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Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
 

Report on the Forth Crossing Bill 
 

The Committee reports to the Forth Crossing Bill Committee as follows— 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

1. The Forth Crossing Bill (“the Bill”) was introduced by the Cabinet Secretary 
for Finance and Sustainable Growth, John Swinney MSP, on 16 November 2009. 
The Bill was accompanied by a Policy Memorandum, a Financial Memorandum 
and a Delegated Powers Memorandum. On 27 January 2010, the Parliament 
agreed to establish the Forth Crossing Bill Committee to consider and report to the 
Parliament on the general principles of the Bill.  

2. The Bill has two principal purposes. The first of these can be sub-divided as 
follows: to seek the power to construct and operate a new bridge over the Firth of 
Forth, together with the necessary powers to allow the creation of new roads and 
upgrading of existing roads and junctions; the implementation of Intelligent 
Transport Systems; and the compulsory purchase or occupation of land necessary 
for the project. 

3. The second purpose of the Bill is to obtain authorisation for works and road 
designation powers related to the continuing use of the Forth Road Bridge as part 
of a public transport corridor by means of the provision of bus lanes and access 
routes. At its meeting on 26 January 2010, the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee agreed to conduct scrutiny of these specific public 
transport elements of the Bill and to report to the lead committee, the Forth 
Crossing Bill Committee. The Committee issued a call for views on these elements 
of the Bill on 1 February 2010. 

Evidence 

4. 13 organisations and individuals responded to the Committee’s call for 
evidence and a further 4 supplementary submissions were made. The Committee 
took oral evidence on the Bill from witnesses at its meetings of 2 February 2010, 9 
February 2010, 23 February 2010 and 2 March 2010. The minutes of these 
meetings are attached at Annexe A. Extracts from the Official Reports of those 
meetings, together with associated written evidence and responses to the 
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Committee’s call for views are all available on the Parliament’s website.1 The 
Committee wishes to express its thanks to all those who provided written and oral 
evidence on the Bill. 

Consultation on public transport elements of the Bill 

5. The Committee is aware of the programme of public consultation meetings 
and exhibitions that have been organised by Transport Scotland as the Forth 
Replacement Crossing project has progressed.  However, the Committee was 
keen to establish the extent to which consultation had taken place with key 
stakeholders and the general public on the public transport corridor proposals 
contained in the Bill.   

6. When questioned on this issue, Bob McLellan, Head of Transportation 
Services, Fife Council, suggested that little consultation had taken place on this 
specific component of the Bill— 

‘The project per se is being driven by Transport Scotland, which has held a 
number of consultation and information meetings in various towns on the Fife 
side…  

With regard to specific meetings about public transport and buses, the public 
transport aspects appear to have been considered separately from the 
crossing, so that type of consultation has not—to my knowledge—taken 
place, at least in Fife.’2 

7. Marshall Poulton, Head of Transport. City of Edinburgh Council, agreed with 
this view— 

‘I concur with that statement. Similarly, on the south side, there has been no 
direct consultation with local communities at all, certainly not by the City of 
Edinburgh Council or officials. However, there have been consultations and 
exhibitions from Transport Scotland and consultants with regard to the 
construction of the bridge.’3 

8. When questioned on whether discussions had taken place directly with bus 
operators on the proposals, David Anderson, Head of Transport Economics, 
Transport Scotland, said— 

‘We have not spoken directly with operators, but we have been speaking with 
our colleagues in the bus section in the Scottish Government, some of whom 
have experience in the bus industry, so we have taken soundings from those 
who are knowledgeable.’4 

                                            
1 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/ticc/inquiries/ForthTransportHome.htm 
2 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2581. 
3 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2581. 
4 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2540. 
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9. Local community groups informed the Committee that no direct consultation 
had taken place on the public transport proposals.  For example, Juliette Summers 
of the Bridge Replacement Interest Group (South) said— 

‘We are aware of no direct community consultation about public and 
sustainable transport; we believe that such consultation is needed. Transport 
Scotland ought to be collecting information on local communities' additional 
needs and desires. There should be integration with cycling and pedestrian 
networks to allow bus transport to be accessible and desirable to people but, 
as far as we are aware, such consultation has not taken place.’5 

10. The Committee is of the view that it is good practice to conduct effective 
consultation on all aspects of significant transport projects. It is disappointed, 
therefore, that no direct consultation was carried out with key public transport 
providers and users prior to the public transport infrastructure improvements 
deemed necessary being included as part of the Bill proposals.  The Committee 
will comment later in this report on how stakeholders should be engaged more 
effectively as the public transport element of this project is taken forward. 

ADEQUACY OF PROPOSED PUBLIC TRANSPORT MEASURES  

Capacity of new crossing and the role of public transport 

11. The Bill’s policy memorandum highlights the benefits that new crossing is 
expected to deliver.  However, it also makes clear that it will not provide increased 
capacity on the cross-Forth route and that any increase in capacity will need to be 
provided by public transport— 

‘The proposed scheme will improve the management of traffic, provide 
greater flexibility for routine maintenance works, permit incidents and 
accidents to be addressed without the consequential traffic disruption 
currently experienced and allow traffic to travel more safely and smoothly. 
The scheme, however, will not provide a step change increase in the 
capacity of the route: increased travel demand for movement across the 
Forth will need to be met by improved public transport.’ 

12. The Committee is of the view that if, as stated in the policy memorandum, 
any increased capacity on the cross-Forth corridor can only be delivered by public 
transport, this heightens the need to ensure that this element of the project is 
designed and implemented as quickly and effectively as possible. 

Proposed public transport measures 

13. The policy memorandum outlines the proposals for bus priority measures and 
access improvements to existing park and ride facilities.  Whilst the Scottish 
Government’s intention to include bus priority measures and a public transport 
corridor is clear, there is little by way of detail in the bill documentation which 
suggests how this work will be developed, how public and private sector 

                                            
5 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2662. 
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stakeholders will be consulted on the planning and implementation of the 
proposals, or how they will fit with wider cross-Forth public transport provision.  

14. In addition, reference is made to further improvements, namely park and ride 
schemes and a light transport scheme between Edinburgh and Fife, to be 
developed within the implementation of the Scottish Government’s Strategic 
Transport Projects Review decisions.  No detailed information is provided on these 
proposals or on a delivery timetable.  

15. In the light of the limited information contained in the Bill documents, the 
Committee questioned witnesses on the adequacy of the proposed public 
transport infrastructure.  It emerged that several witnesses shared concerns that 
the proposals in the Bill would not, in isolation, deliver significant public transport 
benefits and encourage modal shift. For example, Alex Macaulay, Partnership 
Director, SEStran stated— 

‘I stress that SEStran supports the progress of the bill through Parliament 
and does not want there to be any delay in the process. We have 
expressed to the minister our concerns about the lack of public transport 
facilities within and associated with the bill. It is fair to say that the measures 
that we seek can be developed outwith the legal process of the hybrid bill. 
Powers are available to the Scottish Government to deliver the public 
transport measures that we seek.’6 

16. Marshall Poulton of the City of Edinburgh Council made similar points— 

‘City of Edinburgh Council believes that the bill should be amended to allow 
the construction of infrastructure that will deliver significant benefits for public 
transport, and thereby mitigate the adverse effect of any increase in traffic 
that results from building the new bridge. We believe that such a strategy 
would accommodate any future growth in cross-Forth trips that might arise 
from economic development.’7 

17. Juliette Summers, representing the Bridge Replacement Interest Group 
(South), agreed— 

‘We have concerns about the reliability of public transport once it exits the 
bridge and, for ourselves on the south side of the Forth, the journey times 
into Edinburgh. We see the bridge as a welcome public transport corridor, but 
it needs to be extended to allow the journeys to continue and to make them 
desirable for users… 

We believe that in order to permit modal shift, the infrastructure development 
should be in place before any new crossing is opened.’8 

                                            
6 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2571. 
7 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2572. 
8 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2661. 



           

 6

18. Bob McLellan of Fife Council also agreed with this position, stating that— 

‘…we are concerned about some aspects that are not currently addressed by 
the proposals. It is said that there is likely to be a 39 per cent increase in 
traffic by 2017. We firmly believe that complementary public transport 
measures must be developed and implemented as an integral part of the 
overall project, preferably before the new crossing is in place.’9 

19. SEStran representative, Alex Macaulay, also brought to the Committee’s 
attention a projection which suggested a reduction in public transport use following 
the opening of the new crossing— 

 ‘It has been calculated that, in 2005, about 10 per cent of cross-Forth trips 
were made by bus. Transport Scotland projects that, for various reasons, that 
modal share will drop to 5 per cent by 2022 rather than increase. 10 

20. Representatives of bus operators also expressed concern that the proposed 
public transport improvements may not be sufficient.  Steve Walker of Stagecoach 
said— 

‘…whatever happens with the public transport corridor—for example, if buses 
have to use the new crossing—we need to consider the wider problems. 
Those are not about crossing the estuary, but about getting to the bridge on 
either side of the estuary. As an operator, that is what we are concerned 
about. Currently, we have links from Admiralty junction down to Ferrytoll and 
then greenways up to the mouth of the bridge and on the other side of the 
bridge. We have concerns about the proposed road layout on either side of 
the bridge.’11 

21. George Mair of the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK indicated his 
organisation’s support for this view— 

‘We are pleased with the proposal, but a range of other issues need to be 
considered. Like dropping a stone into a pool, the effects will ripple beyond 
the bridge. It is great that buses will get over the bridge quickly, but we need 
to think about how to address the issues at either end. We reckon that, in 
2005, about 10 per cent of the peak-period cross-Forth trips were made by 
bus. Transport Scotland's projections suggest that that will drop to 5 per cent 
by 2022, which is clearly unacceptable. That is why we think that a range of 
initiatives need to be considered as part of the public transport corridor 
package.’12 

                                            
9 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2572. 
10 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2575. 
11 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2633. 
12 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2633. 
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22. In written evidence, Andrew Simpson raised concerns about the proposed 
bus priority measures as they will impact on South Queensferry— 

‘The proposed bus-lane and sets of traffic lights, configured to prioritise 
buses, will inevitably interrupt the flow of local traffic. While South 
Queensferry seeks to become a cohesive community, this proposal seeks to 
divide it.’ 

 

23. The Federation of Small Businesses argued in a written response that small 
commercial vehicles should also be able to continue to use the Forth Road 
Bridge— 

‘We believe that while developing the existing bridge as a public transport 
corridor may be desirable as a method of reducing the overall number of 
vehicles on the road, and thus levels of congestion, we must not forget 
that most small businesses rely on their vehicles for the day-to-day 
running of their business. We would argue therefore that it is important 
that while one lane of the existing bridge is designated for public transport 
use, the other lane should be allocated to small commercial vehicles. This 
will maximise the use of the infrastructure while reducing costs and 
journey times for small businesses.’ 
 

24. The Committee also heard from Martin Gallagher, of the Queensferry and 
District Community Council (QDCC), who did not agree with the proposal to use 
the Forth Road Bridge as a dedicated public transport corridor—   

‘QDCC does not see the retention of the Forth road bridge as a public 
transport corridor as being at all viable. Under the proposal, the existing Forth 
road bridge would carry something in the region of 0.73 per cent of all cross-
Forth traffic. It would be the most expensive bus lane in the world, 
representing a cost of about £172 per bus crossing, based on the current 
annual maintenance budget.’13 

Proposals for additional public transport measures 

25. SEStran, Fife Council and City of Edinburgh Council submitted a joint 
position statement to the Committee which provided their views on the public 
transport elements of the new Forth crossing scheme.14 In giving evidence, these 
organisations focussed many of their comments on a package of additional public 
transport infrastructure improvements which they considered would deliver 
significant benefits if included as part of the project.  These are set out in an annex 
to the “Public Transport Strategy for the Forth Replacement Crossing” which was 
produced in January 2010 by Transport Scotland and included as an attachment 
to the joint submission (referred to in evidence as “annex C”).  These 
improvements are as follows— 

 

                                            
13 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2661. 
14 SEStran. Written submission to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. 
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− Halbeath Park and Choose 

− Rosyth Park and Choose 

− Hard shoulder running for buses on M90 north of Admiralty (work 
arrangement) 

− Improvements at Admiralty junction 

− Hard shoulder running for buses on M9 approach to Newbridge 

− Improvements to Newbridge Interchange 

− New slips from B800 to M9 spur including dedicated right turn lane 

− Hard shoulder running for buses on M9 north of Admiralty (corridor 
enhancement) 

− Bus lanes on A8 westbound bus lane on A89 eastbound.   

26. Bob McLellan of Fife Council expressed his support for these proposals— 

‘At some stage […] there needs to be a commitment to deliver a public 
transport strategy and the projects set out in annex C of attachment 5 of the 
SEStran submission or some enhanced version of that annex. We are 
looking at putting some timescales against some of those projects which, at 
the moment, have only indicative timescales, such as less than five years, 
five to 10 years and so on.’15 

27. The City of Edinburgh Council witness, Marshall Poulton, said that the 
inclusion of this package of additional infrastructure measures was crucial to its 
acceptance of the whole project— 

‘Although we have objected to the bill on the grounds that it should cover the 
construction of the infrastructure, I do not think that we will have any problem 
if a memorandum of agreement is set up and if annex C or whatever we 
come up with gets a funding commitment and that funding is ring fenced 
solely for public transport.’16 

.  
28. In a written submission, West Lothian Council indicated its support for these 
additional measures, suggesting that they “are required to mitigate the adverse 
impacts of the Bill on public transport and to partially offset the predicted carbon 
increase”. 

29. Bob McLellan of Fife Council advised the Committee that ‘the cost of the 
projects to improve public transport that can be directly linked to the Forth crossing 

                                            
15 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2578. 
16 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2578. 
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project is somewhere between £43 million and £50 million’.17 The Committee 
notes that the costs of the additional proposed measures set out in annex C are 
indicative, Q4 2006 prices and do not include VAT or optimism bias. 

30. Particular prominence was given in evidence to the benefits that might result 
if the proposed park and choose facilities at Halbeath and Rosyth were introduced 
prior to the construction of the new crossing.  It was explained that these proposed 
facilities had emerged as part of the integrated transport corridor work that had 
been conducted by SEStran in 2005. Both projects had been subjected to the 
Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG) process and had emerged 
positively. They had also been afforded status as national priorities in the Strategic 
Transport Projects Review.   

31. The Committee was advised by Bob McLellan of Fife Council that the 
Halbeath and Rosyth proposals were well advanced and could be delivered within 
the proposed timeframe for the development of the new crossing— 

‘Fife Council has already significantly developed the two projects north of the 
bridge that I mentioned—the Halbeath and Rosyth park-and-ride schemes—
and as our submission makes clear, we believe that we can deliver those 
projects if a funding package is made available by 2013. The last time we 
spoke to Transport Scotland, it confirmed that that would more or less tie in 
with the construction time for works north of the bridge. Obviously, we need 
to go through planning, due diligence and such like, but we should be able to 
deliver not only those two projects but the hard shoulder running from 
Halbeath to the bridge in parallel with the timescales for the new crossing.’18 

32. Mr McLellan went on to highlight the benefits it was estimated that these 
facilities might deliver at what he considered to be a reasonable cost in transport 
infrastructure terms— 

‘The figures show that, if the projects at Rosyth and Halbeath come to fruition 
and are 80 per cent occupied, they will save a whopping 876,000 single-way 
trips—almost 1 million trips—per annum across the bridges. At £12 million, 
those two park-and-ride projects represent a decent bang for the buck.’19 

33. George Mair of the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK offered 
support from the bus operators’ perspective for the additional measures 
proposed— 

‘We need to put in place facilities at Halbeath and Rosyth and the other 
public transport measures that SEStran outlined in its submission, to address 
the issues of links to different areas and so on […]. Unless we put such 
measures in place beforehand and encourage some of the 80 per cent of 

                                            
17 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2580. 
18 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2578. 
19 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2591. 
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users who are in single-occupant cars to convert to rail or other forms of 
public transport at new park-and-ride facilities, traffic levels will increase…20 

If we get the quality of the bus service, the park-and-ride and park-and-
choose facilities and the bus priority measures right, and if we ensure that the 
journey is quick, we can demonstrate a growth in patronage. Ferrytoll is a 
great example of that on our doorstep.’21 

34. The representative of Stagecoach, Steve Walker, was asked about the 
potential for the proposed facilities at Halbeath and Rosyth to deliver similar 
benefits to those already achieved at Ferrytoll.  He responded— 

‘Rosyth is probably more of a rail park and choose, with local services 
feeding in to get people to the rail station. The bus stop is right next to the rail 
area, but Fife Council sees Rosyth more as a rail interchange than a bus 
interchange. However, the option will still be there.  Halbeath really moves 
the Ferrytoll model further upstream. There are a number of opportunities 
with local services feeding past that point on to the express network. It allows 
many more connections to become available to the residents of Fife, not only 
from the park-and-ride point of view.’22  

35. One witness appearing before the Committee sounded a note of caution with 
regard to a reliance on park and ride facilities.  Tom Hart of the Scottish 
Association for Public Transport said — 

‘There is certainly a case for expanding it, but a number of households do not 
have a car, or have only one car available, which may be used elsewhere. 
The issue has arisen during SAPT discussions; park and ride should not 
come at the expense of considering how we develop feeders to the park-and-
ride hubs or to rail stations. In many cases, people could walk to those 
facilities, if we had enough of them. That issue tends to get forgotten.‘23 

36. Steve Walker of Stagecoach responded to this point, explaining that Ferrytoll 
had started off as a park and ride, but that many people now use it as a hub or 
interchange to make connections from intercity coaches. People also get dropped 
off at Ferrytoll to access bus services and it is also a hub for car sharing.24 

37. Local community groups also commented on the proposed additional public 
transport measures.  Juliette Summers of the Bridge Replacement Interest Group 
(South) said— 

                                            
20 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2640. 
21 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2643. 
22 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2650. 
23 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2643. 
24 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2645. 



           

 11

‘We very much want to see a commitment to developing the infrastructure 
projects and having them in place before any new crossing opens. If we are 
going to achieve modal shift, we need to provide the infrastructure to make 
journeys by public transport desirable for people. If we open a new bridge 
and make the roads network more desirable, we will achieve what is 
predicted in the bill and its accompanying documents, which is a modal shift 
away from public transport. We therefore want to see the infrastructure in 
place.’25 

38. Alex Macaulay of SEStran explained to the Committee that the Minister for 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change had indicated at a meeting early 
2010 that he was not opposed in principle to the proposals set out in annex C, 
although funding for delivery had not yet been agreed— 

‘To be fair to the minister and, indeed, the Transport Scotland 
representatives and Scottish Government officers who attended the meeting 
on 19 January, I do not think that anyone has demurred from the content of 
annex C. The main issue is how it will be paid for.’ 26 

39. Indeed, it was suggested by Mr Macaulay that annex C constituted the 
Scottish Government’s agreed response to the proposals put forward by SEStran 
in the draft Regional Transport Strategy— 

‘I also emphasise that the projects set out in annex C are not the proposals 
that the councils and SEStran initially put to the minister; instead, they are 
Transport Scotland's response, which was supported by the minister. In other 
words, annex C is the Government's response to our case.’27 

40. Alex Macaulay also emphasised the status that certain of these projects 
enjoyed as national priorities in the STPR— 

‘...some of the projects in annex C are also in the STPR, which means that 
they have legitimacy and can be regarded as national priorities. All we are 
asking for is a commitment from the Government to implement them. That is 
not a lot to ask, given the proportion of the project's total cost that these 
public transport measures represent.’28  

41. In evidence, David Anderson of Transport Scotland confirmed the need to 
implement additional public transport measures in order to mitigate an expected 
decrease in public transport use following the opening of the new crossing— 

‘The modelling projections anticipate that bus use will decrease during the 
period to 2022, and we have done some thinking on that. We suggest that 

                                            
25 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2669. 
26 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2578. 
27 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2579. 
28 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2579. 
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putting in place a series of measures—including park-and-ride sites […]—to 
provide reliability and resilience for all modes of public transport would 
maintain the patronage percentage at existing levels. Halbeath park and ride, 
for example, could have 1,000 spaces. If every space were full, 1,000 fewer 
cars would be on the network every day…29 

42. John Howison, also of Transport Scotland, added— 

‘Although the arrangements still have to be put in place, the reality is that the 
proposals have to happen. We are not providing a step change in capacity 
for road transport over the existing bridge; we are providing for what we 
expect to be an increase in travel through the infrastructure that we are 
putting in for bus transfer.30 

43. When questioned on whether priority might be attached to the Halbeath and 
Rosyth proposals in the STPR, David Anderson of Transport Scotland explained 
that the agency was seeking to make progress on all 29 review recommendations 
wherever possible and appropriate, including these projects.  He said— 

‘For example, in our current discussions with Fife Council, we are trying to 
understand the actual status of projects—including the Halbeath park and 
ride—in terms of planning status, allocation of land and so forth. We are 
working out the best way of taking forward that work.’31 

44. Mr Anderson went on to suggest, however, that agency’s position was that 
the delivery of these and other proposed projects would not coincide with the 
construction phase of the new crossing— 

 ‘The on-going discussions are about a series of possible schemes and 
measures to be introduced after the opening of the crossing. That longer-
term view is where those issues sit in the STPR. The issue is to seek to 
ensure that a number of key objectives in the national transport strategy are 
met, such as improving the quality, accessibility and affordability of 
journeys; improving journey times and connections; and reducing 
emissions. ‘32 

45. The Committee questioned witnesses on whether the projects set out in 
annex C had been the subject of consultation with local communities to establish 
whether these reflected their aspirations for public transport in the area.  

46. Both Fife Council and the City of Edinburgh Council representatives stated 
that the proposals had featured in their respective local transport strategies and 
that extensive consultation had been carried out with key stakeholder groups, 

                                            
29 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2541. 
30 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2541. 
31 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2544. 
32 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2543. 
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including local communities, in the preparation of those documents.  SEStran also 
confirmed that extensive consultation had been conducted in the two-year 
development phase of the regional transport strategy which had been approved by 
Scottish Ministers in July 2008.33 

47. Both the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK and Stagecoach 
confirmed that they had been engaged in the development of the annex C 
proposals, feeding in their views either directly to SEStran, or via Fife Council.34  

48. The Committee notes, however, that the local community groups who 
appeared before it to give evidence on the Bill had not been involved in that 
exercise.35 

49. Reference was also made by witnesses from Fife and City of Edinburgh 
Councils to an additional project, the A90 northbound bus priority, which had been 
omitted from the list of projects contained in annex C.  It was suggested in 
evidence, however, that there was acceptance that this project should have been 
included and that it was included in the projected cost for this package of 
proposals.  The representative of Fife Council, Bob McLellan, said: 

‘…annex C was put forward at the January meeting, but there was an 
omission. We are not talking about an add-on: Transport Scotland has 
accepted that the A90 northbound bus priority should have been on the list. 
To all intents and purposes, it is included in the cost.’36 

50. The Committee also heard concerns about the potential for pressure to 
develop for the Forth Road Bridge to be reopened to general traffic in the future 
should congestion become a problem on the new crossing. For example, 
Lawrence Marshall of the Forthright Alliance said— 

‘It is a fact that buses account for less than 0.75 per cent of the current 
bridge's traffic. It has been projected that, when it opens in 2016-17, there 
will be 92,000 vehicles a day—representing a 40 per cent increase in traffic—
on the new bridge, which will just be a dual carriageway bridge, and only 300 
buses a day on the old bridge. The old bridge will therefore be hugely 
denuded… 

People will queue up on the new bridge, look across and see the old bridge 
effectively empty. There will be enormous pressure to release back the 
dormant capacity on the existing bridge to general traffic, or at least to 
general traffic except for heavy goods vehicles, and we will end up with the 
ability to carry 150,000 vehicles a day across the Forth compared with the 
65,000 or 66,000 vehicles that are currently carried on the existing bridge. 

                                            
33 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2582. 
34 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2646. 
35 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
March 2010, Col 2666. 
36 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2580. 
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That is our fear. There can be no possible public transport increase on the 
existing bridge that will mitigate the loss of 99.5 or 99.6 per cent of its 
traffic.’37 

51. Bob McLellan of Fife Council expressed the view that these concerns 
highlighted the need to ensure that effective additional public transport measures 
are put in place to reduce the potential for congestion to occur.38 

Proposals for light rapid transit/trams 

52. The policy memorandum makes reference to the support that the scheme 
offers for a proposed light rapid transport (LRT) scheme between Fife and 
Edinburgh. The LRT scheme is also included within the implementation of the 
Strategic Transport Projects Review decisions. 

53. In evidence, Alex Macauley of SEStran explained that feasibility studies had 
been carried out in recent years on the establishment of corridors for light rapid 
transit or bus rapid transport on both the north and south sides of the Forth Road 
Bridge. On the north side, corridors for light rapid transit and bus rapid transit in 
the major extension area to the east of Dunfermline have been reserved, with the 
appropriate connectivity to the bridge. Options for preferred routes south of the 
bridge have been identified, although full STAG appraisal has not been carried out 
nor a business case produced.  Mr Macauley also suggested that bus rapid transit 
proposals had more potential to be delivered— 

‘On timescales, it is fair to say that the delivery of light rapid transit across 
the Forth is a long time off—I do not wish to put a date on it because, 
frankly, I cannot really look that far ahead. However, the bus rapid transit 
proposals are potentially more medium term and would fit reasonably well 
with the proposals in annex C...’39 

54. David Anderson of Transport Scotland confirmed this position— 

‘SEStran has completed a piece of work on LRT connections. We will 
continue to discuss that with the authorities. The project is at an early stage 
of thinking. The initial thinking is that the system would be bus based, with 
the possibility of conversion to a rail-based system in the future, should 
patronage allow that.’40 

55. The Committee notes the current position regarding the potential for light 
rapid transit or bus rapid transport to utilise the public transport corridor in the 
future. 
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56. The Committee also notes that the policy memorandum includes some eight 
references to a cross-Forth tram scheme. Witnesses from Transport Scotland 
were asked why the memorandum highlights the ability of the Forth road bridge to 
carry trams, which suggests that they are an established part of the scheme, when 
there are no current plans for the construction of a tram line between Edinburgh 
and Fife.  John Howison of Transport Scotland responded, stating— 

‘That work was done to give us confidence that, if a commercial case was 
made for trams in the future, they could be accommodated on the existing 
bridge in a way that would not preclude the continued use of buses on that 
bridge.’41 

57. The Committee acknowledges the helpful clarification as to why trams are 
included in policy memorandum, but notes that the development of a tram line is 
not anticipated at any time in the foreseeable future.  It therefore considers the 
inclusion of such extensive references in the Bill documentation to be unhelpful, 
given that they do not form part of the Bill proposals. 

Conclusions on the adequacy of proposed public transport measures 

58. The Committee notes the statement in the Bill documentation that any 
increase in capacity on the cross-Forth route will need to be provided by public 
transport.  It therefore considers it to be reasonable to expect that the new Forth 
crossing project should include sufficient measures to provide a public transport 
system that will deliver on this objective. 

59. However, the Committee also notes the strong evidence it has received 
which suggests that the public transport proposals set out in the Bill will not deliver 
a co-ordinated whole-corridor approach. Instead, the Bill proposes limited public 
transport infrastructure proposals in the vicinity of the existing Forth Road Bridge 
only, relying on other partners to take forward a range of additional improvement 
measures elsewhere in the corridor, with no clear delivery timetable identified.   

60. The Committee has heard from a range of witnesses who have supported the 
implementation of additional infrastructure measures to enhance public transport 
provision, as set out in annex C of Transport Scotland’s “Public Transport Strategy 
for the Forth Replacement Crossing”. The Committee notes that the Scottish 
Government agrees in principle with the need to deliver projects proposed in 
annex C, and that certain of these feature as priority projects in the STPR.  
However, there is a commitment only to consider bringing these forward at a later 
stage.  

61. The Committee acknowledges the Scottish Government’s position that the 
new crossing construction and the associated works proposed in the Bill are being 
viewed as the priority.  It also notes the Scottish Government has not prioritised 
additional public transport measures and may perhaps be reticent to commit to 
additional projects which would add to the already significant cost of the new 
crossing and other works proposed in the Bill.  

                                            
41 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
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62. However, the Committee is of the view that there is a very real danger that if 
the public transport measures proposed in the Bill are not supplemented, no 
meaningful improvements in public transport provision will be delivered by this 
project. It notes predictions that this hugely significant infrastructure project is 
expected to result in a negative modal shift, away from public transport, and the 
consequent potential for increases in both congestion and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  

63. This is of particular concern at a time when the Scottish Government is 
required to deliver on extremely ambitious greenhouse gas emission targets under 
the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. The Committee does not consider it to 
be satisfactory that the potential for a negative impact in public transport terms is 
acknowledged by the project promoters and managers, who propose to address 
this only when the main project works have been completed. 

64. The Committee therefore considers that there needs to be a shift in approach 
to the delivery of this project.  This is a multi-billion pound project that, if approved 
by the Parliament, will provide the core cross-Forth transport infrastructure for 
decades to come and it is not considered unreasonable to expect the project to be 
planned and delivered in a way that will ensure it is truly multi-modal on 
completion.  Measures must be identified and implemented to minimise the 
potential for any negative impacts following the opening of the new crossing and 
ensure that opportunities for improvements in public transport are maximised.  

65. The Committee considers that the delivery of measures to help encourage a 
shift to public transport use should not be contingent on waiting for the approval or 
completion of any new crossing. It agrees with the strong evidence presented 
which suggests that the development of a co-ordinated package of infrastructure 
improvement, before the new crossing opens, could significantly enhance public 
transport provision and help establish sustainable travel patterns. The Committee 
is of the view that it would be a missed opportunity if such a co-ordinated approach 
were not taken. 

66. In this regard, the Committee believes that there would be significant benefit 
in working to co-ordinate the works proposed in the Bill with other complementary 
public transport projects which are identified as having the potential to deliver most 
benefit.   

67. The Committee therefore recommends that Transport Scotland should 
engage fully with the regional transport partnership, local authorities and 
other key stakeholders to prioritise the additional interventions proposed in 
annex C of the “Public Transport Strategy for the Forth Replacement 
Crossing” produced in January 2010.  This exercise should be conducted 
with a view to devising a means to deliver, in advance of the opening of the 
new crossing, those projects which it is considered would do most to 
minimise the potential for a shift away from public transport use and 
encourage modal shift.  

68. The Committee does not consider it essential that any agreed additional 
public transport measures should appear on the face of the Bill.  However, it would 
expect there to be some form of formal commitment given to deliver these projects 
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once agreement has been reached, such as a memorandum of understanding or a 
similar mechanism. 

69. The Committee suggests that the fact that extensive consultation has already 
been carried out on the annex C proposals as part of other established processes 
(such as the development of the regional transport strategy) is helpful, although it 
is acknowledged that the community groups who gave evidence appeared to be 
unaware of these earlier consultation processes.   

IMPACT ON BUS SERVICES 

Impact of construction on bus services  

70. The Committee was keen to establish the impact of that construction of the 
new crossing and associated infrastructure would have on existing bus services, 
including the already well used Ferrytoll park and ride facility. 

71. The representative of Fife Council, Bob McLellan, explained that the Ferrytoll 
facility had previously experienced disruption when work to construct its second 
phase was being carried out.  Although overspill parking was provided, he said 
that there was “a significant downturn in the number of people using Ferrytoll 
during that period as a result of that disruption, which was relatively small in 
comparison with what might happen during the construction of the new crossing”.42 

72. He went on to suggest that a poor public transport experience, such as that 
caused by construction disruption, could have a negative impact— 

‘On the whole, the argument for public transport is about the longer term, but 
in the short term people who have chosen to move to public transport could 
choose to move back again if the experience is not what it should be.’43 

73. Gavin Booth of Bus Users UK commented on the need to take steps to avoid 
disruption— 

‘If it is recognised that there will be disruption and delays, something should 
be done in preparation for that. Part of the education process will come from 
private motorists seeing that buses have an advantage in terms of speed, 
time and reliability. If that is evident in the lead-up to the opening of the new 
crossing, that will help the growth in public transport.’44 

74. When questioned on this issue, John Howison of Transport Scotland said— 

‘That is a matter on which we will have to work closely with the successful 
contractor. Clearly, a lot of work will be going on, and it is important that we 
do not compromise the existing facilities at Ferrytoll during the process. 
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Clearly, though, there will be more pressure on the road during the 
construction period than there would be otherwise.’45 

75. The Committee considers it essential that a comprehensive plan is 
developed well in advance of the commencement of any construction work 
to ensure that any impact on public transport services is kept to a minimum. 
Key stakeholders and bus operators in particular should be closely involved 
in the development of this plan which should include proposals for ongoing 
liaison throughout the construction phase. 

Use of new Forth crossing by buses when the Forth Road Bridge is closed 

Short term closure of the Forth Road Bridge 
76. The Committee notes that it is proposed that when the use of the Forth Road 
Bridge by public transport is not possible, for example due to adverse weather 
conditions or other reasons, it is anticipated that displaced vehicles would be 
redirected to the new crossing where they would use the hard shoulder.   

77. Bob McLellan of Fife Council made the point that past experience had shown 
that the Forth Road Bridge had been closed to bus traffic on a very infrequent 
basis. However, SEStran suggested that there would be some disruption to public 
transport should there be a coincidental breakdown on the hard shoulder of the 
new crossing, although “much less disruption than would be the case if public 
transport was banned from the bridge altogether”. 46 

78. Marshall Poulton of the City of Edinburgh Council suggested that the 
proposed Intelligent Transport System (ITS) could be of benefit in such 
circumstances— 

‘I would go about tackling the issue by ensuring that ITS were in place. I 
would have an enhanced service by ensuring that a recovery vehicle was 
available to get any broken-down vehicle out of the way and off the bridge so 
as to free up the route for the public transport vehicles.’ 47 

79. From a bus operator perspective, representatives of both the Confederation 
of Passenger Transport UK and Stagecoach indicated that they could see no 
problem with the proposal for hard shoulder running in adverse conditions.48   

80. The Committee notes the potential for some disruption to services should the 
Forth Road Bridge need to be closed for short periods.  However, it is satisfied that 
proposals for redirecting public transport to the new crossing appear reasonable. 

 

                                            
45 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2537. 
46 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2600. 
47 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 9 
February 2010, Col 2600. 
48 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2638. 



           

 19

Potential for long-term or permanent closure of the Forth Road Bridge 
81. Initiatives are currently being taken forward to establish how the corrosion of 
the main suspension cables of the Forth Road Bridge might be arrested or 
stabilised. It is understood that work to establish the integrity of the bridge 
anchorages is also planned. The Committee was, therefore, keen to explore 
whether any contingency plans were in place for the provision of public transport 
services should any future long-term or permanent closure of the Forth Road 
Bridge be required due to the failure of remedial action (e.g. the dehumidification 
of the cables), or emergence of other serious structural failures.  

82. In response to questions on this issue, John Howison of Transport Scotland  
indicated that the agency did not anticipate being faced with such a scenario— 

‘We do not expect that the existing bridge will not be available. If the 
anchorages were found to be weakened, they could be repaired without an 
undue impact on the operation of the bridge, and if recabling work should be 
necessary, the majority of it could be accommodated with buses running in 
two directions on one carriageway. That should be adequate… 

If something that we cannot contemplate at the moment happens to the 
existing bridge and we needed to run public transport across the new bridge, 
or if pedestrians have to use it in the longer term, the new bridge will have 
sufficient width for us to be able to reconfigure it to cope with a number of 
scenarios. Of course, doing that would be at the expense of the hard 
shoulder, which the width would normally be used for. ‘49 

83. Barry Colford of the Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA) was 
questioned on whether access to the Forth Crossing by public transport, cyclists 
and pedestrians could be maintained during periods of major remedial structural 
work such as cable replacement.  He responded as follows— 

‘I am fairly confident that we could do that without disrupting or restricting 
public transport, cyclists or pedestrians. Doing work on the bridge in that way 
would also reduce the cost, because the contractor would not have to work 
with restricted carriageway closures; we could have carriageway closure for a 
more significant amount of time. It would still be a challenging project, 
though.’50 

84. The Committee notes that there is currently no certainty as to the long-term 
structural integrity of the Forth Road Bridge. Should a serious situation arise which 
requires public transport, pedestrians and cyclists to use the new bridge on a long-
term or permanent basis, this would clearly have serious consequences for the 
whole of the cross-Forth traffic corridor as it is currently planned.  

85. However, the Committee is encouraged by the views expressed by Transport 
Scotland and FETA that major remedial scenarios, insofar as these can be 
anticipated at this stage, could be managed appropriately. The Committee is, 
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therefore, of the view that the outlook for the future availability of the Forth Road 
Bridge as a dedicated transport corridor can, on balance, be viewed positively in 
terms of the Bill proposals.   

Use of new crossing by buses 

86. The Committee also questioned witnesses on the extent to which buses 
might use the new crossing in addition to the dedicated public transport corridor on 
the Forth Road Bridge.  George Mair of the Confederation of Passenger Transport 
UK indicated that this would be necessary for some services— 

‘I think that for some routes there will be no alternative but to use the new 
bridge. Whether we should go as far as to say that the new bridge should 
have single bus lanes is an issue that we would need to think through. For 
example, people who are heading to West Lothian or the airport will probably 
need to use the new bridge to complete their journey.’51 

87. Gavin Booth of Bus Users UK shared this view, stating that— 

‘I anticipate that bus companies will choose to use the new crossing rather 
than the existing crossing if a longer-distance, end-to-end journey is planned. 
If we look at the maps, we can see the attraction in that. It would make for a 
quicker and smoother journey.’52 

88. Transport Scotland officials confirmed that there will be bus priority lanes on 
the slip roads going on to the Forth replacement crossing.53 

ACTIVE TRAVEL PROVISION 

Provision for cyclists and pedestrians 

89. In addition to taking evidence on the proposed public transport interventions, 
the Committee explored the provision that is to be made for cyclists and 
pedestrians as part of the new Forth crossing project. It was confirmed by John 
Howison of Transport Scotland that the existing side spans on the Forth Road 
Bridge will continue to be used for cyclists and pedestrians.54 

90. However, the Committee was keen to obtain some detail on what is proposed 
not just on the bridge but on the approach roads and in the surrounding area, not 
only to maintain the existing route but to enhance it and encourage modal shift 
towards active travel. 
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91. Mike Glover of Transport Scotland informed the Committee that some 
thought had been given as to how National Cycle Route 1 could benefit from 
improvement— 

‘We reviewed where we could make some minor improvements, which are 
perhaps outwith the project. We identified one or two improvements, but they 
are very detailed. We have maintained the cycle route at Ferrytoll, where 
cycle routes 1 and 76 meet. We have put a lot of emphasis on maintaining 
those routes into the longer term and on ensuring that they are not 
prejudiced.55 

92. The Committee also questioned witnesses on the implications of designing a 
new crossing without provision for cyclists and pedestrians. Bob McLellan of Fife 
Council was of the view that the absence of such facilities could  lead to problems 
in the future— 

‘The existing bridge will require continued maintenance and, at some stage, 
the cyclists and pedestrian facilities on the existing bridge will not be 
available. If there are no facilities on the new bridge, what will cyclists and 
pedestrians do?’56 

93. Commenting on this particular point, Barry Colford of the Forth Estuary 
Transport Authority indicated that he was confident that cyclists and pedestrians 
would still be able to use the Forth Road Bridge during programmes of 
maintenance.57  

94. The Committee welcomes the fact that the need to maintain and 
improve walking and cycling routes has been considered.  However, it notes 
that there is currently no intention to include improvements to cycling 
routes identified by Transport Scotland as part of the current scheme 
proposals. Later in this report it will comment on how the planning and 
delivery of the both the main project and related components, such as any 
cycling and public transport infrastructure improvements, might be better 
co-ordinated.  

95. The Committee is of the view, however, that regardless of infrastructure 
considerations, it is essential that contingency plans are put in place to 
provide alternative routes or means of transport over the Forth for cyclists 
and pedestrians during any periods when the Forth Road Bridge is 
unavailable for use. It urges Transport Scotland to ensure that appropriate 
plans are developed. 
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ENCOURAGING MODAL SHIFT 

Modal shift 

96. As referred to earlier in this report, the Bill documentation makes clear that 
any increase in the capacity of the cross-Forth route will have to delivered by 
public transport. It has also been made clear in evidence that the use of public 
transport is expected to decrease from existing levels in the years immediately 
following the opening of the new crossing.  

97. The Committee was, therefore, keen to hear views on action that could be 
taken to maintain and increase the percentage of journeys made by bus and other 
public transport modes. 

98. Bob McLellan of Fife Council again highlighted the benefits that the 
introduction of additional infrastructure improvements might deliver— 

 ‘From its day of opening, the new bridge will rely completely on modal shift 
from car to public transport…Of the traffic from the north-east, 51 per cent 
passes Halbeath interchange on the A90/M90. Of the traffic to the current 
bridge, 21 per cent comes from Rosyth and Dunfermline. If we caught a 
reasonable percentage of that 72 per cent of traffic, we could have a huge 
additional impact on modal shift, particularly at the peak time on the 
bridge.’58 

99. Alex Macaulay of SEStran expressed the view that more technical work 
needs to be done to provide more accurate projections of how much modal shift 
might be achieved as a result of improvements such as those set out in annex C. 
He pointed out that current projections suggest that, even with annex C, the 
percentage of journeys made by public transport would remain at 2005 levels. Mr 
Macaulay went on to explain that, once more accurate information is available, a 
commitment from the Scottish Government to implement these proposals may be 
easier to obtain— 

‘To date, the minister's response has been that annex C is a good starting 
point for a public transport strategy for cross-Forth movements. He has 
committed himself to seeking a commitment from the Government to 
implement such a strategy, once we know exactly what must be done, what it 
will cost and when it should be done. Let us not undermine that—it is good 
news and a major step forward from where we were six months ago, when 
we were making the case to colleagues in Transport Scotland.’ 

100. The City of Edinburgh Council witness, Marshall Poulton, expressed the view 
that other public transport modes, such as rail and cross-Forth ferries, needed to 
be included in any efforts to encourage modal shift.59  
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101. Bob McLellan of Fife Council also highlighted the importance of delivering on 
the objective set out in the policy memorandum that "those travellers who do not 
need to drive in single or low occupancy cars will be encouraged to transfer to 
public transport"— 

 ‘I believe that 80 per cent of all vehicles going across the Forth road bridge 
are single occupancy. They represent the lion's share of the traffic, and they 
are creating the lion's share of congestion during peak times, particularly 
the morning peak. Making inroads into that number will obviously relieve 
congestion. At the same time, and probably more important, it will get 
people on to public transport, which will help with emissions and such like.’ 
60 

102. These views were supported by Tom Hart of the Scottish Association for 
Public Transport, who also called for action on these issues in advance of the  
opening of the new crossing to encourage modal shift— 

‘The main initial point that I want to make is that, although the committee is 
considering the public transport aspects of the Forth Crossing Bill, no new 
bridge will be available until 2017 at the earliest. A programme for public 
transport and car-sharing development is needed now, but that seems to be 
missing from the bill, as is mention of the Forth railway bridge, which is the 
main means of providing passenger transport across the Forth at the 
moment. Such an approach to an important issue seems rather 
unreasonable.’61 

103. The need for work to be done on encouraging modal shift sooner rather than 
later was also highlighted by George Mair of the Confederation of Passenger 
Transport UK— 

‘…we should not wait till the new bridge comes on stream before trying to 
change people's attitudes. We could argue till we were blue in the face about 
whether the statistics are right or wrong, but I firmly believe that the 
alternatives need to be put in place in advance of the construction of the new 
bridge. Arguably, if we are to go ahead with the new bridge, those 
alternatives should be in place before the work starts so that we can begin to 
convince people of the need to change and of how they can do that.’62 

104. The SEStran witness, Alex Macaulay, emphasised the need to have good 
quality travel information services available in addition to any infrastructure 
improvements, to ensure that travellers are aware of the options that are available. 
He gave one example of a service already operated by the regional transport 
partnership— 
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‘One example is TripshareSEStran.com, which is a simple, cost-effective 
website that matches people's journeys so that they can share them in the 
same car. Since the site was introduced at the end of 2006, we have saved 
something like three and a half round trips to the moon in vehicle 
kilometres.’ 63 

105. Mr Macauley also indicated that plans were in place to introduce a new web-
based service that will allow travellers to establish how long it will take them to get 
from their house to the nearest park-and-ride site, what public transport services 
are available from the site and the facilities available. SEStran hopes that 
providing tailored information of this type will encourage people to make to shift to 
public transport. 

106. Bob McLellan of Fife Council highlighted the need to market available public 
transport services and facilities, with an emphasis on the environmental cost-
saving benefits.  The measures taken to promote existing facilities had proved to 
be successful, with a hugely significant increase in patronage. He suggested, 
however, that further promotional efforts would be required to ensure that the 
benefits from any new facilities were realised— 

‘…if the Halbeath or Rosyth schemes come to life, a joint public-private 
partnership approach will be key, and the schemes must be marketed. We 
will have to let people know that the facilities are there, and we must 
convince them of the journey times and the quality of the experience so that 
they will choose to use those facilities rather than viewing them as a second 
or third-rate transport option.’64 

107. Both Bob McLellan of Fife Council and Alex Macauley of SEStran provided 
information on a contract that is being developed for real-time passenger 
information in partnership with Stagecoach, which is the main bus operator in Fife. 
The objective is to have all Stagecoach services in Fife covered by real-time 
passenger information, with the possibility of smaller operators being brought into 
the scheme at a later date.65 

108. In written evidence, Passenger View Scotland highlighted the importance of 
taking into account passenger priorities of affordability, punctuality, frequency and 
capacity which both bus and rail passengers consider as important. 

109. The Committee reiterates its concern that a reduction in public transport use 
is being predicted on the opening of the new crossing, with a sizeable shift back to 
private cars. It notes that, even with the implementation of the additional measures 
suggested by SEStran and the local councils, the percentage of those using public 
transport would remain at 2005 levels.    
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110.  This highlights to the Committee the clear need for concerted action to 
encourage modal shift amongst those travellers using the cross-Forth 
corridor in the lead up to and following the opening of the new crossing.   It 
is acknowledged that this will require a combination of infrastructure 
improvements – of the nature discussed earlier in this report – as well as the 
provision of good quality travel information and an effective marketing 
programme, as suggested in evidence. 

111. The Committee therefore recommends that a programme of work 
should be taken forward by Transport Scotland, in partnership with other 
key stakeholders, to develop and implement a comprehensive package of 
proposals to actively encourage modal shift and significantly increase the 
number of public transport journeys in the cross-Forth corridor in the 
coming years.  This should cover both bus and rail transport. 

OTHER PUBLIC TRANSPORT ISSUES 

Public transport priority in surrounding area 

112. In examining the Bill proposals, the Committee questioned witnesses on the 
need to improve bus priority measures on routes beyond the immediate vicinity of 
the Forth crossing corridor. Several issues were highlighted. For example, the Fife 
Council representative, Bob McLellan, said— 

 ‘The public transport strategy that is being developed between Transport 
Scotland, councils and SEStran will show that not all people go into central 
Edinburgh. That is a key point. Some bus routes go from Ferrytoll to West 
Lothian, the Gyle, Heriot-Watt University's Riccarton campus and so on. 
They need to be improved—there is a lot of transport there. There are very 
poor linkages with Victoria Quay and the north of Edinburgh from Ferrytoll, 
which need to be improved. If the journey opportunity, the choice and a short 
journey time are available, people will use the services.’66 

113. Concern was expressed about the need to address the potential for any 
increase in car traffic at peak times at the Barnton junction and on the Queensferry 
Road in Edinburgh.  John Howison of Transport Scotland acknowledged the need 
to examine this— 

‘We also need to look at the wider transport network in which it sits, 
especially the morning traffic going into Edinburgh through the Barnton 
junction. The bottom line is that the Barnton junction is pretty well configured 
at the moment, with some very efficient traffic lights, so we are not going to 
get more capacity through it. The only way that more people will be able to 
travel into Edinburgh is by bus. A bus priority system already takes people 
along the A90 faster than the queuing traffic… 

If the number of private cars on the road increases further, and the queues 
get longer, with the proposals we will effectively lengthen the road on which 
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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. 

Arrangements still have to be made for the future, but the future has been 
planned on the basis that the measures will be taken.’67 

114. Calls were also made in evidence for additional improvements to the rail 
network. For example, Lawrence Marshall of Forthright Alliance said— 

‘I would also like some investment to be made in the railway network, as the 
railway has the capacity to carry more people. It already has good capture for 
central Edinburgh journeys, but there are ways of extending the scope of rail 
both within the city and in Fife, into Clackmannanshire and so on. I would 
expect to see some expansion of railway services, as well as the Halbeath to 
Ferrytoll new fast railway, which is a strategic transport projects review 
project…’68 

115. The Committee notes the points that have been made about other public 
transport routes, roads infrastructure beyond the immediate cross-Forth corridor 
and the call for additional improvements to the rail network. It is also aware of 
proposals to introduce cross-Forth hovercraft services. Although all of these issues 
are related in a strategic sense to the public transport proposals in the Bill, the 
Committee does not consider it appropriate to express a view in this report on how 
they should be addressed.  It would, however, fully expect discussions on these 
and other strategic transport issues to continue between Transport Scotland, the 
regional transport partnership and local councils. 

116. It is likely that any general reduction in private car use on the Forth crossing 
corridor will bring consequential benefits to the wider road network.  The 
Committee is, therefore, of the view that this emphasises the need to ensure that 
the public transport infrastructure provision in the cross-Forth corridor is fully 
developed and every opportunity taken to encourage modal shift. 

Bus quality partnerships 

117. The Committee discussed with witnesses the role that bus quality 
partnerships might play in delivering better services. David Anderson of Transport 
Scotland indicated that this was an issue that would be discussed at a later date 
with bus operators and other stakeholders.69  

118. Bob McLellan of Fife Council provided information on the successful 
partnership arrangement it has currently with the principal bus operator at 
Ferrytoll.  The Council was of the view that this arrangement worked well and that 
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February 2010, Col 2542. 
68 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 23 
February 2010, Col 2657. 
69 Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. Official Report, 2 
February 2010, Col 2543. 
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they would seek to replicate it should further facilities be developed at Halbeath 
and Rosyth.70 

119. Marshall Poulton of the City of Edinburgh Council also supported the use of 
bus quality partnerships, indicating that they worked very well in the city and that 
no benefit could be envisaged in moving to contracts or service level agreements. 

120. Alex Macaulay of SEStran advised the Committee that the RTP’s real-time 
passenger information project is being promoted in partnership with the two big 
main operators of cross-Forth services, FirstGroup and Stagecoach. This was also 
managed under a partnership agreement for joint provision of services. 

121. The Committee is encouraged by what would appear to be a very productive 
and beneficial use of bus quality partnerships.  It looks forward to seeing how such 
arrangements can continue to be used to enhance the provision of bus services 
using the cross-Forth routes and beyond.   

Management of new and existing crossings  

122. The Committee asked witnesses to give their views on the operational 
management arrangements for the new Forth crossing and the existing road 
bridge, given that they will constitute a balanced or managed crossing. Different 
views were expressed, with FETA, Traffic Scotland and Transport Scotland itself 
being suggested for management roles.  The Committee noted in particular the 
point raised by Alex Macaulay of SEStran that— 

‘There is no doubt that there would be operational benefits to having the 
crossings managed by one organisation… 

From an operational point of view, to have the two bridges managed by 
different authorities would potentially be a recipe for problems.’71 

123. Barry Colford of FETA agreed— 

‘There are cost benefits in having one organisation: we have an established 
infrastructure and a maintenance facility in place and are close to the second 
crossing, which is a tremendous advantage. If FETA does not look after the 
crossing, its work will have to be replicated somewhere else, which would be 
a disadvantage. There is an advantage in having one organisation operating 
two bridges.’72 

124. The Committee acknowledges that there are different options for the 
management of the two crossings.  It has not examined this issue in any 
detail and has no firm view as to which existing or new body should be 
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given this responsibility. However, it considers that, from a public transport 
perspective, it may be beneficial for one body to manage both crossings. 

Equalities  

125. The Committee is disappointed to note that the policy memorandum makes 
no specific mention of any consideration of equalities issues as these relate to 
public transport.  

126. However, it notes comments made in evidence which suggest that 
improvements are being made in the provision of accessible public transport 
facilities for those using the cross-Forth corridor through, for example, the 
provision of more accessible buses.  The Committee would wish to encourage 
the continued development of good practice by bus service operators.  It 
would also urge Transport Scotland and operators to actively seek to 
identify opportunities to improve accessibility at Ferrytoll and any other new 
facilities that are developed. 

CO-ORDINATION OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT MEASURES 

Public transport strategy 

127. In conducting its scrutiny of the Bill, the Committee has identified several 
different public transport and related measures that are either at a very early 
planning stage or are not expected to be delivered until after the new crossing is 
open.  It has gained the impression that Transport Scotland views the 
development of public transport measures as a series of discrete exercises, rather 
than elements that should be fully integrated into the new crossing project.  

128. Although Transport Scotland published its “Public Transport Strategy for the 
Forth Replacement Crossing” in January 2010, this document does not include a 
co-ordinated action plan or timetable for the delivery of the various public transport 
and active travel improvements discussed in this report. In the Committee’s view, 
such a plan would be of real benefit, not only in practical terms, but also in sending 
out a clear message of the importance of public transport improvements to the 
success of the overall project.   

129. The Committee suggests that an enhanced public transport strategy 
document would provide an appropriate vehicle for setting out proposals for 
additional public transport enhancements and measures to encourage modal shift 
that are called for elsewhere in this report.  

130. The Committee therefore recommends that Scottish Ministers should 
give a commitment to further develop the public transport strategy and to 
consult key stakeholders and public transport users on its contents as 
appropriate. It is suggested that the plan could include the following 
additional components— 

• details of the measures that will be put in place by Transport Scotland, 
the regional transport partnership and local authorities to encourage 
modal shift; 
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• details of the additional infrastructure improvements that will be made 
both north and south of the Forth Road Bridge to support modal shift, 
together with a timetable for their delivery; 

• details of proposals for minimising disruption to public transport 
during the construction of the new crossing and associated 
infrastructure;  

• details of proposals to improve cycling and walking provision in the 
vicinity of the Forth Road Bridge; and 

• information on the development of contingency plans for the re-routing 
of public transport, cyclists and pedestrians when the Forth Road 
Bridge is closed. 

131. In taking evidence from Transport Scotland officials, the potential for the Bill 
to include a provision which would require a public transport strategy document to 
be produced was discussed. Frazer Henderson of the agency expressed the view 
that this would not be appropriate— 

‘The bill is an infrastructure bill—that is its purpose. It is not about a public 
transport strategy as such: that sits outside in the strategic transport projects 
review or other public transport policy. The bill is wholly and solely about 
providing infrastructure. 

It is certainly not our intention to provide such provision, because that would 
confound the bill's purposes, which relate to infrastructure. Whether it is a 
possibility is a matter for Parliament to determine.’73  

132. The position of Transport Scotland officials, that the Bill is solely 
related to infrastructure provision, is acknowledged.  However, the 
Committee is of the view that it is within the scope of the Bill to include 
additional provisions which would complement the construction and 
operation of this hugely significant infrastructure project.  

133. The Committee therefore recommends that the requirement for Scottish 
Ministers to produce an enhanced public transport strategy and action plan 
should be placed on the face of the Bill.    

134. The Committee is of the view that the action plan needs to be developed 
quickly to allow action to be taken without delay. The Committee therefore 
recommends that it is produced before construction on the new crossing and 
associated works begins. 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

135. The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee requests 
that the Forth Crossing Bill Committee takes the conclusions and 
recommendations in this report into account when preparing its own report 
on the general principles of the Bill.  In summary, these are as follows— 

136. The Committee believes that there would be significant benefit in working to 
co-ordinate the works proposed in the Bill with other complementary public 
transport projects which are identified as having the potential to deliver most 
benefit.   

137. The Committee therefore recommends that Transport Scotland should 
engage fully with the regional transport partnership, local authorities and 
other key stakeholders to prioritise the additional interventions proposed in 
annex C of the “Public Transport Strategy for the Forth Replacement 
Crossing” produced in January 2010.  This exercise should be conducted 
with a view to devising a means to deliver, in advance of the opening of the 
new crossing, those projects which it is considered would do most to 
minimise the potential for a shift away from public transport use and 
encourage modal shift. 

138. The Committee considers it essential that a comprehensive plan is 
developed well in advance of the commencement of any construction work 
to ensure that any impact on public transport services is kept to a minimum. 
Key stakeholders and bus operators in particular should be closely involved 
in the development of this plan which should include proposals for ongoing 
liaison throughout the construction phase. 

139. The Committee is of the view that the outlook for the future availability of the 
Forth Road Bridge as a dedicated transport corridor can, on balance, be viewed 
positively in terms of the Bill proposals. 

140. The Committee is of the view that, regardless of infrastructure 
considerations, it is essential that contingency plans are put in place to 
provide alternative routes or means of transport over the Forth for cyclists 
and pedestrians during any periods when the Forth Road Bridge is 
unavailable for use. It urges Transport Scotland to ensure that appropriate 
plans are developed. 

141. The Committee has identified a clear need for concerted action to encourage 
modal shift amongst those travellers using the cross-Forth corridor in the lead up 
to and following the opening of the new crossing.   It is acknowledged that this will 
require a combination of infrastructure improvements, the provision of good quality 
travel information and an effective marketing programme. 

142. The Committee therefore recommends that a programme of work 
should be taken forward by Transport Scotland, in partnership with other 
key stakeholders, to develop and implement a comprehensive package of 
proposals to actively encourage modal shift and significantly increase the 
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number of public transport journeys in the cross-Forth corridor in the 
coming years.  This should cover both bus and rail transport. 

143. The Committee acknowledges that there are different options for the 
management of the two crossings.  It has not examined this issue in any 
detail and has no firm view as to which existing or new body should be 
given this responsibility. However, it considers that, from a public transport 
perspective, it may be beneficial for one body to manage both crossings. 
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ANNEXE A 

TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

2nd Meeting, 2010 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 26 January 2010  

Forth Crossing Bill (in private): The Committee agreed its approach to the scrutiny of the Bill at 
Stage 1. 

TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

3rd Meeting, 2010 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 2 February 2010 
 

Forth Crossing Bill: The Committee heard evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 from— 
Frazer Henderson, Bill Manager, John Howison, Interim Project Director, Mike Glover, 
Commission Project Manager, and David Anderson, Head of Transport Economics, 
Analysis and Research, Forth Replacement Crossing Team, Transport Scotland; 

 Alan Duff, Senior Transportation Advisor, Arup-Jacobs. 
 

TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

4th Meeting, 2010 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 9 February 2010 
 
Forth Crossing Bill: The Committee heard evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 from— 
 Alex Macaulay, Partnership Director, SEStran; 
 Bob McLellan, Head of Transportation Services, Fife Council; 
 Marshall Poulton, Head of Transport, City of Edinburgh Council. 
 
 

TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

5th Meeting, 2010 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 23 February 2010 
 

Forth Crossing Bill: The Committee heard evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 from— 
 Tom Hart, Vice President, Scottish Association for Public Transport; 
 Lawrence Marshall, Chair, ForthRight Alliance; 
 George Mair, Director, Scotland, Confederation of Passenger Transport UK; 
 Steve Walker, Operations Director, Stagecoach. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

6th Meeting, 2010 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 2 March 2010 
 

Forth Crossing Bill: The Committee heard 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, Chairman, Dalgety Bay and Hillend Community Council; 
 Barry Colford, Chief Engineer and Bridgemaster, Forth Estuary Transport Authority. 
 
 

TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

Forth Crossing Bill (in private): The Committee considered a draft report to the Forth Crossing 
Bill Committee. The report was agreed to, subject to a number of amendments to be agreed by 
correspondence. 
 
 
 


