable travel is a major consideration for all transport planning, and there is 

now a marked presumption in favour of schemes which focus predominantly on 

public transport and minimise interventions which will tend to support or increase 

car usage.   

1.2.9    The following long list of options was identified: 

 express bus between Inverness and Golspie, properly integrated with 

rail interchange to complete the journey to Wick and Thurso in the far 

north; 

 an improved express direct bus service between Inverness and the far 

north; 

 implementing the Dornoch rail link, between Tain and Golspie; 

 implementing line speed improvements on the far north line; and 

 an improved rail/bus service for Wick, integrated with the current rail 

timetable. 

It is important to note that any new railway scheme has to be appraised 

against competing modes of public transport.  

1.2.10 STAG guidance sets out the format by which all transport options should be 

appraised, they must be appraised against planning objectives, but then take into 

account the following factors: 

 Environment; 

 Safety and Security; 

 Economy; 

 Accessibility and Social Inclusion, and; 

 Integration. 

Environment 

1.2.11 Environmental Appraisals for STAG part 1 should be concise readily available 

information used to filter out unsuitable proposals by identifying any major adverse 

environmental impacts.  All 5 options passed the initial stage of appraisal.  Issues 

were noted for Option 3 and mitigation measures suggested. 

Safety 

1.2.12 In terms of safety appraisals for STAG part 1, planners are advised to consider 

whether the proposals under consideration will have any measurable impact on. 

  the number of transport related accidents and/or their severity; and 

  security for transport users. 

 11
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1.2.13 Due to the nature of the options appraised, all 5 appeared relatively neutral with 

regards to safety and security. 

Economy 

1.2.14 Economic Appraisals are always important however STAG part 1 does not require 

the preparation of a formal Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR).  Instead as part of the 

scoping exercise required for STAG1, it suggests that a broad comparison be made 

between likely costs and potential benefits of the various options brought forward. 

1.2.15 STAG also looks to appraise based upon Transport Economic Efficiency and, 

Economic Activity and Location Impacts.  The following table shows how each 

option fared within the economy appraisal: - 

 

 Transport Economic 

Efficiency (TEE) 

Economic Activity and 

Location Impacts (EALIs) 

Express bus Inverness to 

Golspie, integrated with Far 

North rail service 

  

Express bus direct between 

Inverness and the Far North 
 O 

Dornoch rail link   

Line speed improvements – 

Far North Line 
O O 

Connecting bus for Wick  O 

 

Accessibility and Social Inclusion 

1.2.16 Improving accessibility is one of Government’s five key policy objectives, 

identifying the extent to which proposals help people and businesses access goods, 

services, people and opportunities.   
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1.2.17 We have produced an ACCESSION Model which demonstrates graphically the 

effects of new transport schemes and infrastructure.  As this was an initial 

appraisal we only tested the Dornoch Rail link option as this was perceived to offer 

the greatest number of benefits and other options could be estimated from this. 

1.2.18 It is important to note that where Journey Times appear worse e.g. between 

Helmsdale and the Northern Tip, this is due to the size of datazones.  Main 

improvements are for datazones containing a station. Datazones that do not 

contain a station or are very large, will still need to interchange from bus to rail 

and hence rely on the current bus timetable. As the rail timetable has changed, 

residents may need to wait longer for their bus to connect with their train.  This 

can be further investigated within a more detailed STAG part 2 appraisal. 

Integration  

1.2.19 According to Chapter 9 of STAG, ‘Integration’ can be interpreted as having three 

distinct meanings for the purposes of appraisal: 

 Transport integration – the degree to which a proposal fits with other 

transport infrastructure and service; 

 Transport land-use integration – the fit between the proposal and the 

established land-use plans and land-use/transport planning guidance; 

and 

 13
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 Policy integration – the appropriateness of the proposal in light of wider 

policies both of central and local government. 

Implementability 

1.2.20 Options have been appraised against the relevant policies, all fit with current 

policies or are neutral.  STAG requires planners to consider the implementability of 

the options under assessment, a summary of which is included in the Appraisal 

Summary Tables (ASTs).  This implementability assessment is required under four 

sub-headings: 

 Technical Issues; 

  Operational Issues; 

  Financial Issues, and; 

  Public Issues. 

1.2.21 Options were appraised against these implementability guides with all emerging 

readily implementable. 

Conclusions  

1.2.22  The following table documents our appraisal conclusions: - 
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[PO-1] To improve rail access and journey 
times so as to encourage freight transfer 
opportunities by modes other than road 

O O   O 

[PO-2] To improve accessibility to Inverness 
for the people of the far North of Scotland by 
Public Transport, ensuring there are options 
available to get commuters to Inverness 
before 9am 

   O O 

[PO-3] To improve accessibility by improving 
public transport links between communities, 
improving interchange and integration 
between modes in order to serve as many 
modes as possible 

   O  
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[PO-4] To improve Public Transport 
integration throughout the Highlands, 
particularly between ferry connections from 
Orkney and public transport to the main 
population areas 

   O  

 14



TIC/S3/08/2/6 
 

Environment O O  O O 

Safety O O O O O 

Economy    O  

Integration  O  O  
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Accessibility/Social Inclusion      

               Implementability      

 

 

 

O 

Major Benefit 

Moderate Benefit 

Minor Benefit 

No Benefit/Impact 

 

 

 

Minor Disbenefit/impact 

Moderate Disbenefit/impact 

Major Disbenefit/impact 

 

1.2.23 While all modes have relative benefits, the Dornoch Rail Link is the only option that 

delivers substantial benefits to rail freight in accordance with Planning Objective 

PO-1. The Dornoch Rail Link also delivers the greatest benefits, in accordance with 

Planning Objectives PO-2 and PO-3, compared to bus-based alternatives. 

1.2.24 It is worth bearing in mind at this stage that monetarised values are not always 

the most appropriate method of weighting the value of appraisals.  In an area such 

as the far North of Scotland it is important to pay due attention to social and 

spatial factors while determining the value of a proposal.  STAG highlights this 

difficulty: 

“As these indicators only cover impacts which have been valued in monetary 

terms (namely safety benefits and transport economic efficiency benefits), 

they only offer a partial analysis and must be seen within the context of the 

whole AST.  They are of most value when seeking a ranking of proposals of 

similar scope, eg competing road proposals.  Caution should be taken when 

comparing proposals which have a different emphasis of objectives and which 

are likely to differ significantly in terms of their wider impacts on the 

environment, social inclusion, etc.  Undue weight should not be given to the 

monetised indicators in comparison with other parts of the overall appraisal.”1  

“A specific feature of the appraisal is the inclusion of both social and spatial 

distributional considerations.  These are important as they enable decision 

makers to identify how changes in transport provision and in travel 

opportunities will impact upon groups in society which are the subject of other 

areas of policy.  These include residents of particular areas, economic groups 

such as the unemployed and mobility groups.”2

Recommendations 

                                                 
1 STAG 5.4.10 

2 STAG 5.4.11 
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1.2.25 The Dornoch Rail Link has the greatest merit on the initial STAG 1 appraisal in 

meeting the widest range of the Government’s objectives. It should go forward to 

be appraised at STAG 2 level against the bus options.  

1.2.26  In STAG Part 2, we recommend two packages of interventions be appraised:- 

 Package 1 - Bus/Rail Intervention; and 

 Package 2 – Rail based Intervention. 

1.2.27 This is in line with the advice in the EALIs section that transport packages are most 

likely to contribute to delivering Wider Economic Benefits.   

1.2.28 Package 1 will include the improved bus services between Inverness and Golspie, 

and between Helmsdale and Wick with integrated rail services, and also the 

possibility of implementing direct peak period bus services between Inverness and 

the Far North of Scotland.   

1.2.29 Package 2 will essentially be the Dornoch rail link.  There is scope within this 

package to investigate other rail improvements such as any identified line speed 

improvements, and the optimisation of the rail timetable in the far north. 

1.2.30 Based on the analysis set out within this report, any Detailed Appraisal should take 

particular account of: 

 environmental mitigation; 

 delivering improved accessibility for socially excluded groups along the 

corridor of the Far North Line; 

 delivering seamless travel across all modes; 

 robust investigation of Transport Economic Efficiency (TEE) and in 

particular Benefit Cost Ratios for both packages; and 

 detailed investigation of the potential role for the two packages in 

supporting the delivery of wider economic benefits along the corridor of 

the Far North Line, based around the EALI analysis set out in Chapter 7. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

COMMITTEEE 
 

PETITION PE1064 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This note asks the Committee to consider for the second time the following 

petition which was lodged on 12 June 2007: 
 

Petition by Bruce Whitehead, on behalf of Queensferry Residents 
Against Another Forth Crossing, calling on the Scottish Parliament to 
urge the Scottish Executive to reconsider its decision to replace the 
Forth Road Bridge and await pending studies on the feasibility of 
repairing it, to consider FETA’s proposal for road user charging, to 
invest instead in improved public transport with new bridge tariffs to 
reward vehicle sharing and to endorse the Prime Minister’s declaration 
that “we cannot simply build more and more roads, particularly when 
the evidence suggests that traffic quickly grows to fill any new 
capacity."  
 

2. The Committee considered this petition at its meeting on 20 November 
and agreed to write to FETA seeking further information on the current 
status of the existing Forth Road Bridge. A copy of this response is 
attached at Annexe A of this note.  

 
Current status of the existing Forth Road Bridge 
 
3. In its response, FETA provided information on the repair work currently 

being undertaken on the existing Forth Road Bridge. Members will note 
that the response refers to the possibility that, subject to safety 
inspections, heavy goods vehicles may be banned from the bridge from 
2013-14.  

 
4. In addition to the repair works currently being undertaken, FETA are 

carrying out a feasibility study into replacing or augmenting the main 
cables should the current dehumidification repair work prove to be 
ineffective in slowing down or halting the rate of corrosion of the cables. 

 
Replacement Forth Crossing 
 
5. In his statement to Parliament on 19 December 2007 on the Scottish 

Government’s decision to build a replacement cable-stayed bridge over 
the Forth, the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth 
stated that— 

“The existing Forth road bridge has served Scotland well, carrying far 
more traffic than was ever envisaged. The effects of that traffic and the 
impact of the Scottish climate have taken their toll on the structure, and 
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the bridge, despite being strengthened and maintained during its life, 
faces an uncertain future. 

The Forth Estuary Transport Authority is working to protect the integrity 
of the bridge by putting in place measures to dry out the main cables. 
We will not know whether those measures have been successful until 
2012, which, when set against previous announcements by FETA that 
the crossing may have to close to heavy goods vehicles in 2013 and all 
vehicles by 2019, is impossibly late to begin thinking about the 
problem. Doing nothing is not an option. “1

6. During evidence to the Committee at its meeting on 15 January 2008, the 
Cabinet Secretary when asked about the future of the existing crossing 
stated— 

“The bridge may well be repairable, and FETA has advanced the basis 
on which it can be repaired. I respect that and we are working closely 
with FETA on those issues. 

The question for me is this: what if that does not happen? What if it is 
not possible? What is the economic cost to Scotland of there not being 
a reliable crossing for vehicles across the Forth?... 

….It is a matter of assessing the risk that is involved. It is my judgment 
and the judgment of the Government that not to take action of the sort 
that has been outlined would be to take an unnecessary risk with the 
Scottish economy, which it would be unwise to take.”2

7. The Committee in its work programme has stated that it will continue to 
monitor developments on the replacement Forth crossing which will also 
include monitoring the status of the existing crossing and plans for its 
future. 

 
8. Members will note that the Petitioner is asking that the Scottish Parliament 

urges the Scottish Government to reconsider its decision to build a 
replacement Forth crossing and await studies on the feasibility of repairing 
the existing bridge.  

 
Recommendation 
 
9. The Committee is invited to: 
 

• Note the Scottish Government’s decision to proceed with a 
replacement crossing as outlined to the Parliament and 
this Committee; 

• Note the response from FETA; 

                                                 
1 Swinney, John, Official Report 19, December 2007, Col 4548 
2 Swinney, John, Official Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 15 
January 2008, Col 363 
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• Consider whether, in light of this decision by the Scottish 
Government, the objectives of the Petition remain realistic 
and, if not, whether the Petition should be closed.  

 
 

 
Steve Farrell 

Clerk to the Communities Committee 
Tel. 0131 348 5211 

email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk
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ANNEXE B 

19 December 2007 

Dear Ms. O’Neill 

Consideration of Petition PE1064 

I refer to your letter of 5 December requesting an update on repair work 
currently being undertaken and here I am assuming the petitioners are 
referring to the corrosion discovered inside the main suspension cables. 
 
From the results of the internal inspection carried out in 2004 it was 
determined that the loss of strength in the cables was between 8 and 10%.  
 
Wrapping is currently underway on the cables to provide a near-airtight seal 
before dried air can be pumped into the voids inside the cable. The works are 
on programme and the contractor anticipates that the system will be fully 
commissioned late in 2009. The dehumidification system will then be allowed 
to run for 12-18 months before a further internal inspection is carried out in 
2011-12 to determine the residual strength. It has been promulgated that if the 
safety factor is found to have fallen below 2.0, then heavy goods vehicles may 
require to be banned from 2013-14. 
 
An acoustic monitoring system was installed in 2006 to detect new wire 
breaks among the 11,618 individual steel wires that make up each main 
cable. Seventeen new breaks have been detected since the system was 
commissioned in August 2006.   
 
In parallel, we are progressing with a feasibility study into replacing or 
augmenting the main cables should the dehumidification system be found to 
be ineffective in slowing down or halting the rate of corrosion. Clearly, this 
work may not be required but we will not be in a position to make a decision 
until the results of the inspections of 2011-12 have been analysed. The full 
feasibility report including costs of the works and effect on the economy of 
traffic delays will be reported in February 2008, but already we have been 
advised by the study team that replacing the cables presents significant 
engineering challenges but is achievable. The resulting delays to the strategic 
roads network would however be significant and spread over a period of 3-4 
years within a 6-7 year contract period. It is likely that two or three continuous 
carriageway closures would be required; each lasting up to 32 weeks, and the 
bridge would need to be completely closed from Friday evening to Monday 
morning on at least 50 weekends. The study will also report on the user delay 
costs and costs to industry of the disruption. 
 
The feasibility study called for the consultants to provide reassurance as to 
the structural integrity of the cable anchorages and, following a desk-top 
study, the team has concluded that intrusive investigation and/or load testing 
of individual elements is required. A programme for this work is being 
developed.  
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The committee will be aware that even if there were no problems with the 
structure of the bridge, the economic case for a new crossing based on 
congestion and increased maintenance requirements was made in “Setting 
Forth: The Government’s Response” (1993) when bridge traffic was 17.8 
million vehicles per annum. Since then, traffic has risen by 32% to 23.6million 
vehicles during 2006. 
 
In 2005, before the degree of corrosion in the main cables had been 
established, the SEStran Integrated Transport Corridors Study (SITCoS) 
concluded that an additional crossing of the Forth would be required as part of 
a “Balanced Strategy”. 
This study, part funded by the Scottish Executive, was carried out in 
accordance with the Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG) which 
considered the five Government Objectives of Environment, Safety, Economy, 
Integration and Accessibility/Social Inclusion. 
 
The study recommended that the new crossing should be additional to the 
existing bridge, that it should be multi-modal, and that any increase in the 
number of cross-Forth traffic lanes over and above the current two in each 
direction should be dedicated to public transport and high occupancy vehicles. 
 
I trust that this response adequately deals with your inquiry but please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you require further detail. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Alastair Andrew 
General Manager 
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	1.1.3 CORUS Rail had previously conducted a feasibility study on the implementation of a direct rail link between Tain, Dornoch and Golspie, which would shorten the existing route by 26 miles. This is predicted to improve journey times by rail on the Far North Line by at least 45 minutes.
	1.1.4 The Far North of Scotland is one of the most inaccessible and isolated areas within the UK. The area suffers from economic problems related primarily related to its geographical peripherality. Two localities in Wick are amongst the 15% most deprived in Scotland. Incomes in the Highlands are 20% below the U.K. average. The area is heavily dependent on a few industries such as nuclear plant decommissioning (at Dounreay), timber extraction, white goods, ports, fishing, and tourism.
	1.1.5 Freight transport in Caithness and Sutherland suffers from remoteness from the main centres of distribution in the Scottish Central Belt and England. Rail freight can provide a sustainable solution to long distance transit of goods.  There are major opportunities for the ports of Scrabster and Wick to become bases for oil and gas exploration work in the “Atlantic Frontier” and for the proposed Orkney deep-sea container hub. They need efficient transport links to Central Scotland. The existing railway is designated a “Trans European Network (TEN), signifying its strategic significance as part of a major arterial rail route.” Without a substantial improvement in the capability of the railway, which a Dornoch Rail Link could provide by shortening transit times and increasing productivity; the line will remain uncompetitive in the face of quicker links by road. Extraction of freight from the A9 will meet government objectives, particularly on a road that is recognised to be sub-standard for heavy lorries.
	1.1.6 Improved, quality public transport links such as a rail link to Dornoch would boost tourism. Dornoch has a world famous golf course, which would also generate new travel; opportunities and additional rail revenue, not currently realised by the existing rail route. A station with direct access to the town centre would encourage non-car based trips.
	1.1.7 Of particular concern is the impending run-down of the Dounreay nuclear establishment and the effect on the economy of Caithness and Sutherland. Efficient public transport networks are seen by the Highlands and Islands Enterprise Board as key to opening up the economy and achieving the creation of 20,000 new jobs over the next 20 years, along with a rise in real incomes of between 10% and 15%.
	1.1.8 The study has looked at the issues of social inclusion and accessibility. Good access to employment, education, social services, medical services and retail/leisure opportunities is a key to mitigating the effects of peripherality for Caithness and Sutherland. The study is a pioneer in bringing these wider social and economic issues into a transport appraisal.
	1.1.9 The study area suffers from problems of outward migration, particularly amongst young people. The need to attract and retain a young and productive population is seen as an ongoing concern. Good quality public transport links are needed to ensure that Caithness and Sutherland are well connected to Inverness, and elsewhere, with a good range of employment, education and health facilities.
	1.1.10 For Caithness and Sutherland, a key improvement that good quality public transport links such as a rail link between Golspie and Tain via Dornoch can provide, is access to Inverness before 9 o’clock in the morning, not currently possible. There is undoubtedly a suppressed demand for travel arriving in Inverness before 9 o’ clock from Caithness and Sutherland that when released by a quality rail service would lead to an upsurge in patronage, as has been experienced elsewhere with new/ improved rail services.
	1.1.11 The study has evaluated both improved rail services and alternative bus services. The rail service improvements such as a rail link between Golspie and Tain via Dornoch do provide a wider range of benefits than equivalent bus services. Combined rail and bus services have been evaluated, but such a required change of mode would be unlikely to be regarded as a satisfactory or acceptable public transport service for such a peripheral area of Scotland. There might also be a prospect that “bus–substitution” for such a significant part of the Caithness – Inverness rail journey could lead to the potential cumulative loss of rail patronage/ revenue on the rail network. 

	1.2 Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance
	1.2.1 As per statutory guidance, an initial feasibility study on this route is not enough to guarantee support or funding from the Scottish Government.  A full Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG) appraisal must be undertaken to ensure there are no better options available to complete the established objectives.
	1.2.2 STAG is an ‘Objective Led’ appraisal technique required for all Scottish Transport Schemes, designed to avoid the traditional solution-led approach and requires transport planners to identify what it is they are trying to achieve before identifying the means of achieving it.  Options should be based on the widest possible set of potential proposals, leading visibly from the planning objectives.  Before appraisal takes place, objectives should be agreed and options defined.  Option definition should be in sufficient detail to allow a broad-brush appraisal of each Option in STAG Part 1, with all options that successfully meet the objectives being appraised more rigorously in STAG Part 2.
	1.2.3 A simple and quick Part 1 appraisal is recommended in advance of a more comprehensive assessment of impacts to prevent valuable resources being pointlessly devoted to a proposal which does not meet its objectives. This also allows for refinement of a proposal early on if there are notable shortfalls in its performance which can be overcome. Once all parties are satisfied with those proposals which appear promising, a more detailed Part 2 appraisal is carried out into the extent of the likely impacts of the proposals.  The Part 1 appraisal concentrates on the following areas:
	1.2.4 STAG differentiates between Planning Objectives and Government Objectives.  Planning Objectives are specific to the study, whilst Government Objectives are over arching criteria against which competing schemes for public funding may be measured.
	1.2.5 A range of objectives have been set, based on the above analysis.  Planning Objectives are:
	1.2.6 Planning Objectives must be SMART (see adjacent box), and it is important that they can be adequately measured as part of the STAG process.
	1.2.7 Having established the problems, constraints and opportunities to be tackled, and a framework of Planning Objectives for appraisal we then generated a list of possible interventions which will improve accessibility to the far north of Scotland.  
	1.2.8 Sustainable travel is a major consideration for all transport planning, and there is now a marked presumption in favour of schemes which focus predominantly on public transport and minimise interventions which will tend to support or increase car usage.  
	1.2.9    The following long list of options was identified:
	1.2.10 STAG guidance sets out the format by which all transport options should be appraised, they must be appraised against planning objectives, but then take into account the following factors:
	1.2.11 Environmental Appraisals for STAG part 1 should be concise readily available information used to filter out unsuitable proposals by identifying any major adverse environmental impacts.  All 5 options passed the initial stage of appraisal.  Issues were noted for Option 3 and mitigation measures suggested.
	1.2.12 In terms of safety appraisals for STAG part 1, planners are advised to consider whether the proposals under consideration will have any measurable impact on.
	1.2.13 Due to the nature of the options appraised, all 5 appeared relatively neutral with regards to safety and security.
	1.2.14 Economic Appraisals are always important however STAG part 1 does not require the preparation of a formal Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR).  Instead as part of the scoping exercise required for STAG1, it suggests that a broad comparison be made between likely costs and potential benefits of the various options brought forward.
	1.2.15 STAG also looks to appraise based upon Transport Economic Efficiency and, Economic Activity and Location Impacts.  The following table shows how each option fared within the economy appraisal: -
	1.2.16 Improving accessibility is one of Government’s five key policy objectives, identifying the extent to which proposals help people and businesses access goods, services, people and opportunities.  
	1.2.17 We have produced an ACCESSION Model which demonstrates graphically the effects of new transport schemes and infrastructure.  As this was an initial appraisal we only tested the Dornoch Rail link option as this was perceived to offer the greatest number of benefits and other options could be estimated from this.
	1.2.18 It is important to note that where Journey Times appear worse e.g. between Helmsdale and the Northern Tip, this is due to the size of datazones.  Main improvements are for datazones containing a station. Datazones that do not contain a station or are very large, will still need to interchange from bus to rail and hence rely on the current bus timetable. As the rail timetable has changed, residents may need to wait longer for their bus to connect with their train.  This can be further investigated within a more detailed STAG part 2 appraisal.
	1.2.19 According to Chapter 9 of STAG, ‘Integration’ can be interpreted as having three distinct meanings for the purposes of appraisal:
	1.2.20 Options have been appraised against the relevant policies, all fit with current policies or are neutral.  STAG requires planners to consider the implementability of the options under assessment, a summary of which is included in the Appraisal Summary Tables (ASTs).  This implementability assessment is required under four sub-headings:
	1.2.21 Options were appraised against these implementability guides with all emerging readily implementable.
	1.2.22  The following table documents our appraisal conclusions: -
	1.2.23 While all modes have relative benefits, the Dornoch Rail Link is the only option that delivers substantial benefits to rail freight in accordance with Planning Objective PO-1. The Dornoch Rail Link also delivers the greatest benefits, in accordance with Planning Objectives PO-2 and PO-3, compared to bus-based alternatives.
	1.2.24 It is worth bearing in mind at this stage that monetarised values are not always the most appropriate method of weighting the value of appraisals.  In an area such as the far North of Scotland it is important to pay due attention to social and spatial factors while determining the value of a proposal.  STAG highlights this difficulty:
	Recommendations
	1.2.25 The Dornoch Rail Link has the greatest merit on the initial STAG 1 appraisal in meeting the widest range of the Government’s objectives. It should go forward to be appraised at STAG 2 level against the bus options. 
	1.2.26  In STAG Part 2, we recommend two packages of interventions be appraised:-
	1.2.27 This is in line with the advice in the EALIs section that transport packages are most likely to contribute to delivering Wider Economic Benefits.  
	1.2.28 Package 1 will include the improved bus services between Inverness and Golspie, and between Helmsdale and Wick with integrated rail services, and also the possibility of implementing direct peak period bus services between Inverness and the Far North of Scotland.  
	1.2.29 Package 2 will essentially be the Dornoch rail link.  There is scope within this package to investigate other rail improvements such as any identified line speed improvements, and the optimisation of the rail timetable in the far north.
	1.2.30 Based on the analysis set out within this report, any Detailed Appraisal should take particular account of:






