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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

6th Meeting, 2010 (Session 3) 
 

Tuesday 2 March 2010 
 
The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 2. 
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

to take items 4 and 5 and any future draft reports on the Forth Crossing Bill in 
private. 

 
2. Forth Crossing Bill: The Committee will take evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 

from— 
 

Martin Gallagher, Convener, Forth Replacement Crossing Sub-
Committee, Queensferry and District Community Council; 
 
Gavin Booth, Chair, Bus Users UK; 
 
Juliette Summers, Chair, Bridge Replacement Interest Group (South); 
 
Colin McPhail MBE, Chairman, Dalgety Bay and Hillend Community 
Council; 
 

and then from— 
 

Barry Colford, Chief Engineer and Bridgemaster, Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority. 
 

3. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 
instrument— 

 
The Scottish Road Works Register (Prescribed Fees) Regulations 2010 
(SSI 2010/23). 
 

4. Inquiry into the relationship between transport and land use planning 
policies: The Committee will consider its approach to the inquiry. 
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5. Forth Crossing Bill: The Committee will consider the evidence heard on the 
Bill at Stage 1. 

 
 

Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 

Room T3.40 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
Tel: 0131 348 5211 

Email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk 
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Council and Bridge Replacement Interest Group South 
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Executive Summary 
1. Inadequate bus priority measures to complement the public transport corridor 
The bus ‘right of way’ measures proposed through the SEStran Integrated Transport Corridor 
Study in 2005 do not feature in the scheme. There is a need for bus priority measures north of the 
Forth on the M90, A90, Castlandhill Road, and Hope Street, and on the M9 spur, M9, and 
Queensferry Road to the south. With no bus priority measures on the approaches to the Forth 
Road Bridge, the ‘public transport corridor’ designation will provide little benefit in improving 
public transport journey times, as buses will still suffer the same delays they do at present. 
 
The proposed bus slip roads on the south side of the Forth Road Bridge will greatly increase bus 
journey times by routing public transport through a series of signal controlled junctions on lower 
speed roads than those currently used. For most of the day, the far quicker for buses will be via 
the Main Crossing which will offer higher running speeds and avoid buses being stopped at traffic 
signals. 
 
2. Lack of measures to promote public transport growth 
The recommendation of the Forth Replacement Crossing Study to provide high occupancy 
vehicles lanes (as opposed to bus lanes) across the Forth has been ignored by Transport 
Scotland. The SEStran Integrated Transport Corridor Study identified the role car sharing could 
play in encouraging modal shift, by allowing ‘mix and match’ journeys to be made across the 
Forth. 
 
The recommended bus Park & Ride at Halbeath and bus/rail Park & Choose at Rosyth do not 
feature in the scheme and are unlikely to be delivered independently of the scheme, having been 
recommended for ‘immediate delivery’ five years ago. 
 
3. Current design shortfalls with Forth Road Bridge 
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There is not yet any evidence that the dehumidification system being installed will be able to halt 
the corrosion of the main cables. The condition of the main cable anchorage post tensing strands 
is also an area of uncertainty. The proposed scheme relies of the Forth Road Bridge continuing to 
be available alongside the Main Crossing throughout its operational life. 
 
The Forth Road Bridge is vulnerable to restriction or closure during high winds precluding the use 
of double deck buses on services across the Forth. Any future increases in capacity will have to 
be provided by additional buses requiring additional drivers, rather than providing higher capacity 
vehicles with the same number of drivers. Therefore the incremental costs of providing additional 
capacity within the operational constraints of the Forth Road Bridge will be very high. 
 
The parapets fall short of current highway design standards requiring a 50mph speed restriction 
across the bridge. The Main Crossing will offer 70mph running therefore providing a more 
attractive route for express coach operators. 
 
There are safety issues for other users of the intended public transport corridor, with spacing of 
balusters and overall height of the barriers across the entire length of the crossing having been 
identified as presenting an increased risk to cyclists and pedestrians. The upgrade of these 
barriers is not included within the scheme. 
 
4. Under utilisation of Forth Road Bridge 
The Forth Road Bridge will be carrying only 0.73% of all cross-Forth traffic under the proposed 
scheme and will be most the expensive bus lane in the world, representing a public subsidy of 
around £6.25 per bus passenger journey. 
 
The approach roads on the north side of the Forth will be unable to facilitate diversions onto the 
Forth Road Bridge in the event of the Main Crossing being closed. 
 
5. Light rapid transit systems 
Transport Scotland continues to refer to light rail as a future possible use of the public transport 
corridor, when in reality this is never going to happen. The SEStran Integrated Transport Corridor 
Study in 2005 demonstrated that an extension of the Edinburgh trams into Fife would be unviable 
for many reasons, because the same benefits could be achieved adequately through far cheaper 
options. 
 
Main Report 
 
Queensferry & District Community Council (QDCC) has objected to parts of the Forth 
Crossing Bill on 29 separate points. Central to these objections is the lack of a direct link 
to the M9 and the planned use of the Forth Road Bridge as a public transport corridor. 
This report explores the specific public transport issues relevant to the scheme, proposes 
solutions, and where relevant relates these issues back to the two main objections. 
 
References to the Bill, supporting documents and other published sources are shown as 
superscript within the text. 
 
1 Inadequate bus priority measures to complement the public transport corridor 
 
1.1 Lack of bus priority measures on northern approaches 
1.1.1 The proposed scheme does not include any of the recommended bus ‘right of way’ 
measures identified by the SEStran Integrated Transport 
 
Corridor Study MVA et al, May 2005. SITCoS recommended a southbound high occupancy 
vehicle lane on the M90 between Halbeath and the northern bridgehead. This would be 
supported by bus priority in south Fife and along the A90. 
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1.1.2 At present, buses experience delays on approach to the Forth Road Bridge in the morning 
peak as a result of congestion on the M90/A90, Castlandhill Road and Hope Street. Castlandhill 
Road is used by express bus services serving Dunfermline and Rosyth. Hope Street is used by 
local services serving Inverkeithing and North Queensferry as well as express services to 
Edinburgh originating in St Andrews, Kirkcaldy, Leven and Dalgety Bay. The M90/A90 is used by 
intercity coach services from Aberdeen, Inverness and Perth as well as an express bus service 
from St Andrews via Cupar and Glenrothes. The presence of the Ferrytoll Park & Ride facility on 
the north-east corner of the Ferrytoll junction focuses all bus services onto the junction. The 
congestion is caused by the high volume of traffic joining the A90 at the Ferrytoll junction, causing 
traffic speeds on the mainline to reduce as drivers slow to let vehicles join the main carriageway. 
The reason for this high volume of traffic joining at this junction is drivers seeking to avoid the 
queues on the A90 between Admiralty and Ferrytoll junctions, using Castlandhill Road and Hope 
Street instead. This has the knock-on affect of causing tailbacks on Castlandhill Road and 
through the town of Inverkeithing along Hope Street and back towards the High Street. The 
Ferrytoll junction itself also becomes congested with traffic queuing back onto the roundabout 
from the on-slip to the Forth Road Bridge. South of the Ferrytoll junction and onto the Forth Road 
Bridge itself, the traffic flow stabilises and is relatively free flowing. 
 
1.1.3 In addition to the longer term aspiration of the M90 HOV lane, SITCoS made a number of 
short term recommendations for ‘immediate delivery’ including ‘quick win’ bus priority measures 
on the A823, A907 and within the vicinity of Rosyth. These proposals have never been taken 
forward by the relevant authorities and do not feature in the public transport plans as part of the 
Forth Crossing works. 
 
1.1.4 With no bus priority measures proposed to improve access to the Forth Road Bridge and no 
additional traffic capacity on the new crossing, the designation of the Forth Road Bridge as a 
public transport corridor will provide absolutely no benefit whatsoever, as buses will still 
experience the same delays as they do at present on approach to the bridge. With a similar 
merging arrangement from the proposed Ferrytoll gyratory immediately before the Main Crossing, 
the same pattern of traffic congestion can be expected, with the Main Crossing itself relatively 
free-flowing but congested on the approaches. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• M90 HOV lane and ‘quick win’ bus priority measures identified through SITCoS to be 
delivered as part of the scheme. 

 
1.2 Lack of bus priority measures between public transport corridor and Edinburgh 
1.2.1 In addition to the bus priority measures already suggested through SITCoS on the Fife side 
of the Forth, there is a need to provide bus priority on Queensferry Road between the Barnton 
junction and Blackhall. Since the mid 1990s, most of the main arterial routes into the city have 
had ‘greenways’ installed – comprehensive bus lanes from the edges of the city to the centre. 
 
However Queensferry Road has had no such measures implemented despite being the main bus 
artery between Fife and Edinburgh. The existing A90 Queue Management System and outbound 
bus lane on Hillhouse Road do help buses to pass queues at these locations but buses still suffer 
delays on Queensferry Road itself. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Delivery of bus priority lanes on Queensferry Road between Barnton and Blackhall in 
conjunction with the scheme. 

 
1.3 Proposed bus slip roads between public transport corridor and A90 at South 
Queensferry 
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1.3.1 The proposed bus slip roads between the Forth Road Bridge and the A90 at South 
Queensferry will result in a journey time penalty for operators using the public transport 
corridor.  
The proposed scheme will require buses to travel through two sets of traffic signals southbound 
and six sets of signals northbound on lower speed roads than those currently used. 
1.3.2 At present, express services connect directly between the Forth Road Bridge and the A90 
via the Echline junction underpass, which is dual three lane carriageway with a 50mph speed 
limit. Local services observing the South Queensferry bus stops at the Forth Road Bridge plaza 
require to traverse the Echline junction slip roads, as it would be unsafe to move between the bus 
stops and the underpass crossing the running lanes of the slip roads. This route via the signal 
controlled junction, which almost always involves buses stopping at the signals, takes significantly 
longer than travelling directly via the underpass and consequently these services are given an 
extra five minutes running time between Barnton and Ferrytoll Park & Ride comparison of 
Stagecoach in Fife services X54 and 55 timetables. The proposed scheme will require all 
southbound buses to operate via the Echline junction slip roads, even if they are not stopping at 
the Forth Road Bridge bus stops ES 4.5.10. Buses will then re-join the A90 via the existing on-slip 
to continue onto a new segregated bus lane leading to the existing bus lane on the A90 which 
commences east of the Scotstoun interchange. Transport Scotland has not explained why buses 
will require to take this route, as the underpass will be retained for use in emergencies in the 
event of the Main Crossing being closed (explained further in section 4.2), so could still be used 
by buses under normal circumstances. 
 
1.3.3 Northbound, buses will leave the A90 via a new bus slip road up to the B800, the access to 
which will be through a signal controlled junction ES 4.5.10. Buses will then travel along the 
30mph B800 to Ferrymuir where a signal controlled crossroads is planned. Continuing up the 
30mph Ferrymuir Road, buses will meet two pedestrian crossings and two sets of traffic signals 
on the Echline junction before proceeding onto the Forth Road Bridge via the existing on-slip. 
 
With no less than six sets of traffic signals to negotiate, this route will result in a considerably 
longer journey time than the present route and will provide no incentive for operators to use the 
public transport corridor instead of the Main Crossing. Indeed, for the vast majority of the day, the 
far quicker route will be via the Main Crossing which will offer higher running speeds and avoid 
buses being stopped at traffic signals. 
 
1.3.4 It should be noted that the existing services available from the Forth Road Bridge stops 
form an important part of the overall public transport provision for South Queensferry and provide 
journey opportunities to destinations not offered by operators passing through the town itself (for 
example, journeys to Edinburgh Airport, Leith, RBS Gogarburn and Riccarton can all be made 
from the Forth Road Bridge stops on services which originate in Fife). These services are well 
used by the local community. With the journey time penalty incurred using the public transport 
corridor as a result of the inadequate slip roads, operators may well decide to use the Main 
Crossing instead which would result in a reduction in the service level available to the residents of 
South Queensferry. 
 
1.3.5 It should also be noted that the proposed slip roads could not be used by buses travelling to 
and from the M9, therefore providing no incentive for operators to develop services along this 
corridor to the west of Edinburgh and West Lothian. Southbound, the slip road will connect into a 
segregated bus lane which will lead directly onto the existing A90 bus lane, precluding the current 
movement from the A90 to the M9 via the Scotstoun interchange. 
 
Northbound, the bus diverge will commence from the A90 at a point east of where the M9 joins 
the A90, meaning buses from the M9 would have to continue on the mainline to the Main 
Crossing. If operators using the M9 wished to use the Forth Road Bridge, the only available route 
would be via the South Queensferry junction and A904 to Echline junction. The extra time 
required to take this detour would provide no incentive for operators to use the public transport 
corridor and instead the preferred route would be via the Main Crossing. 
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1.3.6 The M9 is currently used by one bus service, the highly successful Airdirect 747 service 
between Inverkeithing and Edinburgh Airport. 
 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Southern approach road for Main Crossing to form direct link to M9 as per option 2 from 
DMRB Stage 3 Report, therefore permitting continued direct access for public transport 
between the Forth Road Bridge and A90/M9 without the need to use the B800 or Echline 
junction. 

 
1.4 Proposed bus priority measures on B800 and Ferrymuir Road 
1.4.1 The proposed bus priority measures on the B800 and the associated removal of the 
Ferrymuir roundabout Policy Memorandum para 28 will dissuade rather than encourage 
the use of the public transport corridor by bus operators.  
 
Since the construction of the M9 spur and the reclassification of the road to be B-road, the traffic 
volume using this road has been dramatically reduced. Where congestion formerly was regularly 
experienced, the road is now free flowing, even at peak times. QDCC considers it totally 
unnecessary therefore to install a bus lane in this location. Given that Transport Scotland’s own 
estimates show that traffic using the B800 will reduce under the proposed scheme ES fig 4.3c, 
then questions must be asked as to why bus priority measures are proposed here. 
 
1.4.2 Part of the bus priority proposals for the B800 involves the removal of the Ferrymuir 
roundabout, to be replaced with a signal controlled crossroads Policy Memorandum para 28. This 
roundabout was constructed in 1996 as part of the works to remove tolls from the Forth Road 
Bridge southbound, replacing a T junction.  
 
Ferrymuir Road was also widened to three lanes at this time to provide two lanes on approach to 
the roundabout from the west. With the development of Ferrymuir the roundabout now has four 
exits and provides access between South Queensferry and the retail park in addition to the B800 
and Ferrymuir Road. The roundabout functions well and does not suffer any delays at peak times, 
as it is used mainly by local South Queensferry traffic. The present road layout has proven to be 
satisfactory and QDCC can see absolutely no reason therefore, why the road layout needs to 
remodelled. The addition of traffic signals will serve only to create longer journey times for all 
traffic including crucially, buses, therefore reducing the incentive for operators to use the public 
transport corridor. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Southern approach road for Main Crossing to form direct link to M9 as per option 2 from 
DMRB Stage 3 Report, therefore permitting continued direct access for public transport 
between the Forth Road Bridge and A90/M9 without the need to use the B800 or 
Ferrymuir junction. 

 
1.5 Lack of bus priority measures on M9 spur 
1.5.1 The proposed scheme includes no bus priority measures on the M9 to encourage 
development of bus services across the public transport corridor to the west of Edinburgh 
and West Lothian.  
 
The M9 spur extension seems to have done nothing more than move the location of stationary 
traffic from one place (the old A8000) to another (the M9 spur), at a cost of some £40million. The 
proposed creation of a second southbound lane on the M9 spur prior to the merge with the M9 at 
junction 1a will merely move the blockage a little further down the road towards Newbridge 
roundabout. 
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1.5.2 Traffic delays require bus operators to provide additional resource to ensure the continuity 
of service in terms of extra peak buses and increased running time. With most cross-Forth bus 
services already concentrated on the city centre, the public transport corridor will not encourage 
operators to develop new services to the west via the M9, since as a result of congestion on the 
adjoining road network they will still require a substantial investment of resource. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Southern approach road for Main Crossing to form direct link to M9 as per option 2 from 
DMRB Stage 3 Report, therefore removing the bulk of traffic from the M9 spur and 
improving bus journey times from the Forth Road Bridge. 

 
2. Lack of measures to promote public transport growth 
2.1 High Occupancy Vehicle lanes 
2.1.1 The Forth Replacement Crossing Study investigated a number of possible managed 
crossing strategies featuring high occupancy vehicle lanes to encourage car sharing across the 
Forth. FRCS report 4 proposed High Occupancy Vehicle priority lanes across the Forth Road 
Bridge for car sharing but this advice has been ignored by Transport Scotland. A car share 
scheme is already in operation from the top level of Ferrytoll Park & Ride’s multi-story car park. 
 
2.1.2 SITCoS identified the role car sharing and HOV lanes could play in encouraging modal shift, 
by allowing ‘mix and match’ journeys to be made, for example, car sharing in the morning and 
returning by bus in the afternoon. 
 
2.1.3 As the scheme stands there will be no journey time saving incentive for car sharers as they 
too will have to use the congested new bridge. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• High occupancy vehicles to be permitted to cross the Forth Road bridge in addition to 
buses. 

 
2.2 Park & Choose 
2.2.1 SITCoS made a number of short term recommendations for ‘immediate delivery’ including a 
new bus-based Park & Choose site at Halbeath and expanding Rosyth rail station into a Park & 
Choose bus and rail interchange. 
 
These proposals have never been taken forward by the relevant authorities and do not feature in 
the public transport plans as part of the Forth Crossing works. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Delivery of Halbeath bus Park & Ride and Rosyth bus/rail Park & Choose in conjunction 
with the scheme. 

 
3. Current design shortfalls with Forth Road Bridge 
3.1 Long term viability of Forth Road Bridge 
3.1.1 The decision to proceed with a narrower, single function bridge depends on the Forth Road 
Bridge continuing to be available alongside the new crossing throughout its operational life, but 
the long term viability of the Forth Road Bridge is still not known. This decision has been based 
solely on the findings of cable inspections in 2008 which found the rate or deterioration to be 
slower than first feared. There is not yet any evidence that the dehumidification system being 
installed will be able to halt the corrosion (Forth Road Bridge is the first bridge in the world to 
have the system retro-fitted and its application to suspension bridges is relatively new), and the 
need to augment or completely replace the main cables at some point in the future remains a 
distinct possibility. Costs at 2006 prices range from £91-£122million Feasibility Study for the 
Replacement or Augmentation of the Main Cables – Update and Interim Stage 2 Report, FETA, 
22 Feb 08. 
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3.1.2 The condition of the post tensioning strands in the anchorages is also an area of concern. 
There is no access to the base of the rock tunnels and the only current monitoring possible is for 
movement at the strand anchor bearing plate. FETA intends to award a contract for inspection 
works to be carried out at the south anchorage. This will involve deep excavation and will be very 
hazardous for the contractors involved, working with cables under extreme tensile forces. 
 
3.1.3 With these structural issues, the bridge’s proposed role as a public transport corridor cannot 
be guaranteed in the long term and it may still be necessary for public transport to use the new 
crossing at some point. 
 
3.2 Vulnerability of Forth Road Bridge to high winds 
3.2.1 By far the biggest problem with the design of the Forth Road Bridge is the lack of any wind 
shielding which leaves the bridge vulnerable to restriction or closure in inclement weather: 

• Gusts exceeding 35mph – 40mph speed restriction on bridge 
• Gusts exceeding 45mph – Bridge closed to double deck buses 
• Gusts exceeding 50mph – Bridge closed to high sided vehicles, cars with caravans, 

trailers, roof boxes higher than 12inches, cyclists and pedestrians; 
• Gusts exceeding 65mph – Bridge closed to all vehicles except cars; 
• Gusts exceeding 80mph – Bridge closed to all vehicles. 

 
3.2.2 The number of days the bridge is affected by high winds varies greatly fromyear to year and 
does not follow any pattern, as shown by the below figures: 
 
Year Number of days per year where strong wind leads to diversion of wind susceptible 
vehicles 
1 April 2005 – 31 March 2006 10 
1 April 2004 – 31 March 2005 31 
1 April 2003 – 31 March 2004 1 
1 April 2002 – 31 March 2003 8 
1 April 2001 – 31 March 2002 19 
1 April 2000 31 March 2001 6 
January 1999 – December 1999 5 
 
3.2.3 The vulnerability of the Forth Road Bridge to high winds precludes the use of double deck 
buses by operators running services across the Forth, limiting these services to lower capacity, 
single deck vehicles only. Even with today’s long single deck buses and coaches, demand at 
peak times has quickly grown to fill capacity, with some peak services to and from Ferrytoll Park 
& Ride full. 
 
The Forth Road Bridge is the biggest obstacle to introducing additional capacity on cross-Forth 
bus services for this reason, as any additional capacity would have to be provided in the form of 
more buses on the road, requiring more drivers, rather than providing double deck buses with the 
same number of drivers (for example 8 coaches or tri-axle single deckers per hour with approx 50 
seats = 400 seats; 8 double deckers with approx 80 seats = 640). 
 
However, as the additional capacity would only be required during the peaks, this would mean 
either taking on part-time drivers, or using split shifts for full time drivers which are unpopular. 
Short shifts may also require the payment of “make-up” to ensure drivers received the minimum 
agreed pay for a shift. 
 
3.2.4 Transport Scotland’s assertion that buses could simply divert onto the new bridge during 
high winds is unworkable and demonstrates an ignorance of bus service regulation. Bus 
operators are strictly regulated on punctuality and reliability and the Scottish Traffic 
Commissioner’s target for operators is 95% of journeys running to within 5mins of the scheduled 
time Practice Direction: Standards for Local Bus Services, VOSA, Nov 04. If buses were required 
to divert onto the new bridge, the extra time taken at peak times (in the absence of any bus 
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priority measures on approach to the Main Crossing), would result in services running late and 
possible disciplinary action against operators by the Scottish Traffic Commissioner depending on 
how regularly this happened. This would also result in a loss of confidence in the service if 
passengers on other parts of the route such as Rosyth, Dunfermline, Inverkeithing etc were 
finding their buses to be late. 
 
3.2.5 Transport research has consistently found that the primary reason why people choose their 
car in preference to public transport is due to unreliability of the service Public attitudes to 
transport in England, CfIT. People will not take the bus if they cannot depend on getting to their 
destination on time. The local economy will suffer if people arrive late for work. The health service 
will be affected if people miss vital hospital or GP appointments. School pupils will miss exams if 
their bus for school is late. And so on and so forth. The only way to ensure the reliability of 
services under such conditions would be to add in additional running time for when buses did 
require diverting, resulting in higher costs for the operator due to an increase in paid hours and 
longer journey times for passengers. 
 
3.2.6 In summary, if Transport Scotland’s aspirations to achieve modal shift for cross-Forth travel 
are to be realised, the costs to introduce additional capacity and ensure reliable services within 
the operational constraints of the Forth Road Bridge will be very substantial. This is one of the 
most compelling arguments against the dropping of bus lanes from the new bridge’s deck design 
which would provide a more reliable route for buses to use and allow the use of double deckers. 
 
3.3 Substandard running speed compared to Main Crossing 
3.3.1 The Forth Road Bridge parapets fall short of current highway design standards in both 
strength and geometric requirements in a number of elements with a wide range in the degree of 
inadequacy Review of Parapets and Barriers, FETA, Nov 07. A controlled impact demonstration 
carried out by FETA in April 2007 on an offsite replica stretch of the suspended span found that a 
small car of only 900kg mass travelling at 62.5mph was enough to inflict some damage on the 
parapets and the inadequacy of the parapets is the reason why the bridge is subject to a 50mph 
speed restriction. 
 
3.3.2 The Main Crossing will offer 70mph running which modern coaches are capable of. The 
substandard running speed on the Forth Road Bridge, coupled with the other journey time 
penalties associated with accessing and exiting the bridge will further discourage the use of the 
public transport corridor instead of the Main Crossing. 
 
3.4 Pedestrian and cycleway barriers 
3.4.1 In addition to buses, the role of the public transport corridor will be to accommodate other 
modes of sustainable transport such as walking and cycling. It is important therefore that the long 
term suitability of the Forth Road Bridge for these users is considered. 
 
3.4.2 The outer barriers on the viaducts are of similar design to the barriers on the suspended 
spans. Given that there is a footway/cycle track immediately adjacent to the carriageway on the 
viaducts, the consequences of a breach of these barriers have been identified as having an 
increased risk to pedestrians and cyclists Review of Parapets and Barriers, FETA, Nov 07. There 
are other safety issues with respect to spacing of balusters and overall height on the 
pedestrian/cyclist parapets over the entire length of the crossing and appropriate warning signs 
have been displayed along the length of the footway/cycle tracks. If the Forth Road Bridge is to 
be the only available pedestrian/cycle route across the Forth then it will be essential that these 
parapets are replaced. 
 
4. Under utilisation of Forth Road Bridge 
4.1 Under usage of the bridge’s capacity 
4.1.1 Transport Scotland’s December 2008 update newsletter claims the revised scheme makes 
“sensible use of existing infrastructure”. Based on the last vehicle class data available from the 
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tollbooths before their removal, the Forth Road Bridge would be carrying 0.73% of the total cross-
Forth traffic (87,085 buses in 2006/2007 out of 11,840,338 vehicles which crossed northbound). 
 
However as the “buses” class counted all vehicles constructed or adapted to carry more than 16 
passengers, this figure includes private hire coaches, so the actual figure for public service buses 
will be even lower. Current service levels are 13 services per hour per direction weekday daytime 
and Transport Scotland predicts 200 buses will use the bridge per day. To put this into 
perspective the capacity of each carriageway is 3,500-3,600 vehicles per hour. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Permit continued use of the Forth Road Bridge by cars and light vans in addition to buses 
and taxies to provide the required capacity. 

 
4.2 Inability to switch traffic between crossings under abnormal conditions 
4.2.1 The Forth Replacement Crossing Study investigated a number of possible twin crossing 
strategy options for how the new and existing bridges could operate alongside each other. FRCS 
Report 4 stated “It is clear that any new operational arrangement must allow flexibility during 
abnormal conditions to ensure efficient and safe operation of the network.” Abnormal conditions 
potentially affecting either crossing were identified as: 

• Carriageway closure (incident / maintenance): All traffic would divert across the 
alternative crossing; 

• If the closure occurred on the new crossing, the restriction on the existing bridge would 
be removed during the closure (with the exception possibly of heavy vehicles) to be 
achieved using active traffic management; 

• Breakdown; 
• High winds (existing crossing only). 

 
4.2.2 Abnormal conditions which have forced the closure of the existing bridge which could 
potentially occur on the new crossing have included: 

• Spilled/shed load from heavy goods vehicle on carriageway; 
• Breakdown of escorted abnormal load; 
• Overturned vehicle as a result of a road traffic accident; 
• Overturned vehicle as a result of mechanical failure; 
• Fatal road traffic accident; 
• Damage to temporary maintenance equipment during gale force winds. 

 
4.2.3 Transport Scotland has ignored its consultants’ advice in not providing the flexibility in the 
new scheme to alternate between the two crossings under abnormal conditions. Transport 
Scotland initially proposed converting the section of the A90 at South Queensferry between the 
Echline junction and the Forth Road Bridge plaza to a park & ride facility. If an incident forced a 
closure of the Main Crossing, the only way to divert traffic onto the existing bridge would be have 
been via the new South Queensferry junction, the single carriageway A904 and the Echline 
junction slip roads. QDCC was successful in pressing for the retention of the A90 link to the Forth 
Road Bridge for diverting traffic under abnormal conditions, and an emergency diversion link road 
has now been incorporated into the scheme. However there is no emergency diversion route 
proposed on the north side of the Forth, and the only available diversionary route will be via the 
Ferrytoll gyratory slip roads, directly passing the bus access road into Ferrytoll Park & Ride. 
Clearly, sending such an enormous volume of traffic through this junction would have a 
devastating impact on bus services serving the park & ride facility, leading to severe delays and 
gridlock locally. In order to ensure the continuity of public transport during abnormal conditions, it 
is essential that the direct link between the A90 and the Forth Road Bridge on the north side is 
retained. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
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• Permit continued use of the Forth Road Bridge by cars and light vans in addition to buses 
and taxies to provide the required capacity and allow operational flexibility during 
abnormal conditions. 

 
4.3 The most expensive bus lane in the world 
4.3.1 FETA spends around £15million per annum maintaining and operating the bridge Budget 
2008/2009, FETA, Feb 08. Transport Scotland’s proposal will make it the most expensive bus 
lane in the world. The bulk of the cost is unrelated to the volume of traffic using the bridge, and 
goes towards necessary structural works such as painting and replacement of worn out 
components. 
 
Resurfacing only accounts for a small portion of the overall cost of maintaining the bridge. If the 
bridge was still tolled then the required toll to maintain the bridge just to carry buses would be 
£172 per bus or £6.25 per passenger journey if 2.4 million passengers per annum cross 
Stagecoach launches Scotland’s first carbon neutral bus network, Stagecoach Group press 
release, 29 April 08. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Permit continued use of the Forth Road Bridge by cars and light vans in addition to buses 
and taxies to provide the required capacity. 

 
4.4 Adverse impact of not utilising the available capacity 
4.4.1 The new bridge will have the same capacity as the existing bridge (but with the possibility of 
hard shoulder running). The congestion present now (3 to 4 hours each working day) will simply 
be transferred to the new bridge and it will be congested on the first day it opens. It is absolutely 
essential therefore, that the Forth Road Bridge is utilised to its optimum capacity and continued 
use by cars and light vans is permitted, relieving the Bridge from heavy goods vehicles. With the 
Forth Road Bridge not fully utilised, the congestion on the approaches to the Main Crossing will 
cancel out the benefit of the public transport corridor designation, as buses will be delayed by this 
congestion. 
 
The proposed provision of an extensive Intelligent Transport System on the approaches to the 
Main Crossing at a cost of £11 million shows that Transport Scotland fully expects the scheme to 
suffer from daily congestion.  
 
Proposed Solutions: 

• Permit continued use of the Forth Road Bridge by cars and light vans in addition to buses 
and taxies to provide the required capacity. 

 
5. Light Rapid Transit systems 
5.1 The Forth Crossing proposals repeatedly make reference to light rail and the possibility of the 
Forth Road Bridge being adapted to carry light rail in the future. However this proposal has 
already been shown to be unviable for many reasons. The SEStran Integrated Transport Corridor 
Study MVA et al, May 2005 STAG Stage 1 appraisal concluded that an extension of the 
Edinburgh tramlines to Fife was unlikely to be justifiable in terms of economic viability, because 
many of the benefits could be achieved adequately through cheaper options. It was found that 
extending the Edinburgh trams across the Forth to Fife would not necessarily offer a step change 
in travel times or opportunities. 
 
In addition, a large proportion of predicted demand would be abstracted from parallel public 
transport services (bus and heavy rail) meaning actual modal shift from cars would be negligible. 
In addition, given the predicted demand on the tram network, additional tram vehicles would need 
to be provided simply to maintain capacity between the city centre and the airport, making the 
incremental cost of an extension into Fife very high. 
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5.2 Notwithstanding the prohibitive cost factors, the decision to drop light rail provision from the 
design of the new bridge effectively rules this option out for good. Transport Scotland stated 
categorically in the public information events in 2007 that the existing Forth Road Bridge cannot 
accommodate a LRT system unless the deck is completely replaced. It was only when the cut-
price plan for the narrower bridge design was announced in December 2008 that Transport 
Scotland conveniently changed its mind about the capability of the Forth Road Bridge to 
accommodate such a system. It is clear therefore that the continued references to light rail are 
little more than an attempt to talk up the scheme as providing a development opportunity for 
public transport, when in reality Transport Scotland knows full well that light rail to Fife is never 
going to happen. 
 
6. Conclusion 
The public transport element of the proposed scheme in its current is completely inadequate. It is 
short sighted, driven solely on the grounds of keeping costs to a minimum, and will store up 
problems for future generations. 
 
It makes huge assumptions and gambles on the Forth Road Bridge continuing to be available 
alongside the new crossing and does nothing to encourage car sharing. The aspiration to achieve 
modal shift from car to public transport relies totally on buses, but with the continued use of the 
Forth Road Bridge, providing additional capacity will be both difficult and costly. 
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM BRIDGE REPLACEMENT INTEREST GROUP SOUTH 
 

1. Introduction 
BRIGS is a volunteer group of residents from communities on the south side of the Forth. 
Our membership includes Community Councils, residential and interest groups, and individual 
residents (www.brigs.btik.com). 
 
The evidence presented in this paper has been gathered from BRIGS members and from the 
following member community councils: Barnton & Cramond C.C., Corstorphine C.C., Drum Brae C.C., 
and Newton C.C.1. These community councils are happy to submit their evidence through BRIGS in 
the interests of efficient use of the time and attention of the Committee. We have also included the 
views of the Queensferry Business Association. 
 
As an organisation, BRIGS does not support the current plans for the new bridge and associated 
infrastructure on several grounds, including lack of public and sustainable transport planning and 
provisions within the Bill, and lack of consultation about public and sustainable transport in the 
preparation of the Scheme. We believe that the new Forth bridge scheme is not future proofed for 
public and sustainable transport development and is therefore not fit for purpose.   
 
We would like to see the Bill amended to include significant discussion and consultation with local 
communities about their public and sustainable transport requirements, and that the Bill should be 
amended to allow significant public transport infrastructure development2 to be in place before the 
new bridge opens. 
 
2. Bus Transport and Traffic Volumes 
The Bill’s associated documents (e.g. Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Figures 5.7, 6.1 and 
6.2) clearly show that the scheme as it stands will result in a decreasing public transport share of 
cross-Forth traffic. 300 buses per day are predicted to travel across the existing FRB, and this number 
is not predicted to rise in any of the traffic predictions, while car and HGV traffic will rise continually. 
This means a modal shift away from public transport, with the new Forth Bridge encouraging more 
people to travel by car, thus increasing emissions and congestion. This modal shift away from public 
transport is in the opposite direction to that required and promoted by the Scottish Government.  
 
The Bill estimates that traffic volumes will continue to rise across the new bridge, while bus numbers 
remain constant on the existing bridge. While bus journey times over the existing bridge may 
decrease, the increase in cross-Forth traffic will result in longer bus journey times in the South Forth 
area as there are no new bus priority measures put forward in the Bill along significant parts of the 
road network (A90, A904, A8). Despite Transport Scotland’s assertion to the Committee that “with the 
proposals we will effectively lengthen the road on which buses have a priority route in to Edinburgh, 
from something that currently begins at the A90 bridge over the railway to something that goes right 
back to the Ferrytoll junction and Admiralty.” (02.02.10), these measures are not included in the Bill. 
Therefore longer, less reliable bus journeys mean that bus travel becomes less desirable and 
therefore less used. 
 
The principal concern expressed by BRIGS member Community Councils has been the projected rise 
in traffic volumes through West Edinburgh and West Lothian. Each community council’s key views 
and concerns relating to public transport are outlined below. 
 
2.1 Barnton and Cramond C.C.  
Barnton and Cramond C.C. have expressed their view that the Forth Crossing Bill is too narrow in its 
remit and does not consider the impact of traffic generation outwith the North and South environs of 
the Forth Crossing. Their particular concern is with the regard to the impact of the additional traffic 
that will occur at the Barnton Junction. The Bill‘s associated documents predict increases in traffic 
volumes causing major congestion on Maybury Road, Whitehouse Road and Queensferry Road both 

                                                 
1 Queensferry and District C.C. are presenting evidence separately and this approach is supported by 
BRIGS. 
2 These should extend to encompass frequently travelled routes to and from the new bridge. Having a 
dedicated public transport bridge is of little value if buses are slowed as they approach / leave the 
bridge.  



 

 

east and north of Barnton junction. This is at a junction that is considered by City of Edinburgh 
Council to already being over capacity at peak hours. 
 
Barnton and Cramond C.C.’s view is that the Forth Crossing Bill does not satisfactorily address the 
need to prioritise the use of public transport instead of access across the bridge by car. Proper 
consideration of the increased use of rail (heavy or light) is missing.  Yet, even with SEStran’s 
additional public transport measures currently being considered, there will be no net modal shift to 
public transport and, with the additional traffic volume that will occur, the junction will become 
gridlocked very soon after opening of the new Forth Bridge. 
 
2.2 Corstorphine C.C.  
Corstorphine C.C. expresses similar concerns about the lack of public transport planning and 
provisions in the Bill, and the concern that the additional traffic predicted in the Bill will slow up buses 
on the non Greenway part of the A8 corridor. The pollution effect of a neglect of public transport 
provision is also a concern for Community Councils. Corstorphine C.C. point out that the A8 corridor 
through Corstorphine is one of the busiest and congested roads in Edinburgh. It is also the most 
polluted road in Edinburgh3. Projected increases in future traffic will result in parts of the road 
reaching full capacity and gridlock occurring. The additional traffic arising from the planned Edinburgh 
Airport extension and International Business Gateway exacerbates the problem in the area, which the 
lack of public transport provisions in the Bill does nothing to ameliorate. 
 
Corstorphine C.C. would support more park and ride facilities to promote better access to public 
transport.   
 
2.3 Drum Brae C.C.  
Drum Brae C.C. are also concerned about the projected additional traffic volumes and the resulting 
poorer bus service as congestion impacts negatively on bus journey times and reliability.  For this 
community also, pollution from traffic congestion is a key concern which could be addressed if the 
Scheme genuinely promoted public transport.  
 
2.4 Newton C.C.  
Newton C.C. notes that, although their District lies within 5 miles of the Crossing and 20 miles of the 
Scottish Parliament, their residents have no access to the public transport offerings available, since 
the bus service along the A904 is very limited, there is nowhere to park in the area of the existing 
Bridge, and the Crossing as planned substantially severs their non-vehicle access to Queensferry 
(including to the station at Dalmeny). Significant additional traffic volumes (both cars and HGVs) 
predicted in the Bill through Newton village and no provisions for any crossings on the A904 at 
Newton mean that accessing bus stops will become dangerous. 
 
Newton C.C also note that the Crossing Scheme does not appear to be joined up with the Edinburgh 
and Lothians Structural Plan, which includes the Winchburgh Core Development Area (see 
http://www.winchburghfuture.com/reports.html). This not only adds a junction to the M9 at Duntarvie 
(North of Winchburgh, between Junctions 1A and 2), but also a 500-car park-and-ride adjacent to it, 
specifically to make use of the M9 express bus initiative (intended to provide sanctioned hard 
shoulder running for buses during peak periods along the M9). While this project is driven by a private 
developer, and is currently on hold due to the economic climate, it is reasonable to suppose that it will 
come online during the life of the Crossing. The requirement to travel an extra 4 miles in order to 
reach the Crossing via motorway (instead of linking directly to it from this junction), and the absence 
of bus priority measures at Junction 1A and Newbridge (see also SEStran’s & Councils’ objections) 
appear to ignore the potential for modal shift which this project seeks to offer.  
 
Further to the local issue, Newton C.C. notes that this park-and-ride is in addition to the 500-car park-
and-ride associated with the railway station planned for Winchburgh. These together offer real 
potential for linkage to the national strategy for seamless travel via public transport (see Park and 
Ride for Buses - A National Framework and the national STPR), but would be put at risk by the 
absence of these measures from the proposed Crossing Scheme. 

                                                 
3 St John's Road/ Clermiston Road junction in 2008 recorded nitrogen dioxide emissions from traffic 
of 85 micrograms per cubic metre. 



 

 

 
Newton C.C. supports the broader BRIGS concerns about the impacts on Active Travel of the 
Crossing Scheme, particularly since the increases in traffic on the A904 will make cycling and walking 
this route impossible for residents. 
 
3. Sustainable Travel Options 
The Forth Crossing scheme is lacking in acknowledgement of the importance of other sustainable 
travel modes, such as cycling. BRIGS would like to see the bill amended to include a future needs 
assessment, and significant and real discussions with local communities about their walking and 
cycling patterns and desires. Cycle commutes within the south Forth area are not insignificant and 
form an important part of sustainable transport. However, current cycle routes south of the Forth are 
compromised by the Scheme (e.g. less safe and longer cycle/pedestrian routes south and west of 
Queensferry, poorer links between Queensferry and Newton). As an example, the plans included in 
the Environmental Statement (figure 17.3b), for signalized crossings4 of the new Queensferry gyratory 
aside from being unclear5 and inadequate in detail, do not propose a crossing that is safe either 
according to Transport Scotland’s own best practice guides or the Royal Society for Prevention of 
Accidents’ guidelines. The proposals for multiple crossing points over a busy gyratory where drivers 
are negotiating changing lanes and directions, stopping and starting, and changing speed are not in 
any way adequate for cyclists and pedestrians. Secondary to this, drivers will be concentrating on 
negotiating the junction and will not have a good awareness of pedestrians and cyclists crossing the 
roads at the junction. A junction is one of the most unsafe environments for pedestrians and cyclists 
(RSPA; Pucher & Buehler, 2008), therefore providing a separate crossing point away from motorised 
traffic, e.g. a bridge, would be the safest, best practice option. 
 
The safest design options for cycle crossings are promoted in Cycling by Design (published by 
Transport Scotland6) and by the Royal Society for Prevention of Accidents: segregated foot and cycle 
paths to a width of at least 5m. This are not considered in the Bill, nor is it explained why it has been 
rejected. The options presented in the Bill are among the least safe and desirable for new road 
construction, i.e. shared foot and cycle paths. No pedestrian and cycle bridge is considered. In 
addition the Scheme results in a greater distance and longer journey time to the West and South of 
Queensferry for pedestrians and cyclists7.  
 
A fully segregated foot and cycle bridge (separated from all motorised traffic), linking the severed 
U221 east of the new Queensferry junction and approached by segregated cycle and pedestrians 
paths, would embrace these measures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 For cyclists and pedestrians. 
5 The crossing proposals for the new gyratory roundabout on the western edge of South Queensferry 
are unclear and contradictory between the Environmental Statement (figure 17.3b) and DMRB 
(Design Manual for Roads and Bridges) stage 3 (figure 3.17). One indicates that cycle and foot paths 
will be built on the north and the south sides of the new Queensferry Junction, the other indicates that 
a cycle and foot path will only be provided on the southern side of the new junction. 
6 The designs for shared and/or segregated foot and cycle paths are unclear and contradictory 
between documents. Indeed a 3m path (as indicated in DMRB 3.17) will not allow for segregated 
cycle and pedestrian passage (Cycling by Design recommends a 5.0m path – allowing 3.0m for 
pedestrians and 2.0m for cyclists.  Cycling by Design – Section 8.32 and Fig 8.2 provides information 
about recommended width of cycle paths). 
7 Section 17.4.15 of the Environmental Statement states ‘Journey length for NMUs travelling to U221 
increased by over 200m.’ 



 

 

The suggested route is shown below. 
 

 
A completely separate crossing at this point for cyclists and pedestrians would:  

· allow safe passage of cyclists and pedestrians travelling between South Queensferry and 
destinations to the South West,  

· increase the number of children taking “more active options such as cycling or walking when 
traveling to and from school” (Active Travel) 

· “encourage more Scots out of their cars” (Active Travel) 
· “increasing levels of walking and cycling as transport modes” (Active Travel) 
· create “communities where people of all ages and abilities can cycle safely and comfortably”, 

where cycling is “the natural choice for your daily journeys” (Cycling Action Plan for Scotland) 
· promote safe routes to school (Scotland’s Road Safety Framework to 2020) 

 
The Forth Crossing Scheme is also unclear about how bus services and pedestrian and cycle 
crossing of the Forth will be maintained and managed where the existing bridge is closed for 
maintenance. How will boarding and disembarking bus passengers be notified in time and what 
impact will this have on bus journey times? The new Forth bridge scheme has no provision for 
walkers or cyclists, in fact as a motorway they will be barred from using the new bridge. How and 
where will cyclists be notified that they cannot cross the Forth? It is crucial that the new Forth Bridge 
is a design that considers the needs of cyclists and pedestrians and ensures that there is always a 
means for people to safely cycle or walk across the bridge.  
 
All public transport trips require a walking element; some involve cycling at either end. The provision 
for cycle carriage should be included in a public transport review and solution delivered by the Forth 
Crossing Scheme. Adequate cycle storage facilities should also be available at strategic points for 
example, park and ride / stations / major bus terminals within the project area. When we consider that 
obesity is predicted to cost Scotland £3bn per year (Shona Robinson MSP, Public Health Minister, 
BBC 22.02.10) with 40% of the population classed as obese by 2030, it is surprising that the same 
government is promoting a Bill that will create modal shift from public transport to private car use. In 
addition, good quality pedestrian links to bus stops/routes are key to encouraging more bus journeys, 
yet this is not included in the Scheme. A best practice cost–benefit analysis (including social and 
health costs/benefits of the Forth Crossing scheme) would indicate that public and sustainable 
transport should have been core to the project from the start. This analysis has not been undertaken.  
 
Finally, the Queensferry Business Association would like to note their support of BRIGS’ position on 
public and sustainable transport, 



 

 

"The Queensferry Business Association concurs with BRIGS’ position that the current scheme for the 
new Forth crossing is not fit for purpose and considers that its provision for sustainable transportation 
is woefully inadequate. Its members rely on good public transport, good cycle connections, good 
pedestrian links and uncongested roads for their customers and staff to gain access to and from the 
Queensferry Area.  It views the current scheme as threatening all these modes of movement and 
therefore threatening the business of its members and is calling for the scheme to be reviewed to 
address this." 
 
4. Concluding Remarks 
There is across the board concern among BRIGS members about the impact of additional traffic on 
congestion and the impact this has on existing bus services in the South Forth area. Future 
development of bus transport is needed to deal with additional capacity demands, but this is severely 
limited within the Scheme. In addition, BRIGS is surprised at the lack of public transport consultation 
or planning within the Scheme, and is concerned that no infrastructure developments to expand park-
and ride facilities8, or extend greenways in order to facilitate rapid, reliable and therefore desirable 
bus journeys have been put forward in the Bill. In this, BRIGS challenges Transport Scotland’s 
assertion to this Committee (02.02.10) that there will be bus priority lanes on the approaches to the 
new Crossing. As far as we are aware, no such lanes are planned to the south of the Forth, and in 
fact would require specific changes to the Scheme as currently proposed (e.g. not enough lanes at 
the gyratory, A904/Builyeon Road, and no bus priority measures on the M9). 
 
The impact of the Forth Crossing Scheme results at best (if Appendix C referred to in previous TICC 
Committee sessions is adopted) in an unchanged distribution between public and private transport 
journeys – or, if we are to go by Transport Scotland’s predictions, in a modal shift away from public 
transport. The increased traffic volumes with either future prediction will create a downward spiral of 
public transport use as congestion increases bus journey times and decreases journey reliability. 
Transport Scotland’s argument that the Scheme encourages public transport and better bus journey 
times is therefore not credible – especially as no new bus priority measures are planned for areas of 
existing and potential congestion. The only bus priority measure south of the Forth is on the B800, an 
already quiet, uncongested local road. 
 
BRIGS are in support of additional cross-Forth capacity but, to avoid pressure to open a potentially 
empty existing bridge to cars etc, this should be generated through a well prepared, researched and 
engaged public transport strategy within a Forth Crossing Scheme. Only then will the Scheme 
genuinely be multi-modal. This should be achieved without opening both the existing Forth Road 
Bridge and the proposed New Forth Bridge to general traffic, which we believe would lead to 
increased congestion and pollution both in South Queensferry but principally in West Edinburgh and 
through Newton village – with consequent impacts on bus journey times and reliability. We call for 
increased cross-Forth capacity to be dealt with through better public transport planning and 
provisions. Perhaps, as has been proposed by Newton C.C, including HOVs in the permitted traffic on 
the existing Bridge may have merit but this needs to be adequately researched and consulted on. In 
addition, BRIGS calls for consideration of more capacity to travel by train, more encouragement and 
facilitation of ‘working from home’ solutions to decrease the need to commute on a daily basis, and 
the inclusion in the Scheme of alternative crossing points, e.g. Kirkcaldy to Portobello hovercraft 
service9. 
 
The lack of planning for other sustainable modes of transport, e.g. cycling, means that active travel is 
not encouraged in the Scheme – in some places it is discouraged (e.g. new Queensferry gyratory 
proposal / predicted increase in traffic volumes on B924 with no proposed safe crossing points). The 
claim that cycle routes have been at least maintained is therefore misleading.  
 

                                                 
8 BRIGS has yet to be convinced that there is demand for a park and ride at Echline, South 
Queensferry. The local communities of Queensferry and Newton not been consulted or surveyed 
about demand for this. We are not aware that Transport Scotland has gathered any information to 
support this proposal. BRIGS is in agreement with SEStran, City of Edinburgh Council, and Fife 
Council in the belief that this will only attract a small number of potential passengers.  
9 Stagecoach believes the service will offer journey times of less than 20 minutes and could carry 
870,000 passengers a year. 



 

 

The air pollution resulting from a lack of public and sustainable transport and associated increasing 
traffic volumes and congestion clearly does not conform to the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 
and its commitment to reducing emissions. BRIGS would also like to note the impact of the absence 
of a more direct link between the Crossing and the M9 for users from the west and south has in this 
respect - 20,000 average cars per day would emit approx. 20 tonnes of C02 every day to travel the 
extra distance (Source: carpages.com Dec 2009). We agree with the Minister for Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change that "The need to take action to reduce our emissions is clear and 
everyone has a role to play in helping Scotland meet its world-leading climate change targets" (BBC 
24.02.10). We believe that includes Transport Scotland and the Forth Crossing Bill. 
 
Public and sustainable transport has not been core to the aims of this Scheme. The lack of planning 
and joined up thinking in the preparation of this Bill and Scheme we believe will lead to future 
problems and heavy costs to remedy wrong decisions made now in areas such as public transport. 
The Bill, and the Scheme, sits in isolation of (and direct contradiction to) other planning and strategic 
thinking - as it stands, the Scheme does not address the needs of the Scottish public or economy and 
is not fit for purpose. 
 



 

 

Addendum  
 
Wider Supporting Observations  
 
General   
The following broader based comments have involved us stepping back to consider the wider 
determinants and context of the proposals. We feel that many of the weaknesses and inadequacies of 
the project derive from limited and disconnected thinking in approach to both concept and design. In 
respect of our direct interests for the BRIGS geographical zone of concern, the failings identified have 
evolved directly or indirectly from the poor structure and restricted scope of the project. 
 
The approach to the current proposal has been based on long established practice that is no longer 
adequate to address and relate all the relevant issues and challenges. This is evident from the level of 
criticism that has arisen. The project is too important to be founded on such flawed and inadequate 
methodology. 
 
Perceived limitations by the promoters of the project are based on it being defined as a ‘Transport’ 
initiative with the restrictions of approach and design activity its legislative framework defines. The 
purpose of the scheme is to safeguard the crossing facility of the Forth and to realise wide ranging 
National, Regional and Local policies and objectives. The synergic nature of the project should be 
clearly understood and followed up accordingly, rather than being taken forward within the restricted 
framework of a transport project. The implication therefore is that the Scottish Government should 
recognise the weaknesses of the currently proposed scheme and broaden the process to draw 
together the best available range of talent and experience within an integrative framework as a basis 
for project design and procurement.  Such a re-think would be progressive and creative – initially 
approached perhaps via the catalyst of a strategic conference drawing from local, national and 
international sources of expertise and experience. A commitment to inclusiveness should be 
established – pooling the resources of national and local authorities, agencies, private sector 
contributors and representatives from localities directly affected. In other situations, a more holistic 
approach to economic and transport infrastructure has produced remarkable regional and urban 
regeneration. The principle is one of drawing on and synthesising a broad raft of knowledge, 
experience and expertise. The kind of project now under consideration for our region cannot be done 
unilaterally any more by a single agency. 
 
An essential part of the project should have been the integration of public transport models and 
options during the initial concept stage, rather than what appears to have been the modification of a 
general road network to accommodate public transport in a loosely defined manner.  Symptomatic 
deficiency is also evident in the lack of pedestrian and cycle facilities built into the core design, rather 
than unconvincingly added to it. Equally, the engineering adaptation of the existing road bridge and its 
approaches is likely to be substantial and costly to provide a facility fit for purpose thus bringing the 
proposals further into question.  
 
A range of model options should have been developed and examined and certainly linked to the 
future evolution of light rapid transit that is now beginning in Edinburgh. Whether this would be an 
extension of the emerging tram system, or hybrid relating to it and the bus networks is an issue that 
should have been be taken forward concurrently with the crossing proposals. Flexibility in both LRT 
system development and in consideration of the bridge approach networks to accommodate such 
transport modes would be essential. The current profile of public transport facility provision is at best 
pragmatic and certainly not a sound platform to meet the future requirements of a developing City 
Region. 
 
Financial Determinants: It would be naive to take insufficient account of viability and affordability. 
However, to allow over-riding constraint to determine the nature of a product that is unfit for 
satisfactorily achieving identified objectives constitutes poor economics, particularly if the resulting 
infrastructure precludes continuing improvement of the networks to evolve. It seems even that the 
project as a whole may have been structured from a determinant of a funding sum seen as available, 
rather than from the design of a sound product being refined to co-ordinate with a financial strategy 
that would better receive broad support.  
 
 



 

 

Timing: The current project has been put together within a programme driven by the early prospect of 
the existing road bridge becoming unfit for use by heavy commercial vehicles. It now appears that the 
there is some more latitude in the time frame to enable improvement of the enhanced crossing 
proposals. This would allow opportunity to review the position rather than continue to run with a poor 
project brought about largely because of this constraint.  
 
The time taken to do this would not be wasted; neither would the work done to date. A better project 
would constitute a more valuable use of resources with wider benefits, and currently completed work 
(and work now being developed with SEStran) would be drawn on during this process. Carried out 
thoughtfully and properly, the new infrastructure would establish a platform for a phased programme 
of continuing public transport improvements well into the future. The current proposals do not address 
public or sustainable transport issues rigorously or comprehensively, and therefore it can be argued 
that Government is not fully exercising its responsibilities. 
 
Summary 
Due to the national significance, and the clear inadequacies of, the current proposals, there is a clear 
opportunity for action to improve upon what is now being promoted. A review of the situation, allowing 
progressive methodology that is synergic in structure and more inclusive in practice, would lead to a 
much preferable project.  This would, by its very nature, address many of the concerns that we have 
highlighted and result in welcome public transport infrastructure beneficial to Scotland and affected 
localities. 
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Purpose 
 
1. Section 112A(1) of the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 (as 
inserted by section 19 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2005) provides for the 
Scottish Road Works Commissioner to keep a register to be known as the 
Scottish Road Works Register. 
 
2. This instrument exercises the powers to prescribe the fees payable for 
the 2010/11 financial year and will ultimately replace the Scottish Road Works 
Register (Prescribed Fees and Amounts) Regulations 2009 (SSI 2009/26). 
 
Subordinate Legislation Committee Report  
 
2. The Subordinate Legislation Committee had no comments to make on 
this instrument.  
 
3.  A copy of the SSI, an explanatory note and the Executive Note are 
included with the papers.  
 
Recommendation  
 
4.  The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to 
raise in reporting to the Parliament on this instrument.  
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