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Foreword 
 

Purpose of the series 

The aim of this series is to bring together in a single place all the official 
Parliamentary documents relating to the passage of the Bill that becomes an Act of 
the Scottish Parliament (ASP).  The list of documents included in any particular 
volume will depend on the nature of the Bill and the circumstances of its passage, 
but a typical volume will include: 
 
 every print of the Bill (usually three – “As Introduced”, “As Amended at Stage 2” 

and “As Passed”); 
 the accompanying documents published with the “As Introduced” print of the Bill 

(and any revised versions published at later Stages); 
 every Marshalled List of amendments from Stages 2 and 3; 
 every Groupings list from Stages 2 and 3; 
 the lead Committee’s “Stage 1 report” (which itself includes reports of other 

committees involved in the Stage 1 process, relevant committee Minutes and 
extracts from the Official Report of Stage 1 proceedings); 

 the Official Report of the Stage 1 and Stage 3 debates in the Parliament; 
 the Official Report of Stage 2 committee consideration; 
 the Minutes (or relevant extracts) of relevant Committee meetings and of the 

Parliament for Stages 1 and 3. 
 
All documents included are re-printed in the original layout and format, but with minor 
typographical and layout errors corrected.   
 
Where documents in the volume include web-links to external sources or to 
documents not incorporated in this volume, these links have been checked and, 
wherever the linked material remains available, are correct at the time of publishing 
this volume. The Scottish Parliament is not responsible for the content of external 
Internet sites. The links in this volume will not be monitored after publication, and no 
guarantee can be given that all links will continue to be effective. 
 
Documents in each volume are arranged in the order in which they relate to the 
passage of the Bill through its various stages, from introduction to passing.   The Act 
itself is not included on the grounds that it is already generally available and is, in 
any case, not a Parliamentary publication. 
 
Outline of the legislative process 

Bills in the Scottish Parliament follow a three-stage process.  The fundamentals of 
the process are laid down by section 36(1) of the Scotland Act 1998, and amplified 
by Chapter 9 of the Parliament’s Standing Orders.  In outline, the process is as 
follows: 
 
 Introduction, followed by publication of the Bill and its accompanying documents; 
 Stage 1: the Bill is first referred to a relevant committee, which produces a report 

informed by evidence from interested parties, then the Parliament debates the Bill 
and decides whether to agree to its general principles;  



  

 

 Stage 2: the Bill returns to a committee for detailed consideration of 
amendments; 

 Stage 3: the Bill is considered by the Parliament, with consideration of further 
amendments followed by a debate and a decision on whether to pass the Bill. 

 
After a Bill is passed, three law officers and the Secretary of State have a period of 
four weeks within which they may challenge the Bill under sections 33 and 35 of the 
Scotland Act respectively.  The Bill may then be submitted for Royal Assent, at which 
point it becomes an Act. 
 
Standing Orders allow for some variations from the above pattern in some cases.  
For example, Bills may be referred back to a committee during Stage 3 for further 
Stage 2 consideration.  In addition, the procedures vary for certain categories of 
Bills, such as Committee Bills or Emergency Bills.  For some volumes in the series, 
relevant proceedings prior to introduction (such as pre-legislative scrutiny of a draft 
Bill) may be included. 
 
The reader who is unfamiliar with Bill procedures, or with the terminology of 
legislation more generally, is advised to consult in the first instance the Guidance on 
Public Bills published by the Parliament.  That Guidance, and the Standing Orders, 
are available for sale from Stationery Office bookshops or free of charge on the 
Parliament’s website (www.scottish.parliament.uk). 
 
The series is produced by the Legislation Team within the Parliament’s Chamber 
Office.  Comments on this volume or on the series as a whole may be sent to the 
Legislation Team at the Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh EH99 1SP. 
 
Notes on this volume 

The Bill to which this volume relates followed the standard 3 stage process 
described above. 
 
Written submissions to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
that were not incorporated in its Stage 1 Report are included in this volume after that 
Report. 
 
The report of the Finance Committee on the Financial Memorandum to the Bill was 
included in the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee’s Stage 1 
Report at Annexe A, but the written and oral evidence received by the Finance 
Committee was not included. That material is, therefore, included in this volume after 
the written submissions to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee. 
 
The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee considered the Bill at 
Stage 2 on 7 December 2007. A Marshalled List and Groupings were not produced 
for this meeting as no amendments were lodged at Stage 2. An 'As Amended' 
version of the Bill was, therefore, not produced.  
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SP Bill 1 Session 3 (2007) 
 

ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS 
Explanatory Notes, together with other accompanying documents, are printed separately as 

SP Bill 1-EN.  A Policy Memorandum is printed separately as SP Bill 1-PM. 
 
 
 
 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
[AS INTRODUCED] 

 
 
 
 
An Act of the Scottish Parliament to abolish tolls on road bridges; and for connected purposes. 
 
 

Abolition of bridge tolls 

1 Forth Road Bridge 

(1) In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Forth Road Bridge Order Confirmation 
Act 1947 (c.iv), section 69 (penalties) is repealed. 5 

(2) In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Forth Road Bridge Order Confirmation 
Act 1958 (c.vi), the following provisions are repealed— 

(a) in section 2(b) (interpretation), the first proviso, 

(b) in section 34(2)(b) (general reserve fund), the words from the beginning to 
“Order”, 10 

(c) Part V (tolls). 

 
2 Tay Road Bridge 

In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 
1991 (c.iv), the following provisions are repealed— 

(a) in section 41(1) (application of revenues of undertaking), the words “revenue 15 
received by the Joint Board from tolls under this Order, and all other”, 

(b) Part VI (tolls), 

(c) in section 57 (power to make byelaws), paragraph (f), 

(d) in Part II of Schedule 1 (provisions as to meetings and proceedings), paragraph 
10(2)(e). 20 

 
Miscellaneous and general 

3 Minor and consequential amendments and repeals 

(1) Schedule 1, which contains minor amendments and amendments consequential on the 
provisions of this Act, has effect. 

1



2 Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
 

(2) The enactments mentioned in the first column of Part 1 of schedule 2 (which are 
enactments already obsolete or unnecessary) are repealed to the extent specified in the 
second column of that Part. 

(3) The enactments mentioned in the first column of Part 2 of schedule 2 (which include 
enactments already obsolete or unnecessary) are revoked to the extent specified in the 5 
second column of that Part. 

 
4 Short title and commencement 

(1) This Act may be cited as the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Act 2007. 

(2) The provisions of this Act, except this section, come into force on such day as the 
Scottish Ministers may by order made by statutory instrument appoint. 10 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 3 
Schedule 1—Minor and consequential amendments 
 

SCHEDULE 1 
(introduced by section 3(1)) 

MINOR AND CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS 

 
Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991 (c.iv) 

1 In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 5 
1991, in section 36(1) the words “within a period of fifty years from the opening of the 
bridge” are repealed. 

 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority Order 2002 (S.S.I. 2002 No. 178) 

2 In the Forth Estuary Transport Authority Order 2002, in article 13 for the words 
“Articles 10 and 11” substitute “article 10”. 10 

 

SCHEDULE 2 
(introduced by section 3(2) and (3)) 

REPEALS AND REVOCATIONS 

PART 1 

REPEALS 15 

 
 Enactment Extent of repeal 

 
 
 
 

Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 1968 (c.4) 
 
Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 2001 (asp 
12) 

The whole Act. 
 
The whole Act. 

 
PART 2 20 

REVOCATIONS 

 
 Enactment Extent of revocation 

 
 
 
25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
30 
 
 
 
 

The Erskine Bridge Regulations 
1989 (S.I. 1989 No. 530) 
 
The Erskine Bridge Tolls Order 
1992 (S.I. 1992 No. 433) 
 
The Tay Road Bridge (Revision of 
Tolls) Order 1995 
 
The Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority Order 2002 (S.S.I. 2002 
No. 178) 
 
The Forth Road Bridge (Revision of 
Tolls) Order 2005 

The whole Regulations. 
 
 
The whole Order. 
 
 
The whole Order. 
 
 
Article 11. 
 
In Schedule 3, paragraph 2. 
 
The whole Order. 
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4 Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
Schedule 2—Repeals and revocations 

Part 2—Revocations 
 

 Enactment Extent of revocation 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 

 
The Forth Road Bridge (Toll Period) 
Extension Order 2006 
 
The Erskine Bridge (Temporary 
Suspension of Tolls) Order 2006 
(S.S.I. 2006 No. 157) 
 

 
The whole Order. 
 
 
The whole Order. 

 
 
 
 

4
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SP Bill 1 Session 3 (2007)

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill
[AS INTRODUCED]

An Act of the Scottish Parliament to abolish tolls on road bridges; and for connected 
purposes.

Introduced by: John Swinney
On: 3 September 2007
Supported by: Stewart Stevenson
Bill type: Executive Bill
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These documents relate to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 1) as introduced 
in the Scottish Parliament on 3 September 2007

SP Bill 1–EN 1 Session 3 (2007)

ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) BILL

——————————

EXPLANATORY NOTES

(AND OTHER ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS)

CONTENTS

1. As required under Rule 9.3 of the Parliament’s Standing Orders, the following documents
are published to accompany the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill introduced in the 
Scottish Parliament on 3 September 2007:

Explanatory Notes;

a Financial Memorandum;

an Executive Statement on legislative competence; and

the Presiding Officer’s Statement on legislative competence.

A Policy Memorandum is printed separately as SP Bill 1–PM.
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These documents relate to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 1) as introduced 
in the Scottish Parliament on 3 September 2007

2

EXPLANATORY NOTES

INTRODUCTION

2. These Explanatory Notes have been prepared by the Scottish Executive in order to assist 
the reader of the Bill and to help inform debate on it. They do not form part of the Bill and have 
not been endorsed by the Parliament.  

3. The Notes should be read in conjunction with the Bill.  They are not, and are not meant to 
be, a comprehensive description of the Bill.  So where a section or schedule, or a part of a 
section or schedule, does not seem to require any explanation or comment, none is given.

THE BILL

4. The Bill takes forward a motion passed by the Scottish Parliament on 31 May 2007 to  
abolish the tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges. 

5. In summary, the legislation repeals in respect of the Forth and Tay road bridges the 
power to toll and any other statutory provision which is dependent on that power to toll or will 
be redundant once that power to toll is removed, and to remove in respect of the Tay Road 
Bridge a debt repayment deadline from the legislation. 

6. The Bill also repeals legislation rendered obsolete by the expiry of the power to demand 
tolls on the Erskine Bridge.

COMMENTARY ON SECTIONS

7. The Bill consists of 4 sections and two schedules.

THE BILL – SECTION BY SECTION

Abolition of bridge tolls

Section 1: Forth Road Bridge

8. This section removes the ability to make and enforce tolls on the Forth Road Bridge. 
Subsection (1) repeals an offence-creating provision that enables penalties to be applied in 
respect of the failure to pay tolls. Subsection (2) repeals provisions relating to the setting and 
recovery of tolls on the bridge and a consequential reference to the period during which tolls 
may be demanded and taken. 

Section 2: Tay Road Bridge

9. Paragraph (b) repeals provisions relating to the making and enforcement of tolls on the 
Tay Road Bridge. The other paragraphs make consequential repeals. Paragraph (a) removes the 
reference to toll income to be used in respect of the management of the bridge. Paragraph (c) 
repeals a provision relating to powers to make byelaws in respect of the collection of tolls and 

8
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3

paragraph (d) removes the power of the Joint Board to make representations to the Scottish 
Ministers on the level of tolls.

Miscellaneous and general

Section 3: Minor and consequential amendments and repeals

10. The existing Tay Road Bridge Joint Board still has debts that have not been cleared by 
the toll income.  Only a small element of this debt is attributable to the original construction 
costs of the bridge. The remainder has been incurred through borrowing to meet the costs of 
works.  The Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991 requires that the Board should pay 
back all such borrowing by August 2016 – fifty years after the opening of the Bridge to traffic.  
Section 3(1) introduces schedule 1. Paragraph 1 of the schedule repeals the requirement for the 
Tay Road Bridge Joint Board to repay that debt by 2016. The removal of the debt deadline 
places the Board’s financial management regime onto a similar basis as local authorities and 
other joint boards.

11. Paragraph 2 is a consequential modification arising from the revocation of article 11 
(power to compound for the payment of tolls) of the Forth Estuary Transport Authority Order 
2002, which is revoked under schedule 2, Part 2 of this Bill. 

12. Tolling on the Erskine Bridge was suspended from midnight on 31 March 2006 and 
ceased at midnight on 1 July 2006. Section 3(2) introduces schedule 2, Part 1 which repeals 
obsolete primary legislation in respect of the Erskine Bridge. None of the provisions of the 
Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 1968 or the Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 2001 require to be retained for 
the future operation of the bridge.  The operation of the road (and accordingly the bridge 
carrying it) are covered by the regime set out in the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984, in the same way 
as any other road and bridge for which the Scottish Ministers are the roads authority.

13. Section 3(3) introduces schedule 2, Part 2 which revokes enactments which will be 
redundant in consequence of the provisions of the Bill. Though in the main the revocations relate 
to whole Regulations or Orders there are two specific provisions within the Forth Estuary 
Transport Authority Order 2002 revoked as a consequence of removing the ability to make and 
enforce tolls. These are article 11 (power to compound for the payment of tolls) and paragraph 2 
of schedule 3 (which details vehicles exempt from tolls).

Section 4: Short title and commencement

14. Subsection (1) provides the short title, which is the name by which the Bill if enacted 
may be cited.

15. Section 4 comes into force on Royal Assent. The Scottish Ministers may make a 
commencement order bringing the remaining provisions of the Bill into force on a day they 
specify in the order.

——————————

9
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FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM

INTRODUCTION

16. The Policy Memorandum which is published separately explains in detail the policy 
intentions of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill.  The purpose of this Financial 
Memorandum is to set out, as far as possible, the costs associated with the abolition of bridge 
tolls and the related provisions in the Bill.  It should be read in conjunction with the Bill itself 
and the Policy Memorandum.

OVERVIEW

17. The Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA) and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 
(TRBJB) are independent, statutory bodies – local authority joint boards – responsible for the 
management, maintenance and operation of the Forth and Tay road bridges respectively.  
Information relating to the financing of the Boards is set out below.  In broad terms they are self-
financing through a mix of funding from tolling and borrowing.  

18. In recent years, the Scottish Ministers have supported the capital spending programme at 
the Tay Road Bridge by way of capital grant payments.  The grant to be paid in 2007-08 amounts 
to £3.75 million, and will help the Board complete the main bridge bearings replacement works.  
At the Forth Road Bridge, FETA has not required support funding to meet the costs of the 
bridge.  However, Ministers are providing £24 million in grant to assist FETA in funding the 
upgrade of the A8000/M9 Spur, which is designed to alleviate congestion on the bridge, and 
provide a direct link to the strategic road network.  The final element of this funding, amounting 
to £1.95 million, occurs in 2007-08.

FUTURE FUNDING – POLICY INTENTIONS

19. It is the Scottish Ministers’ intention to end tolling at the two bridges as soon as 
practicable.  In doing so, it is necessary to replace lost toll income to enable the Boards to 
continue to meet their responsibilities for managing, maintaining and operating the bridges.  

20. Ministers intend to replace the Boards’ toll income by way of direct grant funding.  The 
level of grants paid will be based on an agreed annual business plan, and will be sufficient to 
enable the Boards to maintain an appropriate level of reserves in order to meet unexpected 
expenditure which might arise.  Grant payments would contain two distinct elements:

A revenue grant to meet the net costs of managing, maintaining and operating the 
bridge; and 

A capital grant sufficient to allow the Boards to meet their programmed capital 
expenditure plans, without recourse to borrowing.

21. Ministers will also provide, in the current financial year (2007-08), a one-off capital grant 
to repay the total outstanding loan debt of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board (estimated 
at £14.763 million at 1 January 2008).

10
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22. While the above describes the Scottish Ministers’ intentions with regard to grant funding, 
the Bill if enacted would leave the Boards’ existing borrowing powers in place, to be used in 
exceptional circumstances, and to provide flexibility in addressing future spending pressures.  
Ministers do not foresee the need for recourse to these powers in the coming Spending Review 
period.

FUTURE FUNDING – LEGISLATIVE POSITION

23. The legislative basis for providing grant funding to the bridge Boards is set out in 
section 70 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001.  The actual grant levels required to manage, 
maintain and operate each bridge are, and will continue to be, the subject of detailed discussions 
and agreement between the Scottish Ministers and the two Boards, and will be set out in formal 
offers of grant.  All grants paid under these powers are reported to the Parliament, in line with 
section 70(4) of the Act.

CONSULTATION

24. There has been extensive consultation with FETA and TRBJB, who have contributed 
much of the financial information on which this Memorandum is based.  This information 
includes projections of both revenue and capital spending, and financial modelling based on a 
number of assumptions and scenarios.  While it is the best information available at the current 
time, financial discussions between the Boards and the Scottish Executive will continue on 
detailed issues.

CURRENT ARRANGEMENTS

Forth Estuary Transport Authority 

Management and operation

25. Since 1 April 2002 the management, maintenance and operation of the Forth Road Bridge 
has been the responsibility of the Forth Estuary Transport Authority, a local authority joint board 
which replaced the former Forth Road Bridge Joint Board.  FETA currently has powers to 
develop, support and fund schemes and measures which it considers appropriate to reduce traffic 
congestion on the bridge and local transport infrastructure, and to encourage an increase in the 
use of public transport. 

Financial position

26. FETA prepares and publishes annual accounts for each year to 31 March.  Headline costs 
and revenue for the Forth Road Bridge in the most recent 2 years are shown in the following 
table:

11
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2005-06 
(£000)

2006-07 
(Unaudited) 
(£000)

Running costs 5,100 6,336 
Non-recurring costs (i.e. capital 
schemes) (Note 1)

13,539 26,219

Toll income 11,677 11,871
Other income 146 118
SE Grant 8,081 13,974

Notes 
1. Includes expenditure of £6.131m/£22.02m on the A8000/M9 Spur upgrade, part funded by 
Scottish Executive grant support 

Debt position

27. Debts associated with the original construction of the Forth Road Bridge were repaid by 
the former Forth Road Bridge Joint Board in 1993-94.    

Toll levels and income 

28. On 1 September 1997 two-way tolling on the bridge was replaced with northbound only
tolling, but the cost of a return journey, which had been in place since 1986, did not change.  On 
1 May 2005 the toll for cars and light goods vehicles increased from 80p to £1 per crossing.  

29. The current toll levels are as follows:

Description Toll

Cars; goods vehicles not exceeding 3.5 tonnes; buses constructed or adapted to 
carry not more than sixteen passengers.

£1.00

Buses constructed or adapted to carry more than sixteen passengers £1.40

Goods vehicles and tractors having a maximum weight exceeding 3.5 tonnes. £2.00

Escorted vehicles £26.00

30. Vehicles exempt from the tolls, or otherwise not required to pay include motorcycles, 
Blue Badge holders, vehicles exempt from Vehicle Excise Duty (including emergency services 
vehicles), and vehicles used for the maintenance or operation of the bridge.  Exempt and zero-
rated crossings made up 2.48% of all northbound vehicle crossings in the year to 31 March 2007.  
FETA operates a frequent user discount scheme for drivers of cars (10%) and goods vehicles 
(35%), but not for buses.  

31. The bridge carried 11.90 million vehicle crossings northbound in the year 
to 31 March 2007, an increase of 0.2% on the previous year.  Some 91% of these journeys are 
made by cars or light goods vehicle, with 6% HGVs, 1% buses and 2% exempt vehicles.  Toll 
income for the year totalled £11.87 million.

12
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Tay Road Bridge 

Management and operation

32. The management, maintenance and operation of the Tay Road Bridge is the responsibility 
of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board, under the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991.  
The Act provides for the levying of tolls until all loan charges, and other specified payments, 
advanced by the Board’s constituent councils and the Scottish Executive have been repaid with 
interest, provided that the Scottish Ministers are satisfied that adequate provision has been made 
for the continued administration, management, operation, maintenance and repair of the bridge.

Financial position

33. TRBJB prepares and publishes annual accounts for each year to 31 March.  Headline 
costs and revenue for the Tay Road Bridge in the most recent 2 years are shown in the following 
table:

2005-06 
(£000)

2006-07 
(Unaudited) 
(£000)

Running costs 2,365 2,330
Non-recurring (i.e. capital) costs 4,059 8,947

Toll income 3,581 3,640
Other income 139 906
SE Grant 4,025 4,827
Borrowing - 4,064

Debt position

34. The debt associated with the original construction of the bridge was to be repaid over 
a 50 year period.  In addition, there have been significant capital works undertaken over the 
lifetime of the bridge, which have given rise to additional borrowing.  This additional debt is to 
be repaid by the same deadline - that is, by 2016-17.  Tolls income has not been sufficient to 
repay these loans, and more than 40% of toll revenue is currently used to repay capital and 
interest charges each year. At 31 March 2007 the total outstanding debt amounted 
to £15.422 million.

Analysis of debt by lender

Angus Council £0.939m
Dundee Council £8.418m
Fife Council £4.009m
Scottish Executive £2.056m

Analysis of debt by maturity

Up to 12 months £1.271m
Between 1-2 years £1.392m
Between 2-5 years £4.697m
Between 5-10 years £8.062m
More than 10 years -

13
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Toll levels and income

35.  The current tolling regime was established on 1 June 1995 when the toll for buses was 
increased by 60p to £1.40, to bring it into line with that at the Forth Road Bridge.  Tolls for cars 
and goods vehicles have not increased since December 1991, when two-way tolling was replaced 
with southbound only tolling.

36. The current toll levels are as follows:

Description Toll

Cars, goods vehicles and tractors of less than 3.5 tonnes, and buses 
constructed for the carriage of up to 16 passengers

80p

Buses constructed for the carriage of more than 16 passengers £1.40

Goods vehicles and tractors greater than 3.5 tonnes £2.00

37. Vehicles exempt from the tolls, or otherwise not required to pay include Exemptions 
from tolls extend to motorcycles, Blue Badge holders, vehicles exempt from Vehicle Excise 
Duty (including, emergency services vehicles), and vehicles used for the maintenance or 
operation of the bridge.  Exempt and zero-rated crossings made up 4.19% of all southbound 
vehicle crossings in the year to 31 March 2007.  Tay Road Bridge does not offer a frequent user 
discount to users.

38. The bridge carried 4.52 million vehicle crossings southbound in the year 
to 31 March 2007, an increase of 1.9% on the previous year.  Some 92% of these journeys are 
made by cars or light goods vehicle, with 2% HGVs, 1% buses and 5% exempt vehicles.  Toll 
income for the year totalled £3.64 million.

Scottish Executive grant support

39. In recognition of the financial pressures on the Board arising from the need to carry out 
major capital works, and the continuing debt position, the Scottish Executive has provided 
support funding in the form of capital grant in recent years.  Grant was set at £2.3 million pa at 
the time of the last Spending Review, although Ministers subsequently agreed to an increase to 
help meet the costs of the bridge bearings replacement programme.  In 2006-07, the grant paid 
amounted to £4.827 million.  In the present year, it amounts to £3.75 million.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROVISIONS

Forth Road Bridge

40. The Scottish Ministers propose to fund the Forth Estuary Transport Authority’s 
operations by way of grant, paid under the powers in section 70 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 
2001.  FETA, as the statutory body responsible for the management, maintenance and operation 
of the Forth Road Bridge, would continue to assess its spending requirements on a short, medium 
and long term basis, and set out its spending plans accordingly.  Future income levels, in the 
form of grant, would be agreed with the Scottish Executive, and would be applied to meet the 
costs of the bridge operations.
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41. There will be two strands to the grant payable:

Revenue grant to meet the net running costs of managing, maintaining and operating 
the bridge.  FETA has provided projections of running costs in the current year and 
for the next Spending Review period.  These costs include staff, property and supply 
and services costs at the bridge, and cover administration, plant and equipment, 
traffic management, bridge maintenance and inspection works.  

Capital grant sufficient to allow the Board to meet its capital expenditure
programme.  FETA has provided projections of capital expenditure in the current 
year and for the next Spending Review period.  FETA has not had to borrow funding 
to date, and the aim is to avoid the need for the Authority to undertake long term 
capital borrowing.  

42. The following table summarises the estimated financial impacts of the provisions with 
regard to the funding of the Forth Road Bridge.  One-off costs associated with the removal of 
tolls, as estimated by FETA, are included in these projections for the years 2007-08 and 2008-09.  
This includes estimates of the transitional costs of removing the tolling equipment and booths, 
and making changes to the road layout and signing on the northbound approach to the bridge, as 
well as possible costs associated with staff redundancies.  These transitional costs are estimated 
at up to £3.5 million in 2007-08 and up to £2.0 million in 2008-09.

Year
Amount (£000)

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Resource 3,500 6,980 4,715 4,833
Capital 5,700 14,051 8,042 2,386

TOTAL 9,200 21,031 12,757 7,219

Tay Road Bridge 

43. The Scottish Ministers propose to fund the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board’s operations by 
way of grant, paid under the powers in section 70 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001.  TRBJB, 
as the statutory body responsible for the management, maintenance and operation of the Tay 
Road Bridge, would continue to assess its spending requirements on a short, medium and long 
term basis, and set out its spending plans accordingly.  Future income levels, in the form of 
grant, would be agreed with the Scottish Executive, and would be applied to meet the costs of the 
bridge operations.

44. There will be two strands to the grant payable:

Revenue grant to meet the net running costs of managing, maintaining and operating 
the bridge.  TRBJB has provided projections of running costs in the current year and 
for the next Spending Review period.  These costs include staff, property and supply 
and services costs at the bridge, and cover administration, plant and equipment, 
traffic management, bridge maintenance and inspection works.  
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Capital grant sufficient to allow the Board to meet its capital expenditure
programme.  TRBJB has provided projections of capital expenditure in the current 
year and for the next Spending Review period.  

45. In addition, the Scottish Ministers propose, subject to the passing of the Bill, to provide a 
one-off grant payment in the current financial year to enable the Board to repay in full the 
outstanding loan debt held for the Tay Road Bridge.  The total outstanding amounted to £15.422
million at 31 March 2007.  Board officials estimate that this figure will have fallen to £14.763 
million at 1 January 2008.  All the Board’s debts are held by the constituent local authorities or 
by the Scottish Executive.  

46. The following table summarises the estimated financial impacts of the provisions with 
regard to the funding of the Tay Road Bridge.  One-off costs associated with the removal of tolls, 
as estimated by TRBJB, are included in these projections for the year 2007-08.  This includes 
estimates of the transitional costs of removing the tolling equipment and booths, and making 
changes to the road layout and signing on the southbound approach to the bridge, as well as 
possible costs associated with staff redundancies.  These transitional costs are estimated at up 
to £0.825 million in 2007-08.

Year
Amount (£000)

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Resource 850 1,208 1,235 1,262
Capital 1,537 7,190 6,625 2,265
Debt repaid 14,763 - - -

TOTAL 17,150 8,398 7,860 3,527

COSTS ON THE SCOTTISH ADMINISTRATION

47. The costs set out in the previous sections will fall in full on the Scottish Executive.  A 
summary of the estimated costs is given below:

Year
Amount (£000)

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Forth 3,500 6,980 4,715 4,833
Tay 850 1,208 1,235 1,262
Total Resource 4,350 8,188 5,950 6,095

Forth 5,700 14,051 8,042 2,386
Tay 1,537 7,190 6,625 2,265
Debt repaid 14,763 - - -
Total Capital 22,000 21,241 14,667 4,651

48. These figures are based on the broad assumptions previously discussed:

that Ministers will fund future running costs as resource grant;

that Ministers will fund future capital costs as capital grant;
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that Ministers will fund the repayment of outstanding loan debt of TRBJB in 2007-
08; and

that the bridge boards will not require to undertake further capital borrowing.

49. The expenditure figures set out in this Memorandum are drawn from estimates of running 
and capital costs provided by the bridge boards, and discussed in detail with officers of the 
boards.  They are based on the known costs of managing, maintaining and operating the bridges, 
and include the boards’ best estimates of future staffing requirements and the likely cost 
implications of committed or planned capital and other major works at the bridges.

50. The estimates are also provided on the assumption that tolls will end as at 1 January 
2008.  Any change to this date would alter the overall costs to the Scottish Administration 
in 2007-08:  the bridges jointly collect some £1.25 million in tolls income each month.  In 
addition, if the date of abolition were later than 1 January, more of the one-off costs identified 
would fall in 2008-09. 

51. Overall the figures summarised above show that meeting both running costs and capital 
expenditure at the bridges through a combination of resource and capital grants could cost 
some £26.350 million in the present financial year (2007-08).  The figures also indicate a further 
£60.792 million would be required in the following 3 years to 2010-11.  

Monitoring arrangements

52. Arrangements will be established to allow Ministers to satisfy themselves as to the 
spending plans and financial arrangements of the two authorities, and to determine the levels of
future grant payments.  

53. Such arrangements are already in place to some extent.  As statutory local authority joint 
boards, both authorities are subject to the normal accounting and financial management codes 
and standards required of all such bodies. Both produce annual accounts and reports, and are 
subject to external audit by Audit Scotland.  More specifically, officials of the Boards and the 
Scottish Executive are in regular contact to discuss financial and other management matters at 
the bridges.  Scottish Executive officials are also members of the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority Management Group which advises and reports to the main Board.  

54. Grant payments to the Boards are subject to an established process involving the setting 
of specific terms and conditions attaching to the award of grant, which must be formally 
accepted by the authority prior to any payment being made.  

COSTS ON LOCAL AUTHORITIES AND THE REGIONAL TRANSPORT 
PARTNERSHIPS

Short term costs

55. The Scottish Ministers consider that there will be no material direct cost implications for 
local authorities arising from the proposals in this Bill, in the short term.  Management 
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arrangements at the bridges are to remain unchanged and the bridge authorities will be funded by 
Scottish Executive grant.  Following the ending of tolls local authorities may, as a result of 
monitoring changed traffic flows, consider it appropriate to introduce new or additional traffic 
management measures in the vicinity of the bridges.  It is not possible at this stage to identify the 
nature and scale of such measures.  However, such costs are unlikely to be material in the wider 
context of the costs of traffic management and the responsibilities of the councils as local roads 
authorities.

56. In addition, Ministers consider that there will be no additional cost implications for the 
Regional Transport Partnerships arising from the proposals in this Bill in the short term.  The 
Forth Road Bridge lies wholly within the area for which SEStran has responsibility.  The Tay 
Road Bridge lies across the border between the SEStran and TACTRAN areas.

Longer term costs

57. Traffic modelling carried out by independent consultants as part of the Tolled Bridges 
Review commissioned by the previous administration indicated that there could be significant 
increases in the levels of traffic using the two bridges if tolls were abolished. This finding has 
been confirmed by the traffic modelling undertaken by consultants Steer Davies Gleave as part 
of the more recent Toll Impact Study, commissioned by the Scottish Executive in 
September 2006, which reported in summer 2007.1  Increased traffic flows across the bridges are 
fed by additional vehicle movements across the wider local road network.  Such journeys could 
lead to additional “wear and tear” on the network and give rise to the need for additional roads 
maintenance over time.  In practice, however, the distribution of such journeys over the network 
is so wide that the cost implications of such works are likely to be insignificant in terms of the
overall roads programme:  expenditure on new construction, improvements and roads 
maintenance by local and bridge authorities in 2004-05 totalled some £380 million  (Source:  
Scottish Transport Statistics No 25 - 2006 Edition Table 11.1).

COSTS ON OTHER BODIES, INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES

58. Individuals, enterprise interests and business organisations have previously campaigned 
for the abolition of bridge tolls, and have generally welcomed the resolution of the Parliament to 
end tolls at the Forth and Tay road bridges.  While there has been little more than anecdotal 
evidence provided in response to previous consultations on the bridge tolls, it is clear that a 
regular bridge commuter by car could save around £200 annually.  Businesses using the bridge 
on a frequent basis, for example for deliveries, distribution networks etc will also benefit directly 
from the fact that it is no longer necessary to pay tolls.  More indirectly, the decision to end tolls 
has been welcomed by the service industry, particularly tourist interests, who have argued that 
the toll saving could lead to additional business in future.

59. Against this, travellers may encounter increased journey times due to increased traffic 
levels on or around the bridges.  The Toll Impact Study discusses the concerns which business 
users in particular have expressed in the past about the potential impacts of increased congestion
if the tolls were to end, and estimates the possible journey time and other costs for users.

1 Toll Impact Study - Final Report, published at http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/87965/0052406.pdf
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60. Individual users appear to be less concerned on this issue, and past research has shown 
that many people appear to tolerate significant levels of congestion without changing their travel 
behaviour (Source: Centre for Transport and Society (2004) Evidence-Base Review – Attitudes 
to Road Pricing. Report for the Department for Transport, referencing Stopher (2004)).

SUMMARY OF COSTS

61. The overall cost to the public purse of abolishing the bridge tolls at the Forth and Tay 
road bridges is the annual loss of net toll income - currently some £15 million per annum.  In 
addition, there are transitional costs relating to the removal of tolling equipment and systems, 
and to the costs of any staff redundancies.  These costs are, as yet, unclear, but an allowance has 
been made in the figures for 2007-08 and 2008-09.  The known financial impacts are 
summarised in the table below:

Year
Amount (£000)

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Scottish 
Executive
- Resource 4,350 8,188 5,950 6,095
- Capital 22,000 21,241 14,667 4,651

Local authorities de minimis de minimis de minimis de minimis
Regional 
Transport 
Partnerships

- - - -

Bridge users
(savings on toll 
payments)

(3,800) (15,900) (15,700) (15,900)

——————————

EXECUTIVE STATEMENT ON LEGISLATIVE COMPETENCE

62. On 3 September 2007, the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth (John 
Swinney MSP) made the following statement:

“In my view, the provisions of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill would be 
within the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.”

——————————

19



These documents relate to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 1) as introduced 
in the Scottish Parliament on 3 September 2007

14

PRESIDING OFFICER’S STATEMENT ON LEGISLATIVE 
COMPETENCE

63. On 28 August 2007, the Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson MSP) made the following 
statement:

“In my view, the provisions of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill would be 
within the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.”
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SP Bill 1–PM 1 Session 3 (2007)

ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) BILL

——————————

POLICY MEMORANDUM

INTRODUCTION

1. This document relates to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill introduced in the 
Scottish Parliament on 3 September 2007. It has been prepared by the Scottish Executive to 
satisfy Rule 9.3.3(c) of the Parliament’s Standing Orders.  The contents are entirely the 
responsibility of the Scottish Executive and have not been endorsed by the Parliament.  
Explanatory Notes and other accompanying documents are published separately as SP Bill 1–
EN. 

BACKGROUND

2. This Bill is the fulfilment of the commitment in this Government’s manifesto for the May 
2007 elections – A New Approach: Our first steps – to remove the tolls on the Forth and Tay 
Road Bridges, as it is unacceptable and unfair to leave the two road bridges into and out of Fife 
as the only remaining toll bridges in Scotland.  The provisions of the Bill remove this anomaly 
so that the entire road network in Scotland, and travellers on that network, are treated 
consistently and fairly. 

3. This Bill accords with motion S3M-93 (as amended) agreed by the Scottish Parliament on 
31 May 2007:

“That the Parliament, in accepting that the people of Fife and Tayside should not be 
disadvantaged by the retention of tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges, requires that 
consultation aimed at bringing forward proposals leading to the removal of the tolls as 
soon as practicable also ensures that traffic management and safety issues on the Forth 
Road Bridge are dealt with and that any employees affected are treated with dignity and 
respect; further requires that the Government’s proposals set out clearly what the 
financial consequences of the removal of tolls on the transport budget are and outline 
funding options for the vital replacement Forth crossing, and requires that, as any 
additional vehicle traffic increases congestion problems in Edinburgh and the wider 
region, existing commitments to trams and Edinburgh Airport Rail which have already 
been scrutinised and received parliamentary approval should not be arbitrarily delayed or 
cancelled and that all future major transport project proposals be properly costed, 
evaluated and prioritised.”

4. This Bill includes provisions for the repeal of the legislation which sets out the power of 
the bridge boards to demand and take tolls.  Under the terms of the Forth Road Bridge (Toll 
Period) Extension Order 2006 the power to charge tolls on the Forth Road Bridge would expire 
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on 31 March 2010. The Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991 requires that all monies 
borrowed by the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board be repaid on or before 18 August 2016.  Once that 
repayment has been completed then the power to demand tolls ceases – provided that the 
Scottish Ministers are satisfied that adequate provisions have been made for the management, 
operation and maintenance of the bridge. While it would be possible to allow the tolling powers 
to expire naturally under the existing legislative provisions, Ministers are committed to ending 
the right to demand tolls at both bridges at the same time, and as soon as is practicable.  No 
alternative approach to primary legislation was considered able to deliver these objectives with 
the same degree of transparency and certainty for Parliament, the bridge authorities or bridge 
users.

5. This Bill also makes provision to repeal the redundant legislation that permitted the 
tolling of Erskine Bridge.  Tolling was suspended at the Erskine Bridge on 31 March 2006, by 
means of the Erskine Bridge (Temporary Suspension of Tolls) Order 2006 and the power to toll 
at the bridge expired on 1 July 2006.

POLICY OBJECTIVES OF THE BILL

6. The primary objective of this Bill is the removal of the remaining tolls from the Forth and 
Tay Road Bridges as soon as practicable.

7. Section 1 of the Bill removes the powers of the Forth Estuary Transport Authority 
(FETA) to charge tolls on the Forth Road Bridge and removes the penalties for non-payment of 
those tolls.

8. Section 2 of the Bill removes the powers of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board to charge 
tolls on the Tay Road Bridge and provides for repeals of provisions in consequence of that.

9. Section 3 deals with miscellaneous issues – in particular it introduces the Bill’s schedules 
which include provision for the removal of the debt deadline at the Tay Road Bridge and repeal
redundant legislation in relation to tolls on the Erskine Bridge.

CONSULTATION

10. As noted, the removal of tolls on the Forth and Tay Road Bridges is a manifesto 
commitment.  The issue of bridge tolls was debated in the Parliament on 1 March 2006, 30 
March 2006, 8 February 2007 and 31 May 2007.  In June 2006 there was an open invitation for 
anyone to submit evidence for or against the retention or abolition of tolls on these bridges, and 
research into public attitudes towards the tolls has been undertaken as part of the Scottish 
Executive’s Toll Impact Study1.

11. During the development of the Bill, detailed consultation has been undertaken with the 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board.  These consultations 
have considered legislation, finance, staffing issues and any additional requirements for traffic 
management at the bridges due to the removal of the toll collection equipment.

1 Toll Impact Study (First Phase: Market Research Findings) – Steer Davies Gleave – February 2007
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12. Given the above no further public consultation is considered necessary on the detailed 
provisions.

Issues identified by respondents to call for evidence

13. In June 2006, interested parties were invited to submit to the Scottish Executive any 
factual evidence in support of the retention or removal of tolls from the bridges. While this was 
an open invitation, letters were sent to around 180 individuals and organisations. Recipients 
included all MSPs, relevant local authorities, regional transport partnerships, bridge authorities, 
non-government organisations, motoring organisations and public transport representatives. The 
closing date for submissions was 17 August 2006. The main findings from the information 
received were published on the Scottish Executive website on 14 February 2007 at 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Transport/Road/toll-bridges/Bridges.

14. The majority of information submitted in response to the call for evidence was from 
respondents who objected to the continuation of tolls on either or both the Tay and Forth 
Bridges. This was particularly prevalent in material submitted by individuals, organisations 
representing the business community, and MSPs.  Examples include:

The issues of “fairness” and “equality” of treatment of people in the East of Scotland, 
particularly in Fife, paying bridge tolls whilst similar tolls have been discontinued on 
other structures such as the Skye and Erskine Bridges.

The toll revenue being used to pay for maintenance rather than the original 
construction costs. (This was cited as an anomaly because the Scottish Executive 
pays for the maintenance of other major road bridges throughout Scotland).

15. The submissions in favour of tolls can generally be applied equally to the tolls on both 
bridges. Such information was submitted by environmental organisations and a passenger 
transport operator. Most of the issues raised related not simply to retaining the tolls, but to 
modifying them. Examples of the modifications proposed include:

Varying or increasing the tolls to manage demand more effectively;

Making public transport vehicles (in this case, buses) exempt from paying tolls.

16. Little of the information submitted – whether for or against – represents factual evidence, 
but was a helpful indicator of public opinion. More details about sensitivities to change were 
required to consider the claims made. The primary research element of the Toll Impact Study 
provides a guide in relation to these sensitivities and to the social impact of the tolls. 

Issues identified by primary research

17. To complement the call for evidence a comprehensive programme of primary research 
was undertaken. The purpose of the primary research was to establish the extent to which 
respondents were concerned about the tolls and what impact (if any) they considered the tolls 
had on travelling behaviour. The research consisted of face-to-face interviews, telephone 
interviews, focus groups, and surveys of individuals.
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18. Target groups for the primary research included a representative cross-section of bridge 
users, individuals who do not use the bridges, and relevant public sector organisations. 
Individuals, employers, transport operators, the business community, local authorities, local 
enterprise companies, and local economic forums etc, variously made up these target groups.

19. The findings from the research were published on the Scottish Executive website on 14 
February 2007 at http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Transport/Road/toll-bridges/Report.

20. Across all user groups the financial cost of the tolls was considered to be insignificant 
and people stated their belief that removing the tolls would have no effect on the volumes of 
traffic on either bridge nor on the frequency of their own journeys across either bridge. In 
particular, businesses and freight operators stated that paying the toll was considerably cheaper 
than the costs of diverting to alternative routes. Target group members expressed concerns that 
toll collection and the design of the toll plazas were the causes of congestion at both bridges.

21. In both the user and non-user surveys the majority of respondents considered that the 
removal of the toll charge would have little or no impact on traffic volumes, routes chosen or 
modes used. Some Tay Bridge respondents who were not working or seeking work did however 
say they would travel more for a variety of purposes if tolls were removed. Responses suggested 
some additional leisure trips by individuals in this group; whereas there would be a smaller 
impact by people who travel for work purposes. 

22. Similar findings emerged from the Forth Bridge surveys, with indications that removal of 
the tolls might increase the frequency of non-work travel and potentially the choice of mode for 
both work and non-work travel. 

23. Congestion on and around both bridges was highlighted as a major concern by all user 
groups, and survey respondents were asked how they might respond to worsening congestion. 
Responses indicated that people would principally change the timing of journeys where this is 
possible, and some would consider using public transport. However, it was evident that people 
did not, in a survey situation, contemplate more radical changes such as moving house and/or 
place of employment in the face of worsening congestion.

Section 1 of the Bill: Forth Road Bridge

Background

24. The Forth Road Bridge was opened on 4 September 1964. Until 2002 the operation and 
maintenance of the Bridge was the responsibility of the Forth Road Bridge Joint Board under the 
terms of the Forth Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1947 and subsequent Confirmation 
Acts.  

25. The functions of the Forth Road Bridge Joint Board were restricted to the operation and 
maintenance of the structure. Following consultation in 2001 and due process through the 
Scottish Parliament, the Scottish Ministers made the Forth Estuary Transport Authority Order 
2002 under section 69 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001. That Order dissolved the Forth 
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Road Bridge Joint Board and set up the Forth Estuary Transport Authority in its place to operate 
and maintain the bridge and to have certain wider transport functions.

Tolling

26. The right conferred on the then Joint Board to demand tolls by the Forth Road Bridge 
Order Confirmation Act 1958 was to end (in accordance with section 46 of the Act) on 28 May 
immediately following the expiration of thirty years from the opening of the bridge.  However  
section 46 of the 1958 Act permitted the then Secretary of State to extend the tolling period by 
order upon application by the then Joint Board for such longer period as he specified in the 
extension order. 

27. The toll period has been extended by a number of Orders, the last of which was the Forth 
Road Bridge (Toll Period) Extension Order 2006 which extended the toll period until the 31st 
March 2010. 

28. The toll charges were last revised in The Forth Road Bridge (Revision of Tolls) Order 
2005.  Vehicles displaying a badge issued by a local authority under powers in the Chronically 
Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970, and motorcyclists, cross the bridge without charge.  
Owners of cars and goods vehicles who use the crossing on a regular basis may pre-purchase a 
quantity of journeys across the bridge at a discount.  Vehicles are charged for crossing the bridge 
northbound as follows:

Cars and goods vehicles under 3.5 tonnes £1.00
Buses constructed to carry less than 16 passengers £1.00
Cars, goods vehicles under 3.5 tonnes, etc pre-paid with discount £0.90
Buses built for more than 16 passengers £1.40
Goods vehicles over 3.5 tonnes £2.00
Goods vehicles over 3.5 tonnes pre-paid with discount £1.30
Vehicles requiring an escort across the bridge £26.00

Policy objectives

29. The initial construction costs of the Forth Road Bridge and all major and routine 
maintenance costs of the Bridge since its construction have been met by the tolls charged to the 
users of the Bridge. The Scottish Ministers consider that further tolling for the purposes of 
funding bridge maintenance or for the purposes of restricting demand is unfair when such 
charges are not applied to major bridges generally in Scotland.

30. The policy objectives for the Forth Road Bridge are:

that the right to demand tolls is removed as soon as practicable;

that traffic management and safety issues at the Bridge are dealt with;

that any employees affected are treated with dignity and respect.

Consideration

31. Removing the right to demand tolls as soon as practicable will require FETA to be 
provided with an alternative source of income.  That source of income will be increased grants 
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by the Scottish Ministers under section 70 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001.  A 
Memorandum is being drawn up between the Scottish Ministers and FETA to that effect

32. FETA will retain the responsibility for the management, maintenance and operation of 
the Forth Road Bridge.  FETA will remain the roads authority for the Bridge and for those 
sections of the approach roads to the Bridge set out in Schedule 2 to the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority Order 2002.  FETA will remain responsible for traffic control on the bridge and for 
any necessary traffic orders as set out in section 9 of the 2002 Order.

33. Traffic management arrangements and any necessary changes to the road or junction 
layouts at the southern end of the Forth Road Bridge once the tolls have been removed have been 
considered by FETA and the City of Edinburgh Council – who each have relevant duties as 
roads authorities – in consultation with officials from the Scottish Executive. Proposals are being 
drawn up to deal with the potential traffic issues.  The cost of amendments to the current road 
layouts and traffic controls will be met by the Scottish Executive.

34. Any employees affected are employees of FETA and the terms and conditions of 
employment are matters for FETA.  Nevertheless the Scottish Executive has discussed the 
impact on employees and fully agrees that affected employees be treated with dignity and 
respect.  The redundancy costs are included in the projections discussed in the Financial 
Memorandum.  

Section 2 of the Bill: Tay Road Bridge

Background

35. The Tay Road Bridge vested in the former Tay Road Bridge Joint Board by virtue of the 
provisions in the Tay Road Bridge Order 1962 and was opened to traffic on 18th August 1966. 

36. All the Tay Road Bridge Orders 1962 to 1985 were revoked by the Tay Road Bridge 
Order Confirmation Act 1991.  The 1991 Act consolidated the provisions of the preceding 
applicable legislation that were still appropriate and set up the current Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board.

Tolling

37. The current tolls on the Tay Road Bridge were set in the Tay Road Bridge (Revision of 
Tolls) Order 1995.  Vehicles displaying a badge issued by a local authority under powers in the 
Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970, and motorcyclists, cross the bridge without 
charge.  Tolls for other vehicles are as follows:

Cars and goods vehicles under 3.5 tonnes £0.80
Buses constructed to carry less than 16 passengers £0.80
Buses constructed to carry more than 16 passengers £1.40
Goods vehicles exceeding 3.5 tonnes £2.00

38. The existing Tay Road Bridge Joint Board still has debts that have not been cleared by 
the toll income.   While an element of this debt is attributable to the original construction costs of 
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the bridge, the remainder has been incurred through borrowing to meet the costs of works set out 
in the Tay Road Bridge Orders 1962 to 1985 and of other capital works since.  The 1991 Order 
requires that the Board should pay back all such borrowing by August 2016 – fifty years after the 
opening of the Bridge to traffic – and that, subject to the Scottish Ministers being content with 
the arrangements then entered into for the continued maintenance of the Bridge, tolling should 
then cease.

39. The scale of the major works of improvement or renewal that have been undertaken is 
illustrated by the works carried out during the last 20 years2.  In addition forthcoming major 
works include protection of the piers against shipping impact. 

40. Whilst some of these major works have been supported by grant from the Scottish 
Executive, the costs of such works to the Tay Road Bridge Board has clearly been onerous. The 
cost of major works of repair undertaken to the Bridge since its opening is some ten times the 
cost of the original structure.

Policy objectives

41. The Scottish Ministers consider that tolling for the purposes of maintenance or for the 
purposes of demand management is unfair when direct tolling for these purposes is not applied 
generally to bridges or other roads in Scotland.  In the case of the Tay Road Bridge, the Scottish 
Ministers consider that although the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board is not free of debt, that 
position is substantially due to the scale of the major works that have been undertaken to 
maintain the Bridge. 

42. The policy objectives for the Tay Road Bridge are:

that the right to demand tolls is removed as soon as practicable; 

that traffic management issues at the Bridge are dealt with; 

that any employees affected are treated with dignity and respect.

Consideration

43. Removing the right to demand tolls as soon as practicable will require the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board to be provided with an alternative source of income.  That source of income 
will be increased grants by the Scottish Ministers under section 70 of the Transport (Scotland) 
Act 2001.  A Memorandum is being drawn up between the Scottish Ministers and the Joint 
Board to that effect.
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 Replacement of Inspection gantries and runway beams         £2.5 million 

 Repairs to concrete columns                  £4.5 million 

 Carriageway expansion joints                  £1.5 million 

 New Toll Plaza and equipment                                               £0.5 million 

 Major repainting                                                                     £5.5 million 

 Refurbishment of Central Walkway                                       £4.5 million 

 Box Girder Strengthening                                                      £4.0 million 

 Bearing replacement                                                             £18.0 million 
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44. The Tay Road Bridge Joint Board will retain the responsibility for the management, 
maintenance and operation of the Tay Road Bridge.  The Joint Board will remain the roads 
authority for the Bridge and for sections of the approach roads to the Bridge. The Joint Board 
will retain its powers to regulate traffic on the Bridge and these approach roads as set out in 
section 65 of the Tay Road Bridge Order 1991.  

45. Traffic management arrangements at the Dundee approach to the Tay Road Bridge once 
the tolls have been removed have been considered by the Joint Board and  Dundee City Council 
– who each have relevant duties as roads authorities – in consultation with officials from the 
Scottish Executive. Proposals to deal with the potential traffic issues are being drawn up that will 
integrate with other changes being undertaken as part of the Waterfront development in Dundee.  
The cost of amendments to traffic controls and the road layout due to the removal of tolls on the 
Bridge will be met by the Scottish Executive.

46. Any employees affected by the measures set out in this Bill – as it affects the 
management of the Tay Road Bridge – are employees of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board and 
the terms and conditions of employment are matters for the Joint Board.  Nevertheless the 
Scottish Executive has discussed the impact on employees and agrees that affected employees be 
treated with dignity and respect.  The redundancy costs are provided for from Tay Board’s
general reserve funds.

Section 3 of the Bill: Minor and consequential amendments and repeals

Background

47. Section 3 introduces schedules 1 and 2 which provide for minor amendments and repeals 
consequential on the abolition of tolls, and repeal redundant enactments relating to the Erskine 
Bridge.

48. The schedules include provision for the removal of the debt deadline at the Tay Road 
Bridge.  This technical repeal relates to the original financing arrangement for the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board.  It was linked to the collection of tolls, and to the application of toll revenues 
under section 41 of the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991.  The abolition of tolls 
has a direct impact on this, and the repeal is necessary to facilitate proper financial arrangements 
to support the future operation of the bridge.  The repeal of this provision has been sought by the 
Tay Road Bridge Joint Board on a number of occasions, notably in the Board’s response to an 
earlier (2005) consultation on tolls and the management of the tolled bridges.

49. The Erskine Bridge is the responsibility of the Scottish Ministers.  The relevant roads 
serving the Bridge are already trunk roads (for the purposes of section 5 of the Roads (Scotland) 
Act 1984) for which accordingly the Scottish Ministers are the roads authority for the purposes 
of that Act.

50. The Erskine Bridge was first opened to traffic on 2 July 1971.  The power to levy tolls at 
the Bridge is set out in section 1 of the Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 1968.  Under section 4(1) of the 
1968 Act tolling was to cease 20 years after the Bridge opened.  However, section 4(3) enabled 
the Secretary of State, and later the Scottish Ministers, to extend by order the tolling period by 
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5 years.  Further extension orders could be made consecutively.  The original 20 year period was 
extended in 1991 and 1996.

51. During early 2000 the Scottish Executive had reviewed the position with regard to tolling 
at the Erskine Bridge, and in August 2000 the Scottish Ministers concluded that the tolling 
period should be extended for a further 5 years from 2 July 2001.  Due to an administrative error 
the instrument necessary to achieve this was not laid before the Scottish Parliament prior to that 
date.  The Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 2001 therefore restored the position on tolling to the point it 
would have been at on 1 July 2001 had this error not been made.  The Bill for the Erskine Bridge 
Tolls Act 2001 was introduced as emergency legislation to re-enact the power to levy tolls and 
was retrospective in nature.

52. Following the previous administration’s Tolled Bridges Review, Ministers decided to lift 
the tolls on the Erskine Bridge.  It was announced on 1 March 2006 that the Scottish Ministers 
would stop collecting the tolls from midnight on 31 March 2006.

53. To regulate the lifting of tolls in the short term a Toll Suspension Order under section 6 
of the 1968 Act was made.  That had the effect of suspending tolls from 1 April until midnight 
on 1 July 2006.  The tolling powers expired on 2 July 2006.  It is therefore no longer possible to 
levy tolls at the Erskine Bridge without further primary legislation, along the lines of the 
2001 Act, authorising the collection of tolls.

54. Against that background the underlying legislation should now be repealed as a matter of 
statute law revision given that a suitable legislative vehicle has arisen.  None of the provisions of 
the 1968 and 2001 Acts requires to be retained for the future operation of the bridge. The 
operation of the road (and accordingly the bridge carrying it) are covered already by the regime 
set out in the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 in the same way as any other road and bridge for which 
the Scottish Ministers are roads authority.

Policy objectives

55. The policy objectives are to remove the debt deadline at the Tay Road Bridge, and to 
repeal the underlying redundant legislation in respect of tolling of the Erskine Bridge by the 
repeal of the Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 1968 and the Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 2001 (and certain 
related subordinate legislation).  

EFFECTS ON EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES, HUMAN RIGHTS, ISLAND 
COMMUNITIES, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT ETC.

Equal opportunities

56. The provisions of the Bill are not discriminatory on the basis of gender, race, age, 
disability or religion or sexual orientation.

Human rights

57. The provisions of the Bill are not prejudicial to human rights.
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Island communities

58. The provisions of the Bill have no direct effect on island communities.

Local government

59. The provisions of the Bill do not alter the management and maintenance arrangements at 
either the Tay or the Forth Road Bridges other than to remove the right to demand tolls. The Bill 
does not introduce any new role for the relevant local authorities which would be in addition to 
their existing role as members of the respective bridge authorities (that role remaining the same 
other than in relation to tolls).

Business

60. Businesses should benefit from a direct reduction in transport costs from the abolition of 
the road tolls and – in so far as the abolition of the tolls reduces the cost of travel to work –  an 
increased catchment area from which to attract their employees.

61. However it is likely that additional off-peak trips across the two bridges will have some 
impact on the journey times of business road users during those off-peak times.  

Sustainable development

62. The broad environmental impacts that may result from the removal of the bridge tolls 
have been quantified by using strategic and local transport models and an economic model.3

63. The modelling indicated that removing the tolls would result in lower travel costs with 
more jobs becoming accessible from Fife and more residents of Fife becoming employed. 
However very little change in job numbers was predicted in Fife so this increased employment 
would result in an increase in commuting from Fife. 

64. The modelling predicted that there would be more road traffic and more time spent 
travelling. This would result in a small net increase in local emissions and increased carbon 
dioxide emissions from the additional traffic. It was predicted that changes to traffic routes could 
result in larger increases in local emissions in areas such as Fife and Dundee with reductions 
elsewhere.

65. The predicted increase in traffic would be unlikely to result in a discernible change in 
traffic noise but could reduce the visual amenity at each road bridge and have an adverse affect 
on journey ambience for road users.

66. Economic modelling indicated that there was likely to be no increase in jobs in 
Edinburgh due to the abolition of the tolls on the two road bridges.  However the abolition of 
tolls could result in some increased commuting into Edinburgh if existing residents of Edinburgh 
moved to Fife whilst retaining their jobs in Edinburgh.

3 Toll Impact Study – Steer Davies Gleave – August 2007
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67. The Scottish Executive will continue to consider and where feasible support 
improvements to Park and Ride and public transport that could help reduce any increased time 
spent travelling in Fife, Dundee and the Lothians.
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ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 

—————————— 
  

DELEGATED POWERS MEMORANDUM  

 
 
 
 
PURPOSE 

1. This memorandum has been prepared by the Scottish Executive to assist consideration by 
the Subordinate Legislation Committee, in accordance with Rule 9.4A of the Parliament’s 
Standing Orders, of provisions in the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill conferring power 
to make subordinate legislation. It describes the purpose of each such provision, explains why 
the matter is to be left to subordinate legislation and the reasons for seeking the proposed 
powers. The memorandum should be read in conjunction with the Explanatory Notes and Policy 
Memorandum for the Bill. 

OUTLINE AND SCOPE OF THE BILL 

2. The Bill is the fulfilment of the commitment in this Government’s manifesto for the May 
2007 elections to remove the tolls on the Forth and Tay Road Bridges. The Bill also accords with 
motion S3M-93 (as amended) agreed by the Scottish Parliament on 31 May 2007. 

3. The Bill has four sections: 

• Section 1:  Removes the powers of the Forth Estuary Transport Authority to charge 
tolls on the Forth Road Bridge and removes the penalties for non-payment of those 
tolls; 

• Section  2:  Removes the powers of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board to charge tolls 
on the Tay Road Bridge and provides for repeals of provisions in consequence of 
that; 

• Section 3:  Deals with miscellaneous issues – in particular it introduces schedules 
which include provision for the removal of a debt repayment deadline, of 2016, in 
relation to the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board and for the repeal of redundant 
legislation in relation to tolls on the Erskine Bridge; and 

• Section 4:    Provides for the short title and commencement. 

SP Bill 1–DPM 1 Session 3 (2007) 
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DELEGATED POWERS  

4. The Bill confers a single power on the Scottish Ministers and that is to determine the date 
on which the provisions are to be commenced. 

Section 4 – Short title and commencement 

Relevant provision:  Section 4 
Power conferred on:  The Scottish Ministers 
Power exercisable by:  Order made by statutory instrument 
Parliamentary procedure:  No Parliamentary procedure 

5. Section 4 provides for the short title and commencement arrangements for the Bill. 

Reason for taking power

6. Section 4 provides for the Scottish Ministers to determine when the provisions of the Bill 
are to come into force. It would not for operational reasons be appropriate for the provisions to 
come into force on Royal Assent. The power is therefore being taken to ensure that the 
commencement of the lifting of the tolls is carried out in an orderly fashion but with the 
minimum of delay after Royal Assent is received. As is usual for commencement orders, no 
provision is made for parliamentary scrutiny, as the power to commence provisions already 
agreed to by Parliament is a purely administrative issue. 
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Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
 

1st Report, 2007 (Session 3) 
 

 Stage 1 Report on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
 
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows— 
 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. On the level of consultation on the Bill: 

‘The Committee is concerned that no public consultation took place on the 
specific proposals contained in the Bill.  Whilst there is no formal requirement 
for such consultation, it considers that obtaining the views of the public on 
issues where there is a clear and obvious public interest constitutes good 
practice in the legislative process. The desirability of making swift progress in 
the introduction of legislation should not outweigh the need to ensure that an 
appropriate level of consultation takes place…   

The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should ensure 
that adequate and proportionate consultation is undertaken prior to the 
introduction of all bills to the Scottish Parliament.’ (paragraphs 18 to 30) 

2. On whether a Strategic Environmental Assessment is required in relation to 
the Bill: 

‘The Committee accepts that there was no formal requirement under the 
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act to carry out a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment in relation to the Bill proposals.  It also accepts 
that the Toll Impact Study included an assessment of the potential 
environmental impact should the tolls be removed. 

The Committee is concerned that provisions that could potentially result in 
negative environmental impact should they be approved are not required to 
be the subject of any type of formal environmental assessment, simply 
because the relatively untested legislation appears to rule it out. The 
Committee therefore recommends that the Scottish Government should give 
serious consideration as to whether measures additional to those set out in 
the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act are required to ensure that all 
major transport policies, initiatives and projects which have the potential to 
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result in negative environmental impact are subjected to a robust and 
proportionate level of environmental assessment.’ (paragraphs 52 to 57) 

3. On the environmental impact of the proposals in the Bill: 

‘The Committee accepts the information contained in the Toll Impact Study 
that the removal of tolls is likely to result in a negative environmental impact 
in terms of increased noise and vibration; a reduction in air quality and in 
increased CO2 emissions.  However, it also notes evidence which suggests 
that these negative impacts will occur on a localised basis and that, in 
particular, the increase in CO2 emissions may not necessarily impact to a 
significant extent on overall levels of emissions across the wider strategic 
area and in Scotland as a whole. 

However, the Committee considers that any increase in emissions is a 
serious issue. It therefore recommends that the bridge authorities, Transport 
Scotland, local authorities and other agencies as appropriate give careful 
consideration as to how noise, vibration, air quality and CO2 emissions can 
be efficiently monitored on both bridges and in surrounding areas against the 
appropriate environmental standards. It further recommends that the Scottish 
Government should provide appropriate funding for any remedial or 
mitigating measures that may be identified as being necessary to address 
any negative environmental impact. 

The Committee also considers that the Bill proposals are contrary to the 
Scottish Government’s stated objectives on tackling climate change and its 
specific plans to legislate to significantly reduce CO2 emissions in Scotland.  
It considers it regrettable that the Scottish Government’s first legislative 
proposal will increase emissions. With this in mind, the Committee 
recommends that the Scottish Government should explain in more detail 
what steps it intends to take to decrease emissions across Scotland in the 
next year, taking into account the increases likely as a consequence of the 
removal of tolls.’ (paragraphs 58 to 74) 

4. On the impact of the Bill on traffic movements and congestion: 

‘The Committee accepts evidence which suggests that the removal of bridge 
tolls on the Forth Road Bridge is likely to lead to an increase in traffic volume, 
potentially resulting in longer queues. It also acknowledges that mitigating 
traffic management measures will be required in this scenario and that FETA 
will be required to carry out toll plaza remodelling. The Committee notes that 
whilst significant traffic congestion on the Tay Road Bridge is unlikely, the 
TRBJB will be required to remove existing toll booths and carry out 
consequential traffic management reconfiguration. 

The Committee therefore considers it imperative that the Scottish 
Government provides the necessary funding for proposals that will be 
brought forward by FETA, the TRBJB and the relevant roads authorities 
given the importance of effective traffic management in mitigating the impact 
of toll removal and any associated increase in congestion. 
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The Committee acknowledges that the Scottish Government has given a 
commitment to fund the creation of a new road layout at the Forth Road 
Bridge in the area of the toll plaza and the removal of the toll booths on the 
Tay Road Bridge. However, it recommends that the Scottish Government 
should also fund any additional traffic management measures which may be 
considered necessary by either FETA or the TRBJB, or by other roads 
authorities, as a direct and quantifiable consequence of the removal of tolls. 

The Committee is also strongly of the view that, if the tolls are to be removed, 
it is essential that existing, successful sustainable transport initiatives using 
the Forth Road Bridge in particular should not be undermined by any 
increase in congestion.  It therefore recommends that FETA, Transport 
Scotland and the relevant local authorities should seek to reach early 
agreement on how a system of bus priority measures will be implemented.  It 
considers that every effort should be made to ensure that such measures are 
introduced in tandem with any removal of tolls. 

The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should provide 
the necessary funding for an appropriate scheme of bus priority measures 
and consider how it might support the further development of sustainable 
transport initiatives and modal shift in this area, in terms of bus, rail and cycle 
use. The Committee further recommends that the Scottish Government 
provides more detailed information on how it proposes to meet its objective of 
maintaining road traffic on the Forth Road Bridge at 2006 levels.’ (paragraphs 
75 to 113) 

5. On the impact of the Bill on economy and businesses: 

‘The Committee notes that the evidence on whether the abolition of the tolls 
will have a positive or negative economic impact is mixed. On one hand, the 
Toll Impact Study suggests that around 1000 additional jobs will be created in 
Fife following the abolition of the tolls, and businesses will benefit from a 
reduction in their transportation costs, albeit a limited one. However, the 
Committee also notes that increased congestion, in particular on the Forth 
Road Bridge, is likely to bring economic disadvantages, such as 
unpredictability regarding delivery times of goods. The Committee’s view, 
taking into account the evidence it has received, is that it welcomes the 
prospect of additional jobs being created in Fife, but believes that the overall 
economic impact of the abolition of the tolls is likely to be marginal.’ 
(paragraphs 114 to 127) 

6. On the impact of the Bill on the structure of the bridge structure: 

‘The Committee notes the reassurances provided by the representatives of 
FETA and TRBJB that the structural integrity or lifespan of the two bridges 
will not be compromised by any increases in traffic arising from the abolition 
of tolls. The Committee notes that these individuals are best placed to make 
such a judgment, and accepts their reassurances.’ (paragraphs 128 to 131) 
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7. On the impact of the Bill on staff currently employed by FETA and TRBJB: 

‘The Committee notes the Minister’s view that he felt it was inappropriate to 
meet with bridge staff whilst negotiations were still underway. The Committee 
also notes that the Minister has been kept informed of the boards’ 
discussions with staff and the unions. However the Committee remains 
concerned at the unwillingness of the Minister to meet with representatives of 
the bridge workers during the Bill’s passage to allow staff to voice their 
concerns. 

The Committee acknowledges that the timescale for abolishing the tolls is 
subject to Parliamentary approval. It is, however, concerned at the negative 
impact that the uncertainty on the timescale has had on staff. 

The Committee also believes that whilst the Minister is correct not to 
prejudge the outcome or length of the parliamentary scrutiny process for the 
Bill, it should be possible for him to provide bridge staff with indicative 
timescales for the abolition of the bridge tolls. 

The Committee acknowledges the Minister’s position and his wish not to 
compromise negotiations between the boards, staff and unions. However, the 
Committee remains of the view that an informal meeting between the Minister 
and representatives of the bridge workers would be both courteous and 
beneficial and need not necessarily compromise the negotiations. Such a 
meeting would help build trust and understanding with bridge staff and would 
allow some clarity to be provided on the likely timescale for any removal of 
tolls. The Committee believes that it is important that the Government should 
take seriously the implications of policy decisions on workers and therefore 
recommends that an informal meeting takes place at the earliest opportunity 
following the publication of this report. 

The Committee commends the work done by FETA and TRBJB in providing 
staff support policies and support packages. The Committee notes that it is 
not expected that staffing resource implications for the Tay Road Bridge 
would result in many redundancies. However this is not the case for the Forth 
Road Bridge where it is expected that the abolition of tolls will result in some 
redundancies for Forth Road Bridge staff. 

The Committee notes that an organisational structure review of FETA is 
underway and that the board has already approved the recommendation that 
the post of Bridgemaster be made redundant. The Committee requests that 
the Scottish Government consults with FETA and provides further information 
on the new staffing structure and specifically on how the strategic 
responsibilities that previously fell to the post of Bridgemaster will be taken 
forward. 

The Committee considers that it is important that the two boards continue to 
employ staff with the skills and experience to maintain the bridges to a high 
standard on an ongoing basis.  
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The Committee also notes the role of Dundee City Council, City of Edinburgh 
Council and Fife Council in the potential redeployment of bridge staff. The 
Committee recommends that FETA and TRBJB work together with the 
councils, unions and staff to ensure that redeployment and training 
opportunities are utilised to best effect thus minimising this impact.  

The Committee further recommends that every effort is made to redeploy 
staff in order that redundancies are kept to a minimum and where they 
cannot be avoided, that staff are treated with utmost dignity and respect as 
set out in the Policy Memorandum.’ (paragraphs 132 to 156) 

8. On the impact of the Bill on the National Transport Strategy: 

‘The Committee acknowledges that the Scottish Government’s decision to 
bring forward proposals to abolish bridge tolls was based on its argument of 
the need to provide equity for the people of Fife. However, it is concerned 
that a major strategic transport decision was taken seemingly without obvious 
reference to the objectives of the National Transport Strategy.   

The Committee considers that, if the Strategy is to be successful, it is 
essential that all transport policy initiatives are assessed against its strategic 
objectives and that the results are included in policy documents and in 
material supporting legislative proposals. The Committee therefore 
recommends that the Scottish Government should develop appropriate 
procedures to ensure that such assessment becomes an integral feature in 
relation to future proposals.’ (paragraphs 157 to 164) 

9. On arguments relating to equity: 

‘The Committee notes that the principal argument advanced by the Scottish 
Government in favour of the Bill proposals is that of providing equity for the 
people of Fife, given that the Forth Road Bridge and Tay Road Bridge are the 
only bridges in Scotland on which tolls remain. 

It acknowledges evidence which suggests that there is a general and strong 
perception by Fife residents that they are treated unfairly in comparison to 
users of the road network in other areas of Scotland.  It understands how this 
perception may have developed, given that those in Fife have witnessed the 
removal of tolls on both the Skye and Erskine Bridges in recent years which 
have, to some extent, also been based on arguments of fairness and equity 
for those who live in the areas served by those crossings.  

It notes other views which cast doubt on or disagree with the equity 
argument. However the fact remains that in Scotland it is only those who live 
in, visit or work in Fife who are subjected to the requirement to pay bridge 
tolls. 

Whilst the Committee does not underestimate the importance of this issue, it 
would like to record its view that reliance on the strength of a perception of 
unfairness as a primary justification for a transport policy is not well founded.  
It is of the view that equity is a subjective as opposed to a scientific argument 
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and, as such, should not generally be considered as a transport policy 
objective.’ (paragraphs 165 to 183) 

10. On financial matters relating to the Bill: 

‘The Committee notes the Scottish Government’s assurances given to the 
Finance Committee that it will provide flexibility in its future funding to the 
bridge authorities which is required in order for them to plan long term 
expenditure. 

The Committee, however, agrees with the Finance Committee’s 
recommendation which expressed concern in relation to the lack of specific 
identification of the net new cost of supporting the two bridge authorities once 
the tolls have been abolished and the remaining uncertainties regarding 
several of the main cost headings. The Committee therefore requests that 
the Scottish Government in responding to this report provides clarification in 
relation to these points as well as responding to the specific points raised by 
FETA about the future funding arrangements for the bridge authorities.’ 
(paragraphs 184 to 194) 

11. In conclusion: 

‘The Committee has received convincing evidence that the removal of the 
bridge tolls on both the Forth and Tay Road Bridges is likely to result in a 
negative environmental impact.  It also accepts that increased congestion 
and longer journey times are an expected consequence of the removal of 
tolls on the Forth Road Bridge.  It has in this report strongly recommended 
that measures are put in place in an effort to mitigate the extent of these 
negative effects. 

However, the Committee has listened carefully to the evidence presented 
supporting the argument that it is inherently unfair that the residents of Fife 
are the only people in Scotland who continue to routinely face the burden of 
bridge tolls. The majority of the Committee is of the view that this is a 
persuasive argument and it therefore agrees that for this reason alone the 
continuation of tolls on the Forth Road Bridge and Tay Road Bridge is no 
longer justified.1 

However, this is not to say that the Committee considers the negative 
environmental impact of the Bill proposals to be lacking in significance. The 
Committee considers that bringing forward transport proposals which result in 
a negative net impact in terms of CO2 emissions is not an approach which is 
consistent with the Scottish Government’s stated objective to reduce 
emissions by 80% by 2050.  It finds it difficult to envisage how meaningful 
steps towards meeting this objective can occur if transport initiatives are 
brought forward in the future which consistently impede any progress made. 
The Committee therefore recommends that all future transport proposals 
should be developed in a manner which ensures they will make a positive 
contribution to the reduction in emissions or at the very least include 

                                            
1 Patrick Harvie dissented. 
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reference to wider strategic measures which will counterbalance any 
increase in emissions which may result.  

The majority of the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
recommends to the Parliament that the general principles of the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill be agreed to.2 (paragraphs 203 to 206) 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction of the Bill 

12. The Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill was introduced by the Cabinet 
Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth, John Swinney MSP, on 3 
September 2007. The Bill was accompanied by a Policy Memorandum and a 
Financial Memorandum. The Bill was referred to the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee by the Parliamentary Bureau on 4 September 2007. 
The Committee agreed its approach to Stage 1 consideration at its meeting on 4 
September 2007 and issued a call for written evidence on the general principles of 
the Bill on 4 September 2007. 

13. The reports of the Subordinate Legislation Committee and the Finance 
Committee are attached at Annexe A. 

14. Nine organisations and individuals responded to the Committee’s call for 
evidence and a further nine supplementary submissions were made. The 
Committee took oral evidence on the Bill from witnesses at its meetings of 11 
September 2007, 18 September 2007, 25 September 2007 and 2 October 2007. 
The minutes of these meetings are attached at Annexe B and extracts from the 
Official Reports of those meetings, together with associated written submissions, 
and other written evidence, comprise Annexe C. All written and supplementary 
evidence received is available on the Parliament’s website.3 The Committee 
wishes to express its thanks to all those who provided written and oral evidence on 
the Bill.  

15. However, the Committee was concerned and disappointed that Transport 
Scotland, when invited to give oral evidence on the Bill, declined the invitation.  It 
considers it essential that Scotland’s transport agency should provide evidence to 
Parliament on issues for which it has responsibility when requested to do so.  
Transport Scotland’s initial explanation for declining the invitation was that it was 
for Scottish ministers to decide which officials will represent them at Committee 
meetings. However Transport Scotland subsequently accepted the Committee’s 
position that it is the Committee’s right to require any witness to attend its 
meetings if it so wishes. In this regard, the Committee notes and welcomes the 
reassurance provided by the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable 
Growth when he appeared before the Committee on 2 October 2007 and stated: 

‘…I want Transport Scotland to have the fullest involvement in the work of the 
committee. I also want that from all the officials who are involved in this area 

                                            
2 Patrick Harvie dissented. 
3 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/ticc/inquiries/BridgeTollsBill.htm [accessed 
October 2007]. 
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of policy activity. I assure the committee that that will be the case, at all 
times.’4          

Aims of the Bill 

16. The primary objective of the Bill is the removal of the remaining tolls from the 
Forth and Tay Road Bridges as soon as practicable. 

17. The Bill aims to repeal the legislation which allows for tolls to be charged on 
the Forth Road Bridge and the Tay Road Bridge; removes a time-limit which 
currently applies to repayment of money advanced to the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board by its constituent authorities; and repeals legislation connected with the 
previously abolished Erskine Bridge tolls. 

Consultation 

18. The Policy Memorandum states that: 

‘The issue of bridge tolls was debated in the Parliament on 1 March 2006, 30 
March 2006, 8 February 2007 and May 2007. In June 2006 there was an 
open invitation for anyone to submit evidence for or against the retention or 
abolition of tolls on these bridges, and research into public attitudes towards 
the tolls has been undertaken as part of the Scottish Executive’s Toll Impact 
Study. 

During the development of the Bill, detailed consultation has been 
undertaken with the Forth Estuary Transport Authority and the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board.  These consultations have considered legislation, 
finance, staffing issues and any additional requirements for traffic 
management at the bridges due to the removal of the toll collection 
equipment. 

Given the above, no further public consultation is considered necessary on 
the detailed provisions.’5 

19. The Committee questioned witnesses on the reasons behind this assumption 
that no further consultation was necessary. During oral evidence, the Scottish 
Government Bill Team told the Committee: 

‘The consultation is a manifesto commitment. There is no formal requirement, 
in such circumstances, to undertake a wide consultation as the view is that 
the proposal has been put before the electorate.’6 

20. In supplementary written evidence to the Committee, the trade union Unite 
expressed concern at the Scottish Government’s position that no consultation was 
necessary because the abolition of tolls was a manifesto commitment. Unite stated 
in written evidence that it: 

                                            
4 Swinney, John, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 163. 
5 Policy Memorandum, paras 10 to 12. 
6 Patel, David, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 40. 
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‘…is concerned that this approach to policy formulation and implementation, 
which will have a serious impact on our members and Scottish workers, 
represents a shift away from meaningful consultation and dialogue on the 
part of the Scottish Government in contrast to the approach of the previous 
administrations.’7 

21. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change, Stewart 
Stevenson MSP, reiterated the Government’s position and stated: 

‘We have consulted the two bridge boards thoroughly on the bill's effects 
and, in particular, on the financial, staffing and traffic management 
implications. ….We have also consulted the adjoining local authorities—in 
particular, Dundee City Council and the City of Edinburgh Council—directly 
on points on which their responsibilities are affected, particularly where traffic 
management is concerned.’8 

22. The Committee took evidence from local councils on this issue. Fife Council 
acknowledged that previous consultation on the issue of bridge tolls had occurred: 

‘There was more consultation of local authorities than is currently the case 
during phase 1 of the tolled bridges review, which I think was in 2002. More 
recently, such consultation has been undertaken through the regional 
transport partnerships, as opposed to consulting local authorities directly.…It 
is certainly the case that local authorities had the opportunity in 2002 to 
respond to the consultation document, which I believe was also the case in 
phase 2 of the tolled bridges review.’9 

23. The City of Edinburgh Council agreed with Fife Council that the role of local 
authorities in consultations on certain transport projects had changed in recent 
years, suggesting: 

‘There seems to have been a shift away from consulting local authorities, 
particularly in the case of the Forth crossing, tolls and the strategic projects 
review. Consultation is now channelled through regional transport 
partnerships. We have contacted ministers and Transport Scotland to raise 
our concerns about the process, which we do not feel is inclusive.’10 

24. Dundee City Council told the Committee: 

‘At least we had early dialogue with Steer Davies Gleave, the consultants 
who carried out the study. We gave them the Paramics traffic model that was 
developed for Dundee city centre. The Tay bridge, which joins directly into 
the city centre, has a direct input. However, there has been no other formal 
consultation.’11 

                                            
7 Supplementary written evidence from Unite, 5 October 2007. 
8 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 180. 
9 McLellan, Bob, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 92. 
10 Kennedy, Ewan, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 93. 
11 Laing, Ken, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 93. 
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25. During oral evidence, Friends of the Earth Scotland expressed concern at the 
lack of formal consultation on the Bill, explaining to the Committee: 

‘…We have not been involved in any prior consultation. We responded to 
earlier studies such as the tolled bridges review, but that evidence has been 
disregarded in producing the bill.’12 

26. The Confederation of Passenger Transport UK confirmed that there had 
been no formal consultation on the Bill but stated that: 

‘In 2004, we replied to Nicol Stephen, the then Minister for Transport, on the 
phase 1 consultation on the tolled bridges review. We replied to the tolled 
bridges review phase 2 consultation in 2005 and, in 2006, to the "Tay and 
Forth Bridges Review: Factual Evidence". We feel that there has been quite 
a lot of consultation. We have also had informal meetings.’13 

27. The Committee acknowledges the consultations which took place on the 
issue of abolishing bridge tolls by the previous Administration including the 
establishment of the Toll Impact Study. However, it considers that it is important to 
note that the previous consultations were not carried out in the context of a 
specific proposal to remove the tolls. 

28. The Committee also notes the contradiction in the evidence provided by the 
City of Edinburgh and Dundee City Councils i.e. that no formal consultation had 
been undertaken on the specific Bill proposals, with that of the Minister for 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change who said that such consultation had 
occurred. 

29. The Committee is concerned that no public consultation took place on the 
specific proposals contained in the Bill.  Whilst there is no formal requirement for 
such consultation, it considers that obtaining the views of the public on issues 
where there is a clear and obvious public interest constitutes good practice in the 
legislative process. The desirability of making swift progress in the introduction of 
legislation should not outweigh the need to ensure that an appropriate level of 
consultation takes place.   

30. The Committee suggests that even a truncated consultation exercise during 
the summer recess or the opening of dialogue with stakeholders could have 
provided a reasonable level of feedback on the Scottish Government’s proposals 
and need not have significantly delayed the introduction of the Bill. The 
Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should ensure that 
adequate and proportionate consultation is undertaken prior to the 
introduction of all Bills to the Scottish Parliament. 

Policy Memorandum 

31. The Committee notes the contents of the Bill’s Policy Memorandum and 
accepts that it provides an adequate explanation of the policy intentions behind the 
Bill.  
                                            
12 Hay, Stuart, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 112. 
13 Rodger, Marjory, Official Report, 25 September 2007, 130. 
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Report by the Subordinate Legislation Committee 

32. The Committee notes the report of the Subordinate Legislation Committee, 
which considered the delegated powers provisions of the Bill.  

Financial Memorandum 

33. The Committee notes the report by the Finance Committee which considered 
the Financial Memorandum of the Bill. The Finance Committee sought written 
evidence from organisations financially affected by the Bill and took evidence from 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA), the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 
(TRBJB) and Scottish Government Officials. The Finance Committee’s report is 
discussed later in this report. 

TOLL IMPACT STUDY 

34. In this report the Committee will firstly discuss the Toll Impact Study 
commissioned by the Scottish Executive in 2006, due to its central importance to 
much of the evidence which has been received on the impact of the abolition of 
tolls. 

Background 

35. The Scottish Executive launched a wide ranging public consultation on the 
question of the abolition or retention of Forth and Tay Road Bridge tolls on 17 May 
2006. Immediately following the start of this consultation, the Scottish Executive 
commissioned independent consultants Steer Davies Gleave to undertake a Toll 
Impact Study into the retention or removal of the tolls.14 

36. The Scottish Executive received 89 responses to its consultation by the 
closing date of 17 August 2006. The consultants used these responses as a basis 
for undertaking more targeted market research. The result of this research was 
then used as a basis for detailed transport modelling of the possible outcomes of 
keeping or removing the tolls. The final Toll Impact Study report was published by 
the Scottish Government on 16 August 2007.15 

Key findings of the Toll Impact Study 

37. The Toll Impact Study is a comprehensive and detailed piece of work. A 
concise summary of the Study’s conclusions are provided in an Executive 
Summary, the key findings of which are set out below: 

In relation to both bridges: ‘The main effects for each bridge are broadly 
similar but of a different magnitude. The impact of removing the tolls on the 
Tay Bridge would create a greater percentage change in travelling behaviour 
than on the Forth Bridge, including re-routing from the A90 via Perth. But far 

                                            
14 This followed the agreement in the Scottish Parliament, on 30 March 2006, of a motion which 
called for a study into the economic, social and environmental impact of retaining or removing the 
tolls on the Forth and Tay Road Bridge. 
15 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/87965/0052406.pdf [accessed November 2007]. 
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fewer people use the Tay Bridge so the economic and other impacts of this 
are not directly proportionate 

The Economic Activity and Location impact of removing the tolls on both 
bridges is a marginal improvement in the number of jobs filled in Scotland – 
within the areas closest to the bridge the gain is negligible (< 0.01% of total 
current employment). There are slightly greater distribution gains, with Fife 
gaining 1,178 residents in employment but at the expense of other areas, 
especially Edinburgh and the Lothians. Dundee City also gains both in terms 
of jobs filled and employed residents. The study was unable to find any real 
evidence of significant social impact resulting from the existence or removal 
of the tolls.16 

In relation to the Tay Road Bridge: ‘Assessed against the appraisal 
objectives consistent with STAG, the removal of tolls would lead to increased 
global and local traffic emissions and some level of increase in traffic noise; 
against the environment objective the proposal has adverse impacts. The 
monetised transport impact assessment undertaken demonstrates that the 
net private sector impact is positive; however the loss of public sector toll 
income is more than twice this impact in scale. Removing the tolls from the 
Tay Bridge would not represent ‘value for money’; this remains the case over 
a tested range of traffic reassignment between the alternative strategic 
routes. 

For the reasons outlined above it is recommended that the tolls on the Tay 
Bridge are retained, but also recommended that measures to speed up toll 
collection are investigated.’17 

In relation to the Forth Road Bridge: ‘To conclude, congestion would 
increase if the tolls were removed from the Forth Bridge because leisure 
trips, some of which are made during peak hours, would increase and the 
peak periods would be extended. The vast majority of survey respondents 
were considerably more concerned about congestion than about the financial 
cost of the bridge toll, but the main response to congestion would be to 
change travel times. This would tend to extend the length of periods of heavy 
congestion. 

In terms of the impact appraisal undertaken the removal of tolls would lead to 
increased global and local traffic emissions and some level of increase in 
traffic noise; against the environment objective the proposal has adverse 
impacts. The monetised transport impact assessment undertaken 
demonstrates that the disbenefit of congestion considerably outweighs the 
benefit of removing the cost of the tolls; taken with the loss of public sector 
toll income the overall impact on the study area is negative. Removing the 
tolls from the Forth Bridge would not represent ‘value for money’. 

For the reasons outlined above it is recommended that the toll on the Forth 
Bridge is retained.’18 

                                            
16 Toll Impact Study, Executive Summary, paras 4 and 5. 
17 Toll Impact Study, Executive Summary, paras 13 and 14. 
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38. In reaching a view on the importance of the Toll Impact Study to the debate 
on the abolition of tolls, the Committee considered two questions. Firstly, was the 
methodology of the study sound, and were the broad factual results obtained as a 
result of the Study reliable? Second, what view should be taken of the 
interpretation of these results by the consultants which led to their conclusion that 
the tolls should be retained? The question of the robustness of the Study is firstly 
addressed below. 

Methodology of Toll Impact Study and reliability of findings 

39. The Committee heard from the consultants Steer Davies Gleave that they 
were satisfied with the methodology they employed in the Toll Impact Study. In 
response to a question about the reliability of the Study’s traffic number 
predictions, the consultants told the Committee that: 

‘We have reasonable confidence in those predictions; they come from a 
model that is owned—that is probably not quite the right word—by Transport 
Scotland. The forecasts have been consistent during the previous two toll 
impact studies and the current one, even though the model that was used 
has been updated. We have taken great care to ensure that our forecast 
outcomes from the study are consistent and would not be changed in 
direction or meaning by small inaccuracies in that traffic model. Therefore we 
are confident that, given perfectly reasonable variance, our outcomes would 
remain the same.’19 

40. Some witnesses, however, cast doubts on the findings of the Toll Impact 
Study. A representative of Dundee City Council, for example, told the Committee: 

‘I do not want to get into the work that was done in the toll impact study, but it 
produced one or two strange conclusions. The focus group surveys that we 
have carried out indicated that business users or users for work purposes 
would not change their journey patterns as a consequence of the decision to 
remove tolls; they are insensitive to that. It is therefore difficult to see the 
predicted increase in traffic levels materialising.’20 

41. A representative of Fife Council also raised concerns, suggesting that the 
Study, particularly in its early phases, did not properly reflect the measures 
introduced by Fife Council to mitigate against road traffic increases. He said that: 

‘…The tolled bridges review phase 1 to phase 3 reports show the figure for 
the increase in traffic movements reducing from 40 per cent to 10 per cent. If 
there were to be a phase 4 report, in which other matters were taken into 
account, would that further reduce the increased volume of traffic that uses 
the existing bridge?’21 

42. In a written submission, the National Alliance Against Tolls suggested: 

                                                                                                                                    
18 Toll Impact Study, Executive Summary, paras 22 to 24. 
19Hunter, Steve, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 78. 
20 Laing, Ken, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 97. 
21 McLellan, Bob, Official Report, 18 September, Col 102. 
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‘Toll advocates suggest that removing tolls on Tay and Forth bridges would 
increase congestion, and refer to the Transport Model for Scotland (TMfS) 
report that was produced for the then Minister and published in March 2006. 
This gives the claims an aura of being established fact, but the output from a 
model is based on the assumptions that are fed into it - assumptions which 
are probably based on the past and which probably ignore local factors 
affecting trends in traffic and congestion.’22 

43. A number of other witnesses, however, endorsed the methodology of the Toll 
Impact Study consultants. A representative from the City of Edinburgh Council told 
the Committee, for example, that— 

‘The findings of the most recent study are in line with what has gone before. 
There is a definite trend or a coming together of results that tell a similar 
story. There might be upper and lower bounds—say, 30 per cent and 10 per 
cent—but the results flag up the fact that there will be an increase in traffic on 
the Forth road bridge. The studies explain fairly consistently how that 
increase will come about and its effects on transport. From the City of 
Edinburgh Council's point of view, that is fairly well understood.’23 

44. A representative from the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK told the 
Committee ‘I think that it is a sound and well-thought-out report. It is pretty 
strong.’24 

45. The Committee heard from Professor David Gray of Robert Gordon 
University who explained: 

‘It seemed to be a fairly solid report, and I had no major disagreements with 
it. The point was made earlier that the report suggests that there would be 
economic disbenefit in abolishing the tolls. My understanding is that there 
would be economic benefits, but that those would be outweighed by the loss 
of revenue from abolishing tolls. Otherwise, the report was a fairly solid piece 
of work.’25 

46. Dr Iain Docherty of the University of Glasgow agreed, telling the Committee 
that: 

‘I have worked with some of the people who wrote the Steer Davies Gleave 
report. It is a solid piece of work—it uses standard transport economic 
appraisal methodologies to come up with an answer that we all find to be 
fairly secure: that the overall economic impacts are relatively marginal but 
can be identified and are different on each bridge for local reasons.’26 

47. The Committee asked the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change, Stewart Stevenson, for his views on the validity of the Toll Impact Study. 
He told the Committee: 

                                            
22 National Alliance Against Tolls, written submission, 21 September 2007. 
23 Kennedy, Ewan, Official Report, 18 September, Col 104. 
24 Roger, Marjory, Official Report, 25 September, Col 142. 
25 Gray, David, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 146. 
26 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 147. 
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‘The toll impact study was done under the direction and terms of reference of 
the previous Administration. It largely confirms what one might expect. A 
range of possibilities emerges from the study—the modelling resulted in a 
range of predictions. In a sense, the study's results are not unexpected… 

The study is based on a reasonable set of assumptions, although other 
assumptions could have been made. The statistical approach that is taken in 
the study is a not unreasonable way of looking at what will happen when we 
abolish tolls.’27 

48. The Minister told the Committee that the Toll Impact Study ‘has helped to 
inform our understanding of the effect of what we propose and the measures that 
we need to take.’28 

49. Whilst the Minister appears to endorse the broad statistical approach taken in 
the Toll Impact Study, he went on to say that ‘the Government did not accept the 
toll impact study's policy conclusions.’29 

View of the Committee on the Toll Impact Study 

50. The Committee notes that there is a general consensus that the Toll Impact 
Study is factually sound and a general consensus that it presents a reliable 
account of the expected impact of the abolition of the tolls on the two bridges. As 
such it represented a reliable source of information for the Committee to draw 
upon when considering the impact of removing the tolls.  

51. In addition to the Toll Impact Study, the Committee recognises other 
arguments have been made in relation to abolition of the tolls and require to be 
evaluated. The Committee will therefore consider other views submitted in 
evidence on the issues addressed by the Toll Impact Study, such as the likely 
impact of the proposals in the Bill on the environment, traffic congestion and the 
economy. It will also take into account issues which are not directly covered in the 
Toll Impact Study, such as the argument that the abolition of the tolls is a matter of 
equity for the people of Fife, and an acknowledgement of the level of political 
support which appears to have emerged around the abolition of the tolls. The 
Committee will also consider what action might need to be taken in the event that 
the Parliament agrees to the general principles of the Bill and the tolls are 
abolished. 

IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

Requirement for a strategic environmental assessment 

52. The Committee firstly raised the question of whether a strategic 
environmental assessment was required in relation to the Bill. A member of the 
Scottish Government Bill Team told the Committee: 

                                            
27 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 187. 
28 ibid, Col 186. 
29 ibid, Col 180. 
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‘The legislation says that changing the financial arrangement, which is what 
we are doing, is not subject to strategic environmental appraisal and that that 
is not a requirement. However, the toll impact study gives us an indication of 
the environmental effects of removing the tolls.’30 

53. Friends of the Earth Scotland argued that a strategic environmental 
assessment should have been produced in relation to the Bill: 

‘Before the Government takes a step that has major implications for the 
whole of transport policy in and around the Forth, including the local transport 
strategy, which must be rewritten to take account of the change, there should 
be a requirement on it to undertake a strategic environmental assessment to 
determine the best policy option.’31 

54. The Scottish Government provided further justification of its position that a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment was not required, in a letter to the Committee 
dated 26 September 2007. The Scottish Government stated that the 
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 does not apply to ‘financial or 
budgetary plans and programmes’. The letter goes on to argue that: 

‘It is the Scottish Government’s view that, insofar as any proposal to abolish 
tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges would otherwise be a qualifying plan 
or programme subject to the 2005 Act, this provision removes it from the 
ambit of that Act. ‘32 

55. The view that a strategic environmental assessment is not required for the 
Bill accords with the independent legal advice provided to the Committee. 

56. The Committee accepts that there was no formal requirement under the 
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act to carry out a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment in relation to the Bill proposals.  It also accepts that the Toll Impact 
Study included an assessment of the potential environmental impact should the 
tolls be removed. 

57. However, the Committee is concerned that provisions that could potentially 
result in negative environmental impact should they be approved, are not required 
to be the subject of any type of formal environmental assessment, simply because 
the relatively untested legislation appears to rule it out.  The Committee therefore 
recommends that the Scottish Government should give serious 
consideration as to whether measures additional to those set out in the 
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act are required to ensure that all 
major transport policies, initiatives and projects which have the potential to 
result in negative environmental impact are subjected to a robust and 
proportionate level of environmental assessment. 

                                            
30 Rogers, Chris, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 41. 
31 Hay, Stuart, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 114. 
32Supplementary written evidence from the Scottish Government Bill Team, 26 September 2007. 
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Environmental impact of the abolition of tolls 

58. The Policy Memorandum accompanying the Bill sets out the Scottish 
Government’s assessment of the impact of the proposals in the Bill on sustainable 
development. It cited the work carried out by the Toll Impact Study and states: 

‘The modelling predicted that there would be more road traffic and more time 
spent travelling. This would result in a small net increase in local emissions 
and increased carbon dioxide emissions from the additional traffic. It was 
predicted that changes to traffic routes could result in larger increases in local 
emissions in areas such as Fife and Dundee with reductions elsewhere. 

The predicted increase in traffic would be unlikely to result in a discernible 
change in traffic noise but could reduce the visual amenity at each road 
bridge and have an adverse affect on journey ambience for road users.’33 

59. The Toll Impact Study states, in relation to both bridges, that: 

‘The removal of tolls would lead to increased global and local traffic 
emissions and some level of increase in traffic noise; against the 
environment objective the proposal has adverse impacts.’34 

60. Specifically, the Toll Impact Study makes the following comments: 

On noise and vibration: ‘On the Forth Bridge the forecast increase in traffic 
across the modelled periods are between 5%-15%. While this represents a 
significant increase in the number of vehicles, in noise terms the increase is 
unlikely to be significant… The forecast increases in traffic on the Tay Bridge 
across the modelled periods are in every case higher than on the Forth 
Bridge, being in the range 10% - 40% and reasonably consistent for both the 
base and reduced-reassignment TMfS runs. Towards the higher end of the 
range a discernable increase in noise is likely to occur. The associated 
increase in congestion will further contribute to noise levels in the area.’35 

On air quality: ‘Overall, and at a Scotland wide level, the analysis indicates 
an increase in all emissions/ pollutants, once the tolls are removed from both 
the Forth and Tay bridges. Although in percentage terms these changes are 
marginal when compared with national totals, emissions alter considerably 
between Local Authorities. Other considerable reductions in emissions are 
suggested around Falkirk, Stirling and Clackmannanshire, as traffic diverts 
away from Kincardine Bridge to use the Forth - and therefore increases 
emissions around Edinburgh.’36 

On global emissions: ‘The base version of TMfS forecasts a total of around 
9,000 tonnes of additional CO2 pa to be emitted following removal of the tolls. 
This includes an increase of around 14,000 tonnes of CO2 pa from traffic 
travelling through/in and around Fife (and around 2,000 tonnes in Dundee), 

                                            
33 Policy Memorandum. 
34 Toll Impact Study, Executive Summary, paras 13 and 23. 
35 ibid, para 12.4 and 12.5. 
36 ibid, para 12.7 and 12.8. 
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but a reduction of around 11,700 tonnes pa from traffic travelling through 
Perthshire & Kinross… The alternative, reduced-reassignment, runs of TMfS 
forecast a slightly lower total of 7,500 tonnes of additional CO2 pa emitted 
following removal of the tolls… The net impact of the proposal is an increase 
in the level of CO2 emitted by road vehicles of less than 0.1% across 
Scotland’37 

On local emissions: ‘The overall local emissions impact forecast by TMfS 
follows the same pattern as CO2 forecast, a small net increase in emissions 
(both PM10 and NOX emissions increase by the order of 0.1%). However, 
because of the nature of the change in travel patterns forecast, the 
reductions in emissions will be spread across a wide area and are therefore 
not relevant to this assessment at this area-wide level.’38 

61. The Toll Impact Study also indicated that visual amenity and journey 
ambience would be adversely affected by the abolition of the bridge tolls.39 

62. The Committee heard various views on how serious the effect of these 
environmental impacts would be. A representative of the Bill Team stated: 

‘The environmental impacts will be relatively modest and we do not envisage 
that there will be significant changes to things such as noise or local 
pollutants. In general, the total level of local pollutants will not change, but it 
might increase in some areas and decrease in others. The monitoring of local 
pollutants is a local authority issue, so we would discuss with Dundee City 
Council any issues of air quality management that arose in Dundee.’40 

63. The City of Edinburgh Council representatives, however, did raise concerns 
about the environmental impact of the Bill: 

‘Our main environmental concern is about the impact on air quality. The City 
of Edinburgh Council had already declared an air quality management area, 
which covers most of the city centre, in 2003; in December 2006, we had to 
declare a second one, which covers St John's Road in Corstorphine. Our 
concern is that any predicted increase in emissions is likely to exacerbate the 
problems in our existing air quality management areas. We do not really 
know to what extent the predictions will be realised, but the increase 
concerns us. 

The second point is that we have to meet the air quality objectives by 2010, 
so there is not a lot of time left to consider how to address the problem if the 
predicted increases in emissions take place. Given that we already have 
work under way to address air quality within the city, any projected traffic 
increase concerns us greatly.’41 

                                            
37 Toll Impact Study, paras 12.11 to 12.3. 
38 ibid, para 12.14. 
39 ibid, para 12.22 and 12.24. 
40 Rogers, Chris, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 43. 
41 Pauwels, Janice, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Cols 94 to 95. 
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64. The Committee received oral evidence from four environmental organisations 
with an interest in the Bill: TRANSform Scotland, Friends of the Earth Scotland, 
Sustrans Scotland and WWF Scotland. All four organisations raised significant 
concerns about the Bill. WWF Scotland argued, for example, that transport 
emissions represented a significant problem in Scotland and that the policy was of 
abolishing the tolls was symbolically a backward step: 

‘Transport is a crucial area. The Scottish emissions data that were released 
today show that transport accounts for about a fifth of Scotland's emissions, 
so transport is a big sector... Transport emissions have also been growing 
fastest, as they have grown by 10 per cent between 1990 and 2005… 
Transport is the big challenge, as it is the big emissions sector that is 
growing. It also presents the Government with a big conflict with its ambitions 
on climate change. 

The bill is a test of intention and message. If it is passed, but the committee 
encourages ministers to say something sensible to indicate that it is not a 
signal just to drive a car, and if other positive transport measures follow it, 
some of the contradiction will be headed off.’42 

65. The symbolic importance of the proposed abolition of bridge tolls was also 
highlighted by Sustrans Scotland who told the Committee: 

‘The fundamental issue is that the bill does nothing to put down a marker of 
the Scottish Government's intention to take carbon emissions seriously. 
Retention of the tolls would encourage people not to use private motor cars 
all the time and to use public transport for appropriate journeys.’43 

66. The representative from Friends of the Earth Scotland put the anticipated 
increase of CO2 emissions in context: 

‘I did some quick calculations this morning: we are talking about 9,000 tonnes 
of CO2 equivalent. In 2003-04, the Government's microrenewables 
programme—the Scottish community renewables initiative—displaced 555 
tonnes. We would have to multiply by 16 times what that multimillion pound 
programme did that year to match the increase.’44 

67. The representative of WWF Scotland raised the question of the potential 
conflict between the Bill and the Scottish Government’s policy objective of tackling 
climate change: 

‘The Administration has made very good promises on climate change, which 
the committee will consider, but transport is clearly the issue on which the 
Administration acknowledges that it will have the most difficulty in reconciling 
its very good ambitions on climate change with the realities of running 
Scotland. Clearly, the bill takes us in the wrong direction.’45 

                                            
42 Dixon, Richard, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 115. 
43 Lauder, John, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 117. 
44 Hay, Stuart, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 124. 
45 Dixon, Richard, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 115. 
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68. Friends of the Earth Scotland suggested that the Bill did not appear to take 
into account the Government’s climate change strategy, telling the Committee that: 

‘The [Government’s] climate change strategy talks about "integrating climate 
change routinely into policy development across all sectors and at all levels" 
but the bill ignores the issue completely.’46 

69. Dr Iain Docherty of the University of Glasgow offered another perspective on 
the potential impact of the increase in CO2 emissions: 

‘I do not know the numbers off the top of my head, but I estimate that the 
amount of extra traffic generated by the removal of the tolls on the Forth 
bridge is probably only a few months' worth—at most a couple of years' 
worth—of background growth, which we would expect to see anyway. 
Removing tolls will not make a huge impact on the overall level of congestion 
or on carbon emissions over the medium term.’47 

70. The National Alliance Against Tolls went further and, in a written submission, 
argued that maintaining tolls acted to increase emissions: 

‘Tolls have the opposite effect of that claimed by toll advocates - vehicle 
emissions increase because of toll queues, and some drivers diverting on to 
longer less suitable routes. A study of drivers in the Sydney (Australia) area 
that was published earlier this month showed that many drivers were 
avoiding the toll roads even though it meant that their journeys took much 
longer and that on average they were using 33 percent more fuel.’48 

71. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change acknowledged 
that there were negative environmental impacts arising from the abolition of tolls, 
but argued that these needed to be considered within the context of all the 
Scottish Government’s transport initiatives:  

‘We ask that our plans are looked at in the round for their overall effect. Last 
week, I made a statement to Parliament that was essentially about EARL but 
which talked about a substantial and wide range of measures that will 
improve public transport offerings right across central Scotland. We have 
also previously committed to signalling improvements that will improve 
journeys by rail from Fife, and in drafting the bill we have considered bus 
priority lanes and multi-occupancy vehicle priority. The overall positive effect 
of last week's announcements on the balance sheet is likely to be 
substantially greater than the negative effect of abolishing tolls on the two 
bridges.’49 

                                            
46 Hay, Stuart, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 117. 
47 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 146 to 147. 
48 National Alliance Against Tolls, written submission, 21 September 2007. 
49 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 185. 
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Conclusion 

72. The Committee accepts the information contained in the Toll Impact Study 
that the removal of tolls is likely to result in a negative environmental impact in 
terms of increased noise and vibration; a reduction in air quality and in increased 
CO2 emissions.  However, it also notes evidence which suggests that these 
negative impacts will occur on a localised basis and that, in particular, the increase 
in CO2 emissions may not necessarily impact to a significant extent on overall 
levels of emissions across the wider strategic area and in Scotland as a whole. 

73. However, the Committee considers that any increase in emissions is a 
serious issue. It therefore recommends that the bridge authorities, Transport 
Scotland, local authorities and other agencies as appropriate give careful 
consideration as to how noise, vibration, air quality and CO2 emissions can be 
efficiently monitored on both bridges and in surrounding areas against the 
appropriate environmental standards. It further recommends that the Scottish 
Government should provide appropriate funding for any remedial or mitigating 
measures that may be identified as being necessary to address any negative 
environmental impact. 

74. The Committee also considers that the Bill proposals are contrary to the 
Scottish Government’s stated objectives on tackling climate change and its 
specific plans to legislate to significantly reduce CO2 emissions in Scotland.  It 
considers it regrettable that the Scottish Government’s first legislative proposal will 
increase emissions. With this in mind, the Committee recommends that the 
Scottish Government should explain in more detail what steps it intends to 
take to decrease emissions across Scotland in the next year, taking into 
account the increases likely as a consequence of the removal of tolls. 

IMPACT ON TRAFFIC MOVEMENTS AND CONGESTION 

Level of traffic and length of journey time 

75. The Committee sought evidence on the potential impact of the abolition of 
tolls on traffic movement and congestion on and around the bridge. The Toll 
Impact Study concluded in relation to the Forth Road Bridge that: 

‘Congestion would increase if the tolls were removed from the Forth Bridge 
because leisure trips, some of which are made during peak hours, would 
increase and the peak periods would be extended. The vast majority of 
survey respondents were considerably more concerned about congestion 
than about the financial cost of the bridge toll, but the main response to 
congestion would be to change travel times. This would tend to extend the 
length of periods of heavy congestion.’50 

76. In relation to the Tay Road Bridge, the Toll Impact Study concluded that: 

‘The surveys of bridge users and non-users indicate that the financial cost of 
the toll on the Tay Bridge makes very little difference to the extent to which 

                                            
50 Toll Impact Study, Executive Summary, para 22. 
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people will travel to work or make business trips across the bridge, and no 
difference to freight traffic. However, the survey evidence indicates that 
removing the toll on the Tay Bridge would prompt an increase in leisure trips 
made over the bridge, some of which would be made at or near peak 
times.’51 

77. Specifically, the Toll Impact Study makes the following comments about each 
of the two bridges: 

Forth Road Bridge: ‘Whilst growth in peak traffic over the Forth Bridge is 
constrained by the capacity of the bridge, it is forecast to increase by around 
15% in the interpeak period between 2005 and 2015. TMfS forecasts an 
increase of around 10% in movements due to the removal of the tolls, slightly 
higher in the northbound, tolled direction. This is higher than expected and is 
considered together with the results of the local traffic modelling in the report 
summary in Section 16. 

Tay Road Bridge: Over the Tay Bridge TMfS forecasts an increase in flows 
of between 15% and 20% between 2005 and 2015. Removal of the tolls is 
forecast to result in an increase in flows over the Bridge of around 20% 
northbound and 40% southbound. The latter has been agreed to be at the 
high end of the expected range. A more conservative sensitivity test suggests 
a figure of around 30% may be more appropriate – although this of course is 
still a substantial proportional increase. Again, this is considered together 
with the results of the local traffic modelling in Section 16.’52 

78. The Toll Impact Study consultants, Steer Davies Gleave, made it clear that 
longer queues would result on the Forth Road Bridge from the abolition of tolls: 

‘It is possible to get an increase in peak-hour traffic, even when the bridge is 
completely at capacity. Usually that is seen as an increase in the length of 
the peak hour. In more localised modelling, it may be seen as queues of 
vehicles that are waiting to get on to the bridge. One of the main results of 
removing tolls is likely to be increases in traffic queues at some location on 
the way up to or on the way past the bridge.’53 

79. A representative of the Scottish Government Bill Team argued that the 
suggested increases in traffic numbers should be treated with caution: 

‘Please take some care with the strategic model figures, particularly for the 
Forth, because you will find that in a number of the years the figures exceed 
the physical traffic capacity of the bridge. There are figures in there that total 
up to more than 4,000 vehicles northbound, which I think the gentleman from 
FETA sitting behind me will confirm is not a practical proposition. The level of 
peak-hour increase that is shown is probably too high. The same congestion 

                                            
51 Toll Impact Study, Executive Summary, para 6. 
52 ibid, para 4.33 and 4.34. 
53 Hunter, Steve, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 82 to 83. 
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concerns do not arise in the off-peak period although, as the member said, 
there are significant increases in the peak.’54 

80. The Minister was asked in evidence how he would meet the Scottish 
Government’s objective of maintaining road traffic on the Forth Road Bridge at 
2006 levels. The Minister told the Committee: 

‘We have to seek to contain traffic at 2006 levels. I make the point again that 
the increased utilisation will be at off-peak times. At the busiest times, which, 
incidentally, are earlier than the busiest times on other parts of the road 
network, we are looking at little or no change. There will be greater off-peak 
utilisation, but we are also looking at measures. I think that you heard about 
the work that the south-east Scotland transport partnership is doing with 
Transport Scotland—if not, you are hearing about it now—to increase access 
for buses on the M90 and speed their passage. We are looking at providing 
priority, if we can, to multi-occupancy vehicles, and at ensuring that public 
transport has greater access on northbound trips. The quality of the bus 
offering is improving.’55 

81. There appeared to be widespread acceptance by witnesses of the findings of 
the Toll Impact Study in relation to the likely impact on traffic movements, although 
a representative from the Scottish Chambers of Commerce and Fife Chamber of 
Commerce argued: 

‘We argue strongly that, if anything, the tolls cause congestion and that 
congestion causes pollution. We think that it is a myth that removing the tolls 
will create congestion, because we are sure that no more people will use the 
bridges as a result of the lack of tolls.’56 

82. The representative of the Road Haulage Association argued that freight 
travel might not be unduly affected by increases in traffic congestion: 

‘In freight movements, time is as important as money. From the figures that I 
have seen, most hauliers avoid both bridges in peak hours. Figures from the 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority a couple of years ago showed that freight 
movements dropped between 7 am and 9 am and then picked up again. The 
figures for the Tay bridge probably show the same.’57 

83. This view that congestion would increase during off peak times rather than 
peak times was backed by the Freight Transport Association: 

‘I doubt very much that there would be an increase in haulage traffic at peak 
times because we have settled into a pattern now. I am not suggesting that 
things might not change slightly over time but, having established patterns, 

                                            
54 Rogers, Chris, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 45. 
55 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 188. 
56 Russell, Alan, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 128. 
57 Flanders, Phil, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 132. 
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people get into that routine. Customers expect their deliveries at a negotiated 
time.’58 

84. In evidence to the Committee, Dr Iain Docherty attempted to put the likely 
increase in traffic arising from the abolition of tolls in context: 

‘We are speculating about the average annual growth in passenger car miles 
in the south-east of Scotland. Statistics suggest that there has been a 1.5 per 
cent, 2 per cent or 3 per cent growth in recent years, which means that a 
matter of months of background growth is equivalent to the additional effect 
that would be produced by the removal of the tolls. In other words, after a 
short length of time, we would not notice the difference.’59 

85. A number of witnesses made the connection between the likely increase in 
traffic volume on the bridges and increased journey times. The evidence from 
FETA suggested that longer queues would result from the ending of the tolls: 

‘We must face the fact that congestion will increase as a result of abolishing 
the tolls. Such an increase has been predicted by traffic modelling, most 
recently in the toll impact study, and we have witnessed the increase in traffic 
on the Erskine bridge.’60 

‘We also expect the troughs to start filling up, so that we will have a higher 
overall level of traffic throughout the day. If there is a significant increase in 
our traffic levels, the effect will be longer queues on the M90 from the north 
and the approaches from the south.’61 

86. A representative of the TRBJB, however, downplayed the potential impact of 
the traffic congestion in relation to the Tay Road Bridge: 

‘At the moment, the bridge is not congested, but some congestion does 
happen, particularly during the morning peak and evening peak when traffic 
is leaving the city centre and going through the tolls. When the tolls were 
removed during the one-day strike last year, the traffic flowed fairly freely that 
evening. We anticipate that the congestion in the evening peak will be 
relieved. The bridge has the capacity to take much more traffic, so it will be 
many years before the bridge becomes congested, unlike the Forth bridge, 
which is already congested.’62 

87. FETA were not able to provide precise figures for the potential length of 
delays which might arise from the abolition of tolls on the Forth Road Bridge, but 
emphasised that:  

                                            
58 Scott, Gavin, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 133. 
59 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 154 to 155. 
60 Andrew, Alastair, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 52. 
61ibid, Col 58. 
62 Dorward, David, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 60 to 61. 
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 ‘Even if the percentage in the modelling is wrong, any increase in 
traffic will result in the queues becoming longer, as regular commuters 
know.’63 

88. This view was backed by a written submission from the Scottish Association 
for Public Transport which stated: 

‘This will effectively disadvantage users of the Forth road bridge by 
increasing road congestion and journey times, most likely incurring higher 
congestion costs on the users than the direct monetary savings derived from 
the abolition of tolls.’64 

Remodelling of the toll plaza areas 

89. It also emerged in evidence that, should the tolls be abolished, effective 
traffic management measures would be required to help mitigate the changes in 
traffic flow. One issue raised was the requirement for the remodelling of the areas 
currently occupied by the toll booths. FETA made the point that, in relation to the 
Forth Road Bridge: 

‘The current toll plaza performs an additional role as a control mechanism 
that regulates the flow of traffic on to the bridge. The booths cannot simply be 
removed; they must be replaced with a system that safely and effectively 
merges the five lanes of traffic that approach the bridge into two lanes.’65 

90. The TRBJB made a similar point that work would be required to remodel the 
toll plaza area in Dundee following the abolition of the tolls: 

‘Although there will be no toll collection, the bridge will remain a major 
transport link that requires a 24-hour, seven-day presence to ensure its 
effective operation... Red flashing lights are currently in place to stop 
northbound traffic at the Fife end of the bridge, and a similar arrangement is 
proposed for southbound traffic at the Dundee end of the bridge immediately 
after the removal of the tolls and the toll plaza.’66 

91. The Committee asked the witnesses about the likely costs associated with 
the remodelling of the toll plazas. FETA said that they would need to replace the 
existing plaza system with a new road layout that it estimated will cost 
approximately £1.5 million. FETA explained that the current electronic tolling at the 
plaza had been paid for through its own self-financing mechanisms but that the 
cost of developing the new road layout is to be met by the Scottish Government. 
The representative of the TRBJB indicated to the Committee that the cost of 
removing the toll booths at Dundee would be £100,000, and that the Scottish 
Government has already said that it will fund this work. 

92. These costs are discussed in more detail in the Finance Committee’s report 
to this Committee. 
                                            
63 Andrew, Alastair, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 62. 
64 Written submission, Scottish Association for Public Transport, 17 September 2007. 
65 Andrew, Alastair, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 52. 
66 Dorward, David, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 53. 
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Impact on the use and operation of public transport 

93. Some concerns were expressed in evidence that any increased congestion 
on the Forth Bridge as a consequence of the abolition of tolls could have a 
negative impact on successful public transport initiatives which were encouraging 
modal shift. For example, the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK 
expressed concern that if buses were delayed by increased congestion then the 
success of park and ride schemes might be compromised: 

‘Ferrytoll park and ride has had a 24 per cent increase year on year. For the 
service from Fife to Edinburgh airport, there was a 49 per cent increase in 
passengers last year. Where we provide a good service on quality vehicles, 
we will get the extra patronage. What will stop that investment is if we cannot 
keep those vehicles moving freely.’67 

94. This view was supported by the City of Edinburgh Council, which stated that: 

‘The increased congestion will obviously be to the detriment of all road users, 
but public transport will be affected by becoming less attractive….. If public 
transport has to experience the same congestion as general car traffic, 
people might stop using it.’68 

95. World Wildlife Fund Scotland suggested that the abolition of tolls might 
discourage the use of public transport as well as hinder the development of 
sustainable transport schemes: 

‘It will be a double whammy. The proposed abolition of tolls on both bridges 
will only encourage greater numbers of people to make the crossing using 
cars rather than public transport. At the same time, it will remove a revenue 
stream that could have been used—as was sometimes the case in the past—
to fund the alternatives. Therefore, we will be hit twice.’69 

96. In supplementary written evidence to the Committee, the City of Edinburgh 
Council argued that increased congestion would have a negative impact on 
cyclists: 

‘Increased traffic is likely to worsen the already unsatisfactory conditions for 
cyclists on the A90 approach to Edinburgh. The current cycle route from the 
Forth Bridge and Queensferry to Cramond Bridge on the edge of Edinburgh 
is on route 1 of the National Cycle Network. It is also a useful commuter link. 
However this section is sub-standard. This leads to cyclists using the main 
A90. Over the past 10 years 1 cyclist has been killed, 4 have been seriously 
injured, and 2 slightly injured on this stretch of road. A further cyclist was 
killed just over 10 years ago, in 1996. Improving the alternative cycle route 
will enhance its safety and attractiveness, and thereby should generate 
significantly greater use. This would make a contribution to reducing 
congestion on the approach to Edinburgh as well as having intrinsic safety 
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68 Kennedy, Ewan, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 94. 
69 Dixon, Richard, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 114. 
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benefits. Feasibility work carried out looking at route improvements suggests 
that the capital cost would be of the order of £2M.’70 

97. This view was backed by written evidence from Spokes, the Lothian Cycle 
Campaign, which stated: 

‘Spokes is extremely concerned over the probable impacts on congestion, 
traffic growth, and CO2 emissions of the proposal to abolish tolls on the Forth 
Road Bridge, as predicted in the Scottish government's own Toll Impact 
Study. The traffic and congestion increases will, in particular, be detrimental 
to conditions for cyclists not only in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, but in 
the city and in other areas surrounding the bridge.’71 

98. The Committee heard from some witnesses that some of the anticipated 
negative environmental consequences of the abolition of the tolls could be 
addressed via ‘mitigating measures’ designed to promote public transport. The 
possible scale of this task was highlighted in evidence by the City of Edinburgh 
Council: 

‘If the decision is made to remove tolls from the bridge, a lot of work will be 
required to consider the impact in greater detail and to start fleshing out the 
measures that will be necessary to mitigate the effects and to protect public 
transport.’72 

Bus priority measures 
99. One particular issue raised was the question of how bus priority lanes might 
be affected by the abolition of tolls. FETA told the Committee, for example, that: 

‘The south-east Scotland transport partnership is pursuing a scheme to 
promote northbound bus priority. We have undertaken to ensure that nothing 
that we do on the plaza will prejudice the SESTRAN scheme.’73 

100. A representative of the City of Edinburgh Council was clear that ‘we require 
mitigation in the form of fairly comprehensive segregated bus priority coming into 
the city.’74 The City of Edinburgh Council representative argued, however, that one 
of the effects of removing the tolls would be to present the opportunity to introduce 
bus priority on the toll plaza. 

101. The witness from the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK argued that 
bus priority measures were very important: 

‘With more bus priority measures, we can help relieve the congestion. We 
understand that priorities are being built into the infrastructure and we are 

                                            
70 Supplementary written evidence, City of Edinburgh Council, 5 October 2007. 
71 Written submission, Spokes, 28 September 2007. 
72 Kennedy, Ewan, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 104. 
73 Andrew, Alastair, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 59. 
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told by the minister that the Scottish Government will fund the measures, but 
we would like reassurance that that will happen.75 

102. The CPT representative also indicated in evidence that: 

‘We would like an effective park and ride at the southern access to the Tay 
bridge. That could work in the same way as Ferrytoll, by greatly relieving 
pressure and therefore preventing congestion in Dundee city centre. ..On the 
Forth bridge, the south east of Scotland transport partnership's proposal, 
northbound at the Echline roundabout, has our full support.76 

103. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change expressed 
enthusiasm for measures designed to encourage a modal shift towards public 
transport. He told the Committee, for example, that ‘we are enthusiastic about 
further park-and-ride sites’ and that he was keen to support bus priority lanes.77 He 
commented: 

‘Although I am not making a commitment, I am saying that one of the 
outcomes might be that we can improve priority for certain parts of public 
transport, such as buses, in an environment in which the toll plaza has been 
removed and FETA has put in place other ways of controlling the traffic.’78 

104. The Minister also appeared to acknowledge the importance of including 
mitigating measures such as bus priority lanes within the initial plans brought 
forward by FETA, rather than being added on as an afterthought:  

‘We will certainly examine bus priority with FETA—the subject is being 
discussed. That discussion also involves the City of Edinburgh Council and, 
at the north of the bridge on the M90, Transport Scotland. All the players are 
party to the discussion. I am not in the slightest bit anxious to spend more 
money than I have to; I am anxious that we get it right in a oner.’79 

105. In relation to the financial commitment being offered by the Scottish 
Government for any redesign of the area around the Forth Road Bridge, the 
Minister commented: 

‘FETA is responsible for the area in front of the bridge. We have said that we 
will fund what FETA reasonably proposes as a response to the changes that 
derive from the abolition of tolls. It is up to FETA, and it is actively engaged in 
discussing the subject. I know what FETA is discussing, but I will not know 
the exact detail of its plans until it brings them forward. It is important that I do 
not step on FETA's toes in that regard.’80 
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Rail fares 
106. Another issue raised in evidence was the question of whether the price of 
cross-Forth rail fares should be reduced following the abolition of the tolls, to 
encourage a modal shift away from the car. This idea was raised in particular by 
the City of Edinburgh Council, who stated in written evidence: 

‘The Scottish Government could reduce cross-Forth rail fares to maintain the 
competitive position of rail vs car use. Costs would be significant (estimated 
at a maximum of £1.5m to £2.0m per annum) although the net cost would be 
considerably less that the cost of toll removal.’81 

107. The Scottish Association for Public Transport also argued in its written 
submission that rail fares should be reduced: 

‘Free Forth crossings for cars at all times of day contrasts with a peak hour 
surcharge on rail fares. This is a perverse financial incentive to switch from 
train to car commuting, increasing peak congestion on the bridge and on the 
western approaches to Edinburgh, to everyone's disadvantage. The Scottish 
Government should provide a specific subsidy targeted at removing peak 
surcharges on rail fares from Fife to Edinburgh, and providing increased rail 
capacity.82 

108. In response to a question on whether cross-Forth rail fares should be 
reduced if the tolls are abolished, the Minister said: 

‘You will be aware that there has been a significant year-on-year increase in 
the uptake of rail travel. Our plans to invest further in the rail network—in 
frequency, capacity and speed—will create significant opportunities for 
further modal shift. I am sure that people will move to rail travel.’83 

Conclusion 

109. The Committee accepts evidence which suggests that the removal of bridge 
tolls on the Forth Road Bridge is likely to lead to an increase in traffic volume, 
potentially resulting in longer queues. It also acknowledges that mitigating traffic 
management measures will be required in this scenario and that FETA will be 
required to carry out toll plaza remodelling. The Committee notes that whilst 
significant traffic congestion on the Tay Road Bridge is unlikely, the TRBJB will be 
required to remove existing toll booths and carry out consequential traffic 
management reconfiguration. 

110. The Committee therefore considers it imperative that the Scottish 
Government provides the necessary funding for proposals that will be brought 
forward by FETA, the TRBJB and the relevant roads authorities given the 
importance of effective traffic management in mitigating the impact of toll removal 
and any associated increase in congestion. 

                                            
81 City of Edinburgh Council, written evidence – 13 September 2007. 
82 Scottish Association for Public Transport, written evidence – 17 September 2007. 
83 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 197. 
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111. The Committee acknowledges that the Scottish Government has given a 
commitment to fund the creation of a new road layout at the Forth Road Bridge in 
the area of the toll plaza and the removal of the toll booths on the Tay Road 
Bridge. However, it recommends that the Scottish Government should also 
fund any additional traffic management measures which may be considered 
necessary by either FETA or the TRBJB, or by other roads authorities, as a 
direct and quantifiable consequence of the removal of tolls. 

112. The Committee is also strongly of the view that, if the tolls are to be removed, 
it is essential that existing, successful sustainable transport initiatives using the 
Forth Road Bridge in particular should not be undermined by any increase in 
congestion.  It therefore recommends that FETA, Transport Scotland and the 
relevant local authorities should seek to reach early agreement on how a 
system of bus priority measures will be implemented.  It considers that 
every effort should be made to ensure that such measures are introduced in 
tandem with any removal of tolls. 

113. The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should 
provide the necessary funding for an appropriate scheme of bus priority 
measures and consider how it might support the further development of 
sustainable transport initiatives and modal shift in this area, in terms of bus, 
rail and cycle use. The Committee further recommends that the Scottish 
Government provides more detailed information on how it proposes to meet 
its objective of maintaining road traffic on the Forth Road Bridge at 2006 
levels. 

IMPACT ON ECONOMY AND BUSINESSES 

114. The Toll Impact Study contains various conclusions in relation to the 
economic argument for the abolition of tolls. It states that: 

‘…Fife as a location benefits from reductions in travel costs to both 
Edinburgh and Dundee and so their accessibility to “job opportunities” has 
broadened as more jobs come within an acceptable range, in terms of cost. 
At the same time, Fife becomes a more “attractive” place to live and over 
time some people relocate from other areas which contribute to the net 
outflow of commuter trips from Fife. Because of these combined effects, 
more Fife residents would travel to both Edinburgh and Dundee, with a small 
reverse flow from Edinburgh to Fife, and fewer Fife residents travelling to 
“local” jobs.’84 

‘The results from the “no tolls” test indicate an overall increase in population 
in the study area, which is the net impact of an increase in Fife (+1,178), and 
a smaller reduction in Edinburgh and the Lothians (-772) workers. There is a 
smaller impact on jobs, with both Edinburgh and Fife benefiting with 62 and 
42 additional jobs created respectively. This indicates a relatively large 
increase in commuting trips between areas with an additional 1,040 trips from 

                                            
84 Toll Impact Study, paras 6.45. 
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Fife to Edinburgh and the Lothians (903 trips from Fife to Edinburgh City), 
and a small increase of 145 trips in the reverse direction.’85 

‘There is a smaller impact on the Tay Bridge with an additional 347 Fife 
residents now commuting to Dundee City and 231 in the opposite direction. 
However, the increase in jobs is marginal, with a net increase of only 39 jobs 
in Dundee. In the reduced reassignment run there is a more significant 
positive impact on the Dundee economy, partly at the expense of Edinburgh 
due to the relative changes in travel costs in that model run.’86 

115. The Committee raised with witnesses the findings of the Toll Impact Study, 
as they related to likely employment trends, as well as asking for views on issues 
such as traffic congestion, which can potentially have an economic impact. 

General economic impact 

116. The representative from Fife Chamber of Commerce and Scottish Chambers 
of Commerce argued that the abolition of tolls would benefit the Fife economy: 

‘The tolls are a barrier to economic growth, particularly in Fife. There is no 
evidence to support the idea that tolls benefit the economy; if anything, they 
have the opposite effect. We could produce a range of evidence to prove that 
the tolls are detrimental to tourism, which is one of the major industries in 
Scotland and Fife.’87 

117. The representative from Fife Chamber of Commerce and Scottish Chambers 
of Commerce went on to argue: 

‘Businesses pay around £3.4 million directly in the additional taxation... The 
performance of the Fife economy falls below the Scottish average on many 
counts, yet the tolls are an additional tax on businesses in Fife. They are also 
an additional tax on individuals in Fife who commute regularly to their places 
of employment: Dundee, Edinburgh and the surrounding areas. Why should 
businesses in Fife and the people of Fife have to pay extra? Maintaining the 
tolls encourages businesses to be elsewhere than Fife. That is a strong 
argument that I would like the committee to consider.’88 

118. Professor Alan McKinnon, however, cast some doubt on this argument: 

‘It has been argued that the removal of the tolls will provide a boost to the 
Fife economy. However, it has also been argued that there will be no 
increase in freight traffic. There is an inherent contradiction between those 
two positions. 

Earlier, a question was asked about whether the Scottish Chambers of 
Commerce represented freight users or passenger users. If you were 
expecting the economy to expand, you would also be expecting a mix of 

                                            
85 ibid, paras 6.46. 
86 ibid, paras 6.47. 
87 Russell, Alan, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 129. 
88 ibid, Col 134. 
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freight and traffic to grow. However, we have been told that it is unlikely that 
freight traffic will expand much. If that is the case, I question how great the 
economic benefits will be to Fife.’89 

119. Professor David Gray of Robert Gordon University interpreted the findings of 
the Toll Impact Study as follows: 

‘The point was made earlier that the report suggests that there would be 
economic disbenefit in abolishing the tolls. My understanding is that there 
would be economic benefits, but that those would be outweighed by the loss 
of revenue from abolishing tolls.’90 

120. Dr Iain Docherty argued that the potential positive or negative effects of the 
abolition of tolls should be put into perspective: 

‘In the scale of the economy of Scotland as a whole or the economy of the 
south-east of Scotland, the impact is marginal. David Gray is right to say that 
there is a clear negative impact on the economy but that that impact is rather 
small, even in transport terms.’91 

121. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change reiterated in 
evidence to the Committee that the abolition of the tolls would bring economic 
benefits to Fife: 

‘The study suggests that there will be 1,000 extra jobs in Fife. That will be 
welcome in Fife, which had a significant commitment to the electronics 
industry and therefore paid some significant prices as the well-documented 
difficulties with that industry were experienced. For the people of Fife, as well 
as broad equity—the argument for which drove our proposal to abolish the 
tolls—we are delivering the economic benefit of greater access to 
employment. That will be welcome.’92 

Impact on freight transport 

122. The Road Haulage Association argued that the abolition of the tolls would 
provide a positive effect as it would reduce hauliers’ running costs: 

‘The Road Haulage Association supports the abolition of the tolls—our 
members are fairly happy. To be fair, £2 is not an awful lot to pay, but the 
money is as well in hauliers' pockets as anybody else's. However, hauliers 
are concerned that they are not given enough importance and that their value 
to Scotland's economy is not recognised.’93 

123. The Freight Transport Association supported the abolition of tolls, but put the 
impact of the cost reduction for hauliers into perspective: 

                                            
89 McKinnon, Alan, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 155. 
90 Gray, David, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 146. 
91 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 154. 
92 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 188. 
93 Flanders, Phil, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 129. 
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‘Our members were equivocal about the tolls and their abolition, because £2, 
or a reduced rate, is absolutely nothing compared to the cost of operating a 
goods vehicle. The feedback from our members was that removing the tolls 
from the Tay bridge will tackle the particular problem with congestion in 
Dundee city centre, which will provide an advantage.’94 

124. The relatively small cost of the tolls when compared to hauliers’ other costs 
was also emphasised by Professor Alan McKinnon who told the Committee ‘I 
reckon that a bridge toll is only about 2 or 3 per cent of the cost of operating a 
vehicle.’95 

125. One issue raised by representatives of the freight industry was the use of 
freight priority lanes. The representative of the Road Haulage Association 
supported in principle such initiatives and told the Committee: 

‘Back in the days of the original north-east of Scotland freight quality 
partnership, Aberdeen Council developed a computer model that allowed 
freight to use the bus lanes, which showed that there was no serious 
disruption to the flow. Buses still made the times that they were making, but it 
eased the traffic in the other lane.’96 

126. Professor Alan McKinnon of Heriot-Watt University offered a different 
perspective on the freight issue: 

‘It seems to me that, on the benefit side, freight operators would make a very 
small financial saving but, on the disbenefit side, they could be adversely 
affected by the traffic congestion that would be caused. I take a less 
sanguine view of the effects of the abolition of the tolls on the freight industry 
than that taken by the representative of the haulage industry on the previous 
panel. Many freight operators these days want flexibility in their logistics—
they want to be able to operate their trucks at any given time. Increasingly, 
they must make on-time deliveries at factories, warehouses and shops, so it 
is a bit complacent to say that most freight vehicles will travel in the inter-
peak periods and therefore will not be adversely affected by the 
congestion.’97 

Conclusion 

127. The Committee notes that the evidence on whether the abolition of the tolls 
will have a positive or negative economic impact is mixed. On one hand, the Toll 
Impact Study suggests that around 1000 additional jobs will be created in Fife 
following the abolition of the tolls, and businesses will benefit from a reduction in 
their transportation costs, albeit a limited one. However, the Committee also notes 
that increased congestion, in particular on the Forth Road Bridge, is likely to bring 
economic disadvantages, such as unpredictability regarding delivery times of 
goods. The Committee’s view, taking into account the evidence it has 
received, is that it welcomes the prospect of additional jobs being created in 
                                            
94 Scott, Gavin, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 129 to 130. 
95 McKinnon, Alan, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 149. 
96 Flanders, Phil, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 133. 
97 McKinnon, Alan, Official Report, 25 September 2007, 145. 
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Fife, but believes that the overall economic impact of the abolition of the 
tolls is likely to be marginal. 

IMPACT ON BRIDGE STRUCTURE 

128. The Committee has been aware of the ongoing uncertainty regarding the 
lifespan of the Forth Road Bridge due to the corrosion of its cables. The 
Committee sought evidence on the potential impact which increased traffic arising 
from the abolition of tolls might have on its structural integrity. 

129. The General Manager and Bridgemaster of the Forth Road Bridge told the 
Committee: 

‘Someone asked earlier whether the increased traffic on the Forth road 
bridge would hasten the introduction of a heavy goods vehicle ban. The 
answer is no. The predictions indicate that there will be an increase in light 
car traffic, which has no effect whatever on our maintenance regime. The 
governing factor is the rate of corrosion inside the main cable and the 
number of large heavy goods vehicles. That is unlikely to change, because 
we are advised by our contacts in the Freight Transport Association that by 
far the biggest costs in running a truck are driver's time and fuel—the toll 
does not feature. I do not think that we will see an increase in HGVs on the 
bridge, so I have no concerns about hastening the introduction of a ban on 
HGVs, which would be necessary only if the dehumidification system that we 
are fitting were to fail.98 

130. The Committee also sought reassurances from the TRBJB that the Tay Road 
Bridge would not be affected structurally by the anticipated increase in traffic level. 
A representative told the Committee: 

‘I do not see that being a problem for the Tay bridge. The bridge has been 
well-maintained. Even if the traffic on the bridge doubled, it would not 
particularly affect the condition of the bridge structure.’99 

131. The Committee notes the reassurances provided by the representatives of 
FETA and TRBJB that the structural integrity or lifespan of the two bridges will not 
be compromised by any increases in traffic arising from the abolition of tolls. The 
Committee notes that these individuals are best placed to make such a 
judgment, and accepts their reassurances. 

IMPACT ON STAFF CURRENTLY EMPLOYED BY FETA AND TRBJB 

Background 

132. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change referred to the 
staff employed by FETA and the TRBJB when he announced in the Parliament his 
intention to abolish tolls on the Forth Road and Tay Road Bridges: 
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‘I pay tribute to both organisations and their staff, who have operated the 
bridges with considerable skill and expertise for a number of years. We are 
aware of the 150 staff who work on the two bridges and of the complexity of 
their work for the continuity of bridge maintenance and the safety of users. 
We need to consider any impact on those staff.’100 

133. The Bill’s Policy Memorandum states on the subject of the bridge staff that 
‘any employees affected be treated with dignity and respect.’101 

134. The Committee took evidence on the impact of abolishing tolls on the bridges 
on staff employed by FETA and TRBJB. The key themes which emerged during 
evidence concerned the consultation with staff and the support offered to staff who 
may be made redundant or redeployed. 

Consultation with staff  

135. The Committee sought evidence on the level of consultation that had been 
carried out with bridge staff on the proposals in the Bill. The Scottish Executive Bill 
team explained that: 

‘Last year, there was an open consultation on the impacts and implications of 
taking the tolls off the bridges. The staff on the bridges will have had an 
opportunity at that point to give their views on the proposal’.102 

136. In oral evidence to the Committee, Unite stated that that there had been no 
consultation between the Government and the staff or trade unions about the 
proposals in the Bill. Unite told the Committee: 

‘There was no consultation. The removal of the tolls was announced in the 
Parliament and that was the start of the process.103 

137. The Committee heard some evidence that uncertainty about the timescale for 
abolishing the tolls was affecting staff morale. In evidence to the Committee, the 
General Manager and Bridgemaster from FETA stated:  

‘My two overriding concerns are the continuing safe maintenance of the 
bridge and the welfare of the workforce, many of whom have served for many 
years. I urge the Parliament to seek clarity on the precise timing of the toll 
removal, which is vital if we are to plan for plaza remodelling works and to 
communicate with our staff.’104 

138. Evidence from the trade unions confirmed how the uncertainty regarding the 
timescale for abolishing the tolls was affecting staff. Unite stated that: 

‘…People are more or less resigned to the fact that tolls will be abolished, 
although they do not know when that will happen. We know that Parliament 

                                            
100 Parliament Official Report, 31 May 2007, Col 343. 
101 Policy Memorandum, paragraph 30. 
102 Patel, David, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 41. 
103 Smart, Sandy, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 66. 
104 Andrew, Alastair, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 51. 
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will consider the bill, but there is no hard-and-fast date when tolls will be 
abolished, so we cannot consult about redundancies or redeployment. 

The situation is up in the air. Branch officials have advised me that they are 
regularly asked what is happening and whether there is any word about 
dates. The effect on morale is huge. When I have dealt with such situations 
in other organisations, people have wanted to leave, rather than have the 
threat hanging over their heads. The staff do not know whether they will have 
a job by Christmas or whether they have until next year. That is 
unsatisfactory.’105 

139. Unite further stated that the Minister had declined a request to meet with the 
unions to discuss the various concerns of staff. The Committee subsequently 
wrote to the Minister seeking clarification as to why he was not willing to meet with 
the unions. In his response, the Minister stated: 

‘I can confirm that Mr Smart [of UNITE] wrote to me in June and I replied on 
16 July stating that I was unable to meet him at the time. I pointed out that 
the responsibility for staffing issues lies with the bridge boards, but assured 
him that my officials were meeting the boards regularly and would continue to 
consider the impact on staff. John Park MSP also wrote to me… and 
subsequently raised the issue during Question Time on 6 September.  

On that latter occasion I reiterated that the matter is one for the bridge boards 
in the first instance, and took the view that it is important that Ministers 
should not complicate matters by getting involved, until the discussions and 
negotiations taking place are complete. I also stated, however, that I am 
more than happy to meet anyone who wishes to discuss the continued safe 
operation of the bridges.”106 

140. The Minister was also questioned during oral evidence to the Committee on 
why he would not meet with bridge staff. In his response he stated that: 

‘I am happy to meet the unions on that subject, once the terms between the 
employers and the unions have been signed off.’107 

141. The Committee notes the Minister’s view that he felt it was inappropriate to 
meet with bridge staff whilst negotiations were still underway. The Committee also 
notes that the Minister has been kept informed of the boards’ discussions with staff 
and the unions.108 However the Committee remains concerned at the 
unwillingness of the Minister to meet with representatives of the bridge workers 
during the Bill’s passage to allow staff to voice their concerns. 

142. The Committee acknowledges that the timescale for abolishing the tolls is 
subject to Parliamentary approval. It is, however, concerned at the negative impact 
that the uncertainty of the timescale has had on staff. 
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143. The Committee also believes that whilst the Minister is correct not to 
prejudge the outcome or length of the parliamentary scrutiny process for the Bill, it 
should be possible for him to provide bridge staff with indicative timescales for the 
abolition of the bridge tolls. 

144. The Committee acknowledges the Minister’s position and his wish not to 
compromise negotiations between the boards, staff and unions. However, the 
Committee remains of the view that an informal meeting between the Minister and 
representatives of the bridge workers would be both courteous and beneficial and 
need not necessarily compromise the negotiations. Such a meeting would help  
build trust and understanding with bridge staff and would allow some clarity to be 
provided on the likely timescale for any removal of tolls. The Committee believes 
that it is important that the Government should take seriously the 
implications of policy decisions on workers and therefore recommends that 
an informal meeting takes place at the earliest opportunity following the 
publication of this report. 

Support offered to staff 

145. The Committee considered the issue of support offered to staff who may be 
made redundant or redeployed.  

146. In oral evidence, TRBJB stated that: 

‘Staffing resources will still be required to operate the 24-hour, seven-day 
presence. The role of the current 20 toll collection staff—or bridge officers—
includes not only toll collection but patrolling and securing the bridge. After 
the tolls are abolished, there will be a reduced number of bridge officer posts, 
but the reduction in posts can be accommodated, allowing for normal and 
early retirements, current vacancies and redeployment to other posts in the 
board.’109 

147. In oral evidence FETA stated that:  

‘The authority has introduced a staff support policy that concentrates not only 
on redeployment—which is the first avenue—but on training, advice and 
counselling and, as a last resort, a redundancy package that is up to the 
maximum that can be applied under the local government pension scheme. 
We have discussed the matter with the minister and he is comfortable with 
the inclusion of all redundancy costs in our application for additional funding 
from the Executive. 

We have a permanent staff of 104. We have not finalised the new structure, 
but the number could be reduced by between 35 and 40. It is sufficient to say 
that our staffing includes more than toll collection staff. For example, we have 
10 administrative staff who administer the eTag electronic tolling system. The 
proposal will have a knock-on effect on a great number of people, not only 
those who are employed in our toll booths.’110 
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148. TRBJB acknowledged that the circumstances at the Tay Road Bridge did not 
pose the same redundancy threat stating that: 

‘We have 20 bridge officers who will be affected. We have 47 staff, but the 
new establishment will number 36, which means a difference of 11. Those 11 
staff can be accommodated by way of either early retiral or redeployment in 
the organisation. We hope that there will be no redundancies at the Tay road 
bridge.’111 

149. In written evidence to the Committee, the City of Edinburgh Council referred 
to the staffing issues for FETA and stated that: 

‘A review is underway to develop the new organisational structure which will 
be required to resource the amended role and functions of the authority. It is 
anticipated that between 35 and 40 posts will be removed from the current 
structure…Other proposed changes will remove a significant element of the 
wider strategic responsibilities which were incorporated into the role of 
General Manager and Bridgemaster. Accordingly….the FETA Board 
approved the recommendation that this post should be made redundant.”112 

150. The unions noted that bridge staff have much experience in dealing with the 
bridges and with traffic problems and expressed concern that those skills will be 
lost when the tolls are abolished.113 When asked about the possibilities for 
redeploying staff, Unite stated: 

‘One difficulty is that Tay bridge staff cover both traffic management and toll 
collection, but work on the Forth road bridge is more separate and 
specialised. There are people who deal with the tolls, people who deal with 
maintenance and a separate group that deals with the traffic side. It is 
unlikely that all those people will be redeployed elsewhere. That is my 
difficulty, although, as I have said, we are still looking at things. To be 
pragmatic, I think that it is highly unlikely that we will be able to keep around 
50 to 60 people in jobs as toll collectors.’114 

151. Unite further stated that: 

‘…It is highly unlikely that it will be possible to redeploy all the staff. We have 
discussed that with management and believe that redundancy is 
inevitable.’115 

152. The Committee commends the work done by FETA and TRBJB in providing 
staff support policies and support packages. The Committee notes that it is not 
expected that staffing resource implications for the Tay Road Bridge would result 
in many redundancies. However this is not the case for the Forth Road Bridge 
where it is expected that the abolition of tolls will result in some redundancies for 
Forth Road Bridge staff. 
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153. The Committee notes that an organisational structure review of FETA is 
underway and that the board has already approved the recommendation that the 
post of Bridgemaster be made redundant. The Committee requests that the 
Scottish Government consults with FETA and provides further information 
on the new staffing structure and specifically on how the strategic 
responsibilities that previously fell to the post of Bridgemaster will be taken 
forward. 

154. The Committee considers that it is important that the two boards continue to 
employ staff with the skills and experience to maintain the bridges to a high 
standard on an ongoing basis.  

155. The Committee also notes the role of Dundee City Council, City of Edinburgh 
Council and Fife Council in the potential redeployment of bridge staff. The 
Committee recommends that FETA and TRBJB work together with the 
councils, unions and staff to ensure that redeployment and training 
opportunities are utilised to best effect thus minimising this impact.  

156. The Committee further recommends that every effort is made to 
redeploy staff in order that redundancies are kept to a minimum and where 
they cannot be avoided, that staff are treated with utmost dignity and 
respect as set out in the Policy Memorandum. 

IMPACT ON THE NATIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY 

157. The Committee took evidence on the extent to which the proposals in the Bill 
would contribute to the meeting of the three strategic outcomes in the Scottish 
Government’s National Transport Strategy. 

158. The National Transport Strategy was published by the previous Scottish 
Executive in December 2006 and the Committee has not received any indication 
that the current Administration has decided to review or replace the Strategy.116 
The three strategic outcomes listed in the National Transport Strategy are: 

‘(1) Improve journey times and connections between our cities and towns and 
our global markets to tackle congestion and provide access to key markets; 

(2) Reduce emissions to tackle climate change; and 

(3) Improve quality, accessibility and affordability of transport, to give people 
the choice of public transport and real alternatives to the car. ’117 

159. Some witnesses suggested to the Committee that the proposals in the Bill 
ran contrary to the National Transport Strategy. The representative of Friends of 
the Earth Scotland, for example, told the Committee: 

                                            
116 The Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth discussed ‘inheriting’ the National 
Transport Strategy when he appeared before the Committee on 2 October 2007. 
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‘The transport strategy that the previous Scottish Executive published 
focused on three priority areas. One was to improve journey times—to make 
travelling around Scotland quicker, easier and more reliable. The bill does not 
do that, as it increases congestion and journey times. The second priority, 
which we strongly support, was to reduce emissions. Again, the bill will have 
a strong adverse impact in that area. The final priority was to ensure that 
Scotland has high-quality public transport choices. The bill fails on that count, 
because money that would have been available for investment in public 
transport will be used to subsidise car owners.’118 

160. Professor Gray of Robert Gordon University raised a similar point: 

‘We have a national transport strategy, one of whose first objectives is to 
foster economic growth by increasing the reliability of journey times and 
reducing their length, and improving access and connectivity. I imagine that 
removing bridge tolls would improve connectivity by making access to 
Dundee and Edinburgh marginally easier, but I doubt whether it would 
improve journey times, because of the resulting congestion.’119 

161. Professor Gray, however, did make the point that the abolition of tolls would 
not, in itself, prevent the Scottish Government’s strategic transport objectives from 
being met: 

‘I tend to agree that our ability to deliver the national transport strategy is not 
dependent on the practical—or even symbolic—significance of retaining tolls. 
The main point is the package of policies that we put in place to attain our 
strategic objectives.’120 

162. The Committee asked the Minister if he felt that the decision to abolish the 
tolls was compatible with the three strategic objectives in the National Transport 
Strategy. In response the Minister stated that ‘the abolition of the tolls is based on 
simply the argument of equity for the people of Fife and the users of the only 
remaining estuarine crossings in Scotland that people have to pay for.’121 In 
response to further questioning on whether equity was a strategic transport 
objective for the Scottish Government, the Minister stated: 

‘In all that we do, we have to seek to deliver the equity that we can. An 
attribute of joined-up Government is that we can look at a range of 
objectives. To be fair, I should say that any Government does that. There are 
very few one-dimensional policies, if I may put it that way.’122 

163. The Committee acknowledges that the Scottish Government’s decision to 
bring forward proposals to abolish bridge tolls was based on its argument of the 
need to provide equity for the people of Fife. However, it is concerned that a major 
strategic transport decision was taken seemingly without obvious reference to the 
objectives of the National Transport Strategy.   
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164. The Committee considers that, if the Strategy is to be successful, it is 
essential that all transport policy initiatives are assessed against its strategic 
objectives and that the results are included in policy documents and in material 
supporting legislative proposals. The Committee therefore recommends that 
the Scottish Government should develop appropriate procedures to ensure 
that such assessment becomes an integral feature in relation to future 
proposals. 

ARGUMENTS ON EQUITY 

165. One of the key arguments cited in favour of the abolition of the bridge tolls is 
that it is a matter of equity for the people of Fife. The Policy Memorandum 
accompanying the Bill states: 

‘…It is unacceptable and unfair to leave the two road bridges into and out of 
Fife as the only remaining toll bridges in Scotland. The provisions of the Bill 
remove this anomaly so that the entire road network in Scotland, and 
travellers on that network, are treated consistently and fairly.’123 

166. The Committee heard from various witnesses who attached weight to the 
equity argument. Fife Council, for example, argued: 

‘There is no doubt that there is an issue of equity. In Fife we have about 500 
bridges; there are tolls on only two of those—the Tay and Forth bridges—and 
there are no toll bridges anywhere else in Scotland. There are other bridges 
that cross estuaries—for example, the Kingston bridge in Glasgow—none of 
which has tolls, so why should the Forth and Tay bridges have them?’124 

167. This view was supported by a representative from Dundee City Council who 
commented that ‘Dundee City Council's position—like that of Fife Council—is 
about equity: we think that the tolls should not remain.’125 

168. Business representatives also cited the equity argument as being of 
significance, with a representative of Fife Chamber of Commerce and Scottish 
Chambers of Commerce arguing: 

‘The performance of the Fife economy falls below the Scottish average on 
many counts, yet the tolls are an additional tax on businesses in Fife. They 
are also an additional tax on individuals in Fife who commute regularly to 
their places of employment: Dundee, Edinburgh and the surrounding areas. 
Why should businesses in Fife and the people of Fife have to pay extra? 
Maintaining the tolls encourages businesses to be elsewhere than Fife.’126 

169. In written evidence, the Federation of Small Businesses also supported the 
equity principle: 

                                            
123 Policy Memorandum, para 2. 
124 McLellan, Bob, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 98. 
125 Laing, Ken, Official Report, 18 Setember 2007, Col 96. 
126 Russell, Alan, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 134. 
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‘Tolls on the Skye and Erskine Bridges have now been scrapped, and the 
Scottish Government has accepted responsibility for the maintenance of 
these bridges. It is neither fair nor consistent that businesses in the east of 
Scotland should be burdened with paying bridge tolls to make essential 
journeys, while businesses in the west of the country no longer carry this 
burden.’127  

170. The National Alliance Against Tolls highlighted the issue of geographical 
equity as well and also argued that motorists were already unduly burdened by 
taxation. Its written submission explained: 

‘Tolls are a regressive tax that penalises most those that are the least able to 
afford them and who are already paying very high fuel duty and other taxes 
that exceed the amount spent on roads by about seven to one. Their 
unfairness is compounded by being a tax which mainly affects those in Fife 
and on Tayside, and which has little or no effect on most of those who at 
various times have decided to continue their imposition.’128 

171. The National Alliance Against Tolls submission went on to make a wider 
point about the social consequences of the abolition of the tolls: 

‘Tolls create a psychological as well as a financial barrier between two sides 
of a river. This makes it less likely that people will cross outside of working 
hours to visit family and friends. Crossings unify people, tolls divide them.’129 

172. This comment challenges the findings of the Toll Impact Study, which 
suggested that it was unable to find any real evidence of significant social impact 
resulting from the existence or removal of the tolls. 

173. Other witnesses, however, cast doubt on the importance of the equity 
argument. The authors of the Toll Impact Study told the Committee: 

‘We recognise that there is an equity argument, but the disbenefits to both 
individuals and businesses and the cost to Government are so high that I 
venture to suggest that there must be other ways of being fair to the people 
of Fife.’130 

174. The equity argument also attracted criticism from environmental groups. A 
representative from WWF Scotland told the Committee: 

‘The equity argument is a rather insane one—we have done something silly 
in the west, so let us do the same silly thing in the east. That is, at bottom, 
what the equity argument is.’131 

175. A witness from TRANSform Scotland said: 

                                            
127 Written evidence, Federation of Small Businesses, 28 September 2007. 
128 National Alliance Against tolls, 21 September, para. 6. 
129 National Alliance Against Tolls, written submission – 21 September 2007. 
130 Stephens, John, Official Report, 18 September 2007, Col 86. 
131 Dixon, Richard, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 113. 
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‘A point was made earlier about the need for equity between car users and 
public transport users. It is suggested that the cost of maintaining the bridge 
should be transferred from the users to the general taxpayer. That means 
that the least affluent, who are not car users, will pick up the tab for 
something that is used by the more affluent car users. That seems a much 
more important equity argument than the one that we heard earlier.’132 

176. A representative from Friends of the Earth Scotland told the Committee: 

‘There is no real evidence of social equity issues. On geography, there are all 
sorts of different costs depending on where people live in the country, of 
which tolls are just one. The policy to remove the tolls is the thin end of the 
wedge. People in Edinburgh face a lot of extra costs that people in Fife do 
not, but we are not saying that we are going to even out all those—unless the 
Government is saying that everybody should pay the same wherever they 
live.’133 

177. Dr Iain Docherty also had some different perspectives on the equity issue. He 
suggested that: 

‘The equity argument that we have heard so much about is, in large part, a 
red herring. The transport system does not give equal access to all parts of 
the country—by definition, it cannot do that. Some parts are better served 
than others. It is more expensive to use the infrastructure to get to certain 
parts of the country than to others... A pound is not exactly a large toll, so the 
equity arguments that we have heard are really overplayed.134’ 

178. Dr Docherty also argued that the construction of a new Forth crossing might 
in the near future change the nature of the debate on equity for the people of Fife: 

‘I have an interesting alternative take on the equity issue—I emphasise that 
this is my personal view. If the outcome of building a new crossing is that, in 
essence, Fife has two new road links to the south that are free, we could 
easily hear people in every other part of Scotland arguing about equity. 
Therefore, rather than people being penalised to get into the kingdom, 
everybody else might be looking jealously at the level of transport service 
that Fife has.’135 

179. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change responded to 
the debate on equity and reiterated the Scottish Government’s position: 

‘It is not right that a financial impost should be placed on people in one 
particular part of Scotland—Fife—when they want to return home after 
making a visit to Dundee or Edinburgh. The situation has been unfair for a 
long time. The tolls were originally brought in not as a restriction on people's 

                                            
132 Tetlaw, Paul, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 113. 
133 Hay, Stuart, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 114. 
134 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 147. 
135 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 158. 
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ability to travel, but as a tax to pay for the construction of the bridges. Forty 
years on, it is time to right that wrong. That is what the bill will do.’136 

Conclusion 

180. The Committee notes that the principal argument advanced by the Scottish 
Government in favour of the Bill proposals is that of providing equity for the people 
of Fife, given that the Forth Road Bridge and Tay Road Bridge are the only bridges 
in Scotland on which tolls remain. 

181. It acknowledges evidence which suggests that there is a general and strong 
perception by Fife residents that they are treated unfairly in comparison to users of 
the road network in other areas of Scotland.  It understands how this perception 
may have developed, given that those in Fife have witnessed the removal of tolls 
on both the Skye and Erskine Bridges in recent years which have, to some extent, 
also been based on arguments of fairness and equity for those who live in the 
areas served by those crossings.  

182. It notes other views which cast doubt on or disagree with the equity 
argument. However the fact remains that in Scotland it is only those who live in, 
visit or work in Fife who are subjected to the requirement to pay bridge tolls. 

183. Whilst the Committee does not underestimate the importance of this issue, it 
would like to record its view that reliance on the strength of a perception of 
unfairness as a primary justification for a transport policy is not well founded.  It is 
of the view that equity is a subjective as opposed to a scientific argument and, as 
such, should not generally be considered as a transport policy objective.  

FINANCIAL MATTERS 

184. In its report to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 
the Finance Committee addresses financial issues arising from the proposed 
abolition of the bridge tolls including the likely costs on the Scottish Government, 
the one-off costs of abolishing the tolls, on-going running costs and future capital 
costs. 

185. The Committee draws the attention of Parliament to the report of the Finance 
Committee, and requests that when responding to this report, the Scottish 
Government also addresses the recommendations reached by the Finance 
Committee. 

186. In relation to costs associated with the abolition of the tolls the Finance 
Committee comments: 

‘The Committee notes that the two bridge authorities are generally content 
with the way in which the Financial Memorandum sets out the expected 
costs. However, the evidence indicates that the costs are subject to a 
significant degree of uncertainty and potential variation, with margins of error 
arising from various factors. This potential for a range of costs, and the 

                                            
136 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 192 to 193. 
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parameters of these factors, are not fully reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum. 

As noted above, the costs which can be said to be entirely and directly 
attributable to the Bill’s provisions are the one-off costs associated with 
ending tolling – i.e. for the removal of toll plazas, changes to road layout and 
signage on the bridge approaches and staff severance payments. The 
Committee has noted that the figures presented in the Financial 
Memorandum for these costs cannot be accepted with confidence, with the 
estimates for road works having already been revised substantially by the 
TRBJB and both authorities being as yet unable to confirm severance costs. 
Similarly, the revised estimates from the TRBJB suggest that there is at least 
the possibility of further refinement to expected future running costs before 
they can be confirmed with confidence.’137 

187. The Committee notes the Finance Committee’s conclusion that the costs 
associated with abolishing the bridge tolls detailed in the Financial Memorandum 
cannot be accepted with confidence however, the Committee notes the 
assurances that the Scottish Government will fund the necessary work which is 
required in relation to the redesigning of the toll plaza area. 

188. One of the themes identified in the Finance Committee report which this 
Committee wishes to highlight is the Minister’s intention to support the running and 
maintenance of the bridges by replacing lost tolling revenue with central 
government funding. The Finance Committee examined the costs associated with 
this commitment.  

189. The Finance Committee report states:  

‘...the pattern of the future cost of supporting the bridges is not as simple as 
replacing the equivalent of the net tolling income. The Committee 
acknowledges that the profile of expenditure fluctuates significantly, 
particularly for capital expenditure and particularly (but not exclusively) for the 
Forth Road Bridge. The bridge authorities currently use a combination of toll 
income, reserves and borrowing powers to smooth out these fluctuations, 
generally without recourse to central government support.’138 

190. The Finance Committee considered the issue of the flexibility of these future 
funding mechanisms and commented that: 

‘Both bridge authorities emphasised that their future funding mechanism and 
grant conditions must be flexible enough to allow them to plan for this long-
term and sometimes unpredictable capital expenditure. They both expressed 
concern that the Financial Memorandum includes figures for only one three-
year spending review period, particularly when they need to let substantial 
long-term contracts. FETA stated that, “The difficulty that we perceive is that 
we will be required to plan works according to the three-year spending review 

                                            
137 Finance Committee Report on the Financial Memorandum of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, paras 39,40. 
138 Finance Committee Report on the Financial Memorandum of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, para 43.  
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budget, whereas we currently plan the works and then look at our 
expenditure.’ 

Scottish Government officials assured the Committee that the bridge 
authorities would have the flexibility and confidence to plan long-term 
expenditure. They stated that, “We need to ensure that everybody 
understands that there is a long-term commitment to funding the boards. The 
specifics will be dealt with in three-year chunks, but the boards have a long-
term funding commitment from the Government that allows them to enter 
contracts that extend beyond three years.”139 

191. In evidence to this Committee, when discussing future funding mechanisms, 
FETA stated- 

‘Our current intention in discussions with the Executive is to ensure that we 
receive two grants—one for the on-going routine maintenance works and a 
second for our capital programme. It is the capital programme that possibly 
gives us the greatest concern because, by definition, it is irregular, which is 
why we are pleading for a flexible approach to be taken. In other words, the 
Executive should not give us the money one year and say that it wants it 
back if we do not spend it. We have a history of capital works being delayed 
due to weather. At the moment, we simply invest our income, and we can 
smooth out the peaks and troughs in spending. We are hoping for a similar 
robust funding mechanism. ‘140 

 And further stated: 

‘We are aware that the Executive's spending review covers a three-year 
period. That is one of the problems that we are trying to resolve in our 
present discussions. Some of our contracts are for more than three years, so 
we must have commitments for such periods.’141 

192. The Finance Committee concluded that: 

‘The Scottish Government does not appear to intend simply to provide grant 
each year equivalent to the income which would have been gathered from 
tolling, and allow the bridge authorities to manage this to meet fluctuations in 
expenditure. Rather it appears to intend to provide grant to meet the costs 
expected in each particular year. This means that the impact of the policy on 
Scottish Government spending will be subject to significant, and sometimes 
unpredictable, fluctuations.’142 

193. The Committee notes the Scottish Government’s assurances given to the 
Finance Committee that it will provide flexibility in its future funding to the bridge 
authorities which is required in order for them to plan long term expenditure. 

                                            
139 Finance Committee Report on the Financial Memorandum of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, paras 35-36. 
140 Andrew, Alastair, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 54. 
141 Ibid, Col 56. 
142 Finance Committee Report on the Financial Memorandum of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, para 43. 
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194. The Committee, however, agrees with the Finance Committee’s 
recommendation which expressed concern in relation to the lack of specific 
identification of the net new cost of supporting the two bridge authorities once the 
tolls have been abolished and the remaining uncertainties regarding several of the 
main cost headings. The Committee therefore requests that the Scottish 
Government in responding to this report provides clarification in relation to 
these points as well as responding to the specific points raised by FETA 
about the future funding arrangements for the bridge authorities. 

OTHER ISSUES 

Power to promote road user charging schemes 

195. In evidence to the Committee, the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change explained: 

‘When I appeared before the committee on 11 September, Alex Johnstone 
asked me whether the sections of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 that 
empower traffic authorities to introduce road user charging schemes could be 
repealed as far as FETA was concerned. I agreed that I would examine that 
point. The Government continues to look into what form such an amendment 
could take. I hope that that is helpful to the committee, and you will hear 
more later.’143 

196. The Committee notes that it has not yet received a response on this 
issue from the Minister. 

Future of FETA and TRBJB 

197. One of the issues raised during the evidence session was the long term 
future of FETA and TRBJB. Dr Iain Docherty wondered: 

‘If the organisations no longer have a ring-fenced source of funding to do 
their job, we then ask the obvious governmental question of whether we need 
separate organisations to manage the bridges. Would a national transport 
agency be able to do the job just as well, using the skills and expertise of the 
people currently in FETA and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board? Would we 
need separate institutions to run the bridges?’144 

198. The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change told the 
Committee in oral evidence: 

‘I…said [on 31 May 2007] that it was my expectation that the Forth Estuary 
Transport Authority and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board would remain as 
road and traffic authorities and would retain responsibility for the 
management and maintenance of their respective structures. That is the 
case.’145 

                                            
143 ibid, Col 179. 
144 Docherty, Iain, Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 157. 
145 Stevenson, Stewart, Official Report, 2 October 2007, Col 179. 
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199. The Committee notes the assurances given by the Minister that the Scottish 
Government has no plans to alter the status and core responsibilities of either 
FETA or the TRBJB. The Finance Committee discusses issues relating to the 
longer term financing of FETA and the TRBJB in its report to this Committee. 

Erskine Bridge Tolls 

200. The Policy Memorandum explains that the Bill makes provision to repeal the 
legislation that permitted the tolling of Erskine Bridge. Tolling was suspended at 
the Erskine Bridge on 31 March 2006, by means of the Erskine Bridge (Temporary 
Suspension of Tolls) Order 2006 and the power to toll at the bridge expired on 1 
July 2006.  

201. The Committee sought clarification from the Scottish Government on why the 
Bill revokes legislation relating to the Erskine bridge when the tolls on that bridge 
have already been removed. A Scottish Government official told the Committee: 

‘Although the tolls on the Erskine bridge were lifted at the end of March 2006 
through a suspension order and although the tolling powers expired at the 
end of July, the raft of Erskine bridge legislation is still sitting on the statute 
book. Ministers thought it appropriate to use a bill that seeks to abolish tolls 
to repeal that legislation.’146 

202. The Committee agrees that this explanation is consistent with the 
Scottish Government’s position in relation to tolling on bridges. 

CONCLUSION 

203. The Committee has received convincing evidence that the removal of the 
bridge tolls on both the Forth and Tay Road Bridges is likely to result in a negative 
environmental impact.  It also accepts that increased congestion and longer 
journey times are an expected consequence of the removal of tolls on the Forth 
Road Bridge.  It has in this report strongly recommended that measures are put in 
place in an effort to mitigate the extent of these negative effects. 

204. However, the Committee has listened carefully to the evidence presented 
supporting the argument that it is inherently unfair that the residents of Fife are the 
only people in Scotland who continue to routinely face the burden of bridge tolls. 
The majority of the Committee is of the view that this is a persuasive 
argument and it therefore agrees that for this reason alone the continuation 
of tolls on the Forth Road Bridge and Tay Road Bridge is no longer 
justified.147 

205. However, this is not to say that the Committee considers the negative 
environmental impact of the Bill proposals to be lacking in significance. The 
Committee considers that bringing forward transport proposals which result in a 
negative net impact in terms of CO2 emissions is not an approach which is 
consistent with the Scottish Government’s stated objective to reduce emissions by 
80% by 2050.  It finds it difficult to envisage how meaningful steps towards 
                                            
146 Main, Keith, Official Report, 11 September 2007, Col 40.Col 51. 
147 Patrick Harvie dissented. 
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meeting this objective can occur if transport initiatives are brought forward in the 
future which consistently impede any progress made. The Committee therefore 
recommends that all future transport proposals should be developed in a 
manner which ensures they will make a positive contribution to the 
reduction in emissions or at the very least include reference to wider 
strategic measures which will counterbalance any increase in emissions 
which may result.  

206. The majority of the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee recommends to the Parliament that the general principles of the 
Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill be agreed to.148 

                                            
148 Patrick Harvie dissented. 
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ANNEXE A: REPORTS FROM OTHER COMMITTEES 
 

REPORT FROM THE SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION COMMITTEE 
 
The Committee reports to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee as 
follows— 
 

1. The Committee considered the delegated powers in the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) 
Bill at its meeting on 18 September 2007.  The Committee submits this report to the lead 
Committee for the Bill, under Rule 9.6.2 of Standing Orders. 

2. The Executive provided the Parliament with a delegated powers memorandum149. 

Delegated Powers Provisions 

3. The Bill contains one delegated power (section 4).  It confers on Scottish Ministers the power 
to appoint the day on which the Bill (assuming it is passed) shall come into force.  The power is 
not subject to Parliamentary procedure.  The Committee approves, without further comment, 
the delegation of the power as drafted.  Additionally, the Committee is content that exercise of 
the power is not subject to Parliamentary procedure.    

 

                                            
149 Delegated Powers Memorandum.doc 
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REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 
The Committee reports to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee as 
follows— 
 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (“the Bill”) was introduced in the Parliament on 3 
September 2007. The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee has been 
designated by the Parliamentary Bureau as the lead committee for consideration of the Bill at 
Stage 1. Under Standing Orders Rule 9.6, the lead committee at Stage 1 is required, among 
other things, to consider and report on the Bill’s Financial Memorandum. In doing so, it is 
required to consider any views submitted to it by the Finance Committee. 

2. In view of the potentially significant costs associated with the Bill, the Committee agreed to 
adopt level 3 scrutiny. This involves seeking oral evidence from Scottish Government officials 
and from any third parties likely to be financially affected by the Bill. 

3. At its meeting on 25 September 2007, the Committee took evidence from representatives of 
the Forth Estuary Transport Authority (“FETA”) and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board (“TRBJB”) 
and then from Scottish Government officials. Both bridge authorities also submitted written 
evidence.150 The Committee also received supplementary written evidence from Scottish 
Government officials (set out in the Annexe to this report), and a copy of a supplementary note 
prepared by them for the lead committee. The Committee would like to record its thanks to all 
these witnesses.  

THE BILL AND THE FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 

4. The Bill seeks to remove tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges by removing the powers of the 
FETA and the TRBJB (contained, respectively, in the Forth Road Bridge Order Confirmation 
Act 1958 and the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991) to charge tolls. 

5. The Financial Memorandum states that the bridge management authorities are currently 
broadly self-financing through a mix of funds from tolling and their ability to borrow. Ministers 
have also supported the authorities with some capital grant payments.  

6. The provisions of the Bill do not, in themselves, require Ministers to replace lost tolling revenue 
(currently approximately £15.5 million per annum) with central government funding. However, 
Ministers have announced that they intend to do so, as a policy decision parallel to the 
legislation required to abolish tolling.  

7. The Financial Memorandum states that Ministers will fund future running costs as resource 
grant and future capital costs as capital grant. The net cost of the policy is stated as the 
replacement of the funds otherwise expected from tolls. Ministers have stated that they will 
also fund the repayment of outstanding debt for the Tay Bridge in the 2007-08 financial year. 
The Financial Memorandum presents the total expected revenue and capital costs for the two 
bridges for the remainder of the current financial year and for the next spending review period 
(2008-09 – 2010-11), and including one-off costs directly attributable to the Bill’s provisions. All 
of these likely costs have been estimated following discussions between the Scottish 
Government and the bridge authorities. 

                                            
150 The written evidence can be viewed at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/papers-07/fip07-04.pdf 
and the oral evidence at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/or-07/fi07-
0401.htm 
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Costs on the Scottish Government 

8. The Financial Memorandum summarises the costs on the Scottish Administration in the current 
financial year and over the forthcoming spending review period as follows (amounts in £000):  

 

  2007-08  2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 
       
Forth  3,500  6,980 4,175 4,833 
Tay 
 

 850  1,208 1,235 1,262 

Total resource costs 
 

 4,350  8,188 5,950 6,095 

       
Forth  5,700  14,051 8,042 2,386 
Tay  1,537  7,190 6,625 2,265 
Debt repaid  14,763  - - - 
Total capital costs  22,000  21,241 14,667 4,651 
       
Total resource + capital  26,350  29,429 20,617 10,746 

 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

One-off costs of abolishing tolling 

9. One-off costs associated with ending tolling can be said to be directly attributable to the Bill’s 
provisions. They are included in the 2007-08 and 2008-09 figures in the Financial 
Memorandum. Evidence suggested that there is still some uncertainty about the level of these 
costs, and the extent to which they will fall on the Scottish Administration. 

10. The Financial Memorandum indicates (at paragraphs 42 and 46) one-off costs for the removal 
of toll plazas, changes to road layout and signage on the bridge approaches and staff 
severance payments. For the Forth Bridge these transitional costs are estimated at £3.5 million 
in 2007-08 and £2.0 million in 2008-09. For the Tay Bridge these are estimated at £0.825 
million, all falling in 2007-08. The Financial Memorandum does not make it clear what 
proportions of these costs are regarded as capital or as resource expenditure.  

11. Paragraph 50 notes that figures in the Financial Memorandum are based on the assumption of 
tolling being abolished on 1 January 2008 – as this was estimated to be the earliest likely date 
when abolition is possible. Supplementary evidence from Scottish Government officials states 
that, if abolition is delayed beyond 1 January, these transitional costs would be offset further by 
greater receipts from net toll income (estimated at £250,000 per week).151    

Approach road re-configuration etc 
12. In evidence, the TRBJB confirmed that it had revised its estimates for transitional costs since 

producing the figures stated in the Financial Memorandum. It stated that removing toll booths 
and associated road works would cost £100,000 and were expected to be completed before 
the end of the financial year. An allowance of £150,000 has been made for new signage 
requirements. This total £250,000 estimate compares with £625,000 which was assumed for 

                                            
151 Supplementary letter to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 28 
September 2007. 
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these two items for the Financial Memorandum.152 FETA estimated the costs of toll plaza 
removal and associated road works at £3.5 million, although it stated that work is on-going to 
confirm the figures.153 

Redundancy costs 
13. Both bridge authorities confirmed that they would need to restructure their staff to deal with the 

redundancy of the toll-collection function. Paragraph 34 of the Policy Memorandum states that 
redundancy costs are included in the projections discussed in the Financial Memorandum. 
However, no details are separately identified in the Financial Memorandum.  

14. In evidence the TRBJB stated that its staffing structure, and the fact that toll-collection is 
shared with other duties for some employees, means that it expects a reduction of 11 posts. 
Through early retirement and redeployment, it hopes that the numbers of redundancies may be 
as low as 2 or 3. It estimated redundancy and early retirement costs at £200,000, which will be 
met from its general reserve balance 

15. FETA estimated that severance costs would be £2 million, and that its staff complement of 105 
full-time equivalents would reduce by 35-40. However, it stated that discussions are continuing 
with trade unions to reach agreement on a proposed new staffing structure. Some employees 
may be able to be redeployed and others may decide to choose early retirement rather than 
redundancy. These various processes need to be completed before severance costs can be 
assessed accurately, and it assumed that these costs would fall in 2008-09.  

Other costs 
16. Paragraph 57 of the Financial Memorandum discusses the possibility of significant increases in 

wear and tear and traffic management costs if traffic flows increase after tolls are removed. 
Evidence indicated that, although a Toll Impact Study has suggested increases in traffic flows, 
no significant work has been done on quantifying these possible additional costs in the future.  

17. However, both bridge authorities stated that they do not expect any increase in traffic to have 
an effect on the profile of spending. FETA stated that, while traffic volumes may rise, it does 
not expect a significant increase in the number of heavy goods vehicles using the bridge as a 
result of toll abolition.154 It would be an increase in HGVs which would be expected to cause 
any increased need for maintenance. The TRBJB stated that even a 2-3% per annum increase 
in traffic volumes would have no effect on its capital programme costs.155   

18. The Financial Memorandum also acknowledges that no work has been done on accurately 
quantifying the economic costs of any increased congestion resulting from removal of tolls. The 
TRBJB stated that, in fact, as the toll plaza currently causes traffic to tail back into the city 
centre at busy times, removal will reduce congestion and improve the city centre environment. 
However, the Financial Memorandum also acknowledges that the effect of this benefit or any 
overall increase in economic activity resulting from the removal of tolls cannot be quantified 
either.   

Repayment of debt of Tay Road Bridge Joint Board  

19. Debt associated with the original construction of the Tay Road Bridge has to be repaid within 
50 years – i.e. by the 2016-17 financial year. Additional debt taken on for significant 
subsequent capital works also has the same repayment deadline. Paragraph 45 estimates that, 
as at 1 January 2008, £14.763 million debt will remain due by the TRBJB. The Financial 
Memorandum states that, as a policy decision alongside the Bill, Ministers propose to provide a 
one-off grant to allow this debt to be repaid in the current financial year. The TRBJB confirmed 
that the cost of the debt is approximately £800,000 in interest payments each year. Scottish 
Government officials stated that the decision to repay the debt in 2007-08 was taken to avoid 

                                            
152 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 23. 
153 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 25. 
154 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 41. 
155 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 41. 
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these repayment costs, and that there had been no discussion with the local authorities to 
whom it is due. Officials also stated that, as they understand it, there is no provision for any 
penalty for early repayment of the debt.156 

20. Paragraph 34 breaks down the debt by lender. Approximately £2 million is due to the Scottish 
Government and the remainder to the Joint Board’s constituent local authorities. Paragraph 47 
shows the full £14.763 million debt repayment as a cost on the Scottish Administration. 
However, in representing the genuine net cost to Ministers in the current financial year, the £2 
million owed to them should presumably be discounted. 

On-going running costs 

21. The Financial Memorandum provides estimates for the running costs for both bridges for the 
last quarter of 2007-08 and the spending review period 2008-09 – 2010-11.   

22. The expected resource costs for the Tay Bridge (shown at paragraph 8 above) are roughly 
consistent for each of the next three years. However, the TRBJB stated in evidence that the 
resource figures included in the Financial Memorandum need to be revised upwards by 
approximately 22% each year to reflect more up to date information on its proposed staffing 
structure. It explained that  

 “The previous figure was produced prior to our personnel department in Dundee City 
Council reviewing the required staffing structure of the Tay road bridge after abolition of 
the tolls. In our written submission, we say that the resource grant in 2008-09 would need 
to be increased from £1.208 million to £1.474 million. That difference of £266,000 is due 
entirely to the staffing structure….Initially, we foresaw a situation in which the toll 
collectors—about 20 people—would not have tasks on the bridge after the removal of 
tolls. However, the bridge manager, John Crerar, pointed out that the current toll 
collectors have duties other than collecting tolls; for example, they perform security duties 
and ensure that the bridge is safe and clear 24 hours a day, seven days a week. I will be 
honest: we had underestimated the staffing structure that would be required to maintain 
the Tay road bridge after removal of the tolls.”157 

 
23. The picture of the running costs of the bridges is, however, somewhat obscured by what 

appears to be inconsistency over whether certain costs are represented as capital or revenue 
costs. The one-off transitional costs associated with toll plaza removal, road works and 
redundancies might be expected to appear as capital. However, this is not consistently the 
case.  

24. Resource costs for the Forth Bridge show a significant ‘spike’ in 2008-09 (£6.98 million running 
costs as against £4.715 million and £4.833 million for the subsequent years). FETA explained 
that its £2 million estimate for severance payments is included in the resource costs for 2008-
09, which largely (but not entirely) explains why that figure is higher than what appears to be 
the trend in resource costs.158 It is not clear whether the estimated £3.5 million cost of toll plaza 
and road works is included in capital or resource figures for 2007-08. The TRBJB’s written 
evidence also states that it is its 2007-08 resource grant rather than capital grant that has been 
revised as a result of downward revision of its estimates for removal of toll booths and new 
signage.  

25. Given this lack of clarity, the grant that will be required for running costs for the remainder of 
2007-08 after toll abolition is not immediately apparent from the Financial Memorandum. The 
£4.35 million revenue costs being estimated for 2007-08 appear high, given the portion of the 
year likely to be left when the provisions of the Bill are commenced and the tolling income 
foregone. The Financial Memorandum does not explain the reasons for this clearly. 

                                            
156 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 46. 
157 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 39. 
158 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 26. 
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26. Nonetheless, it appears that, once the one-off transitional costs are met, the resource 
requirements for the bridges will settle at approximately £6 million per annum for the remainder 
of the spending review period. Both bridge authorities expect this to be consistent.  

27. The level of grant required is offset to a small extent by the fact that both bridge authorities 
have limited income from non-tolling commercial activities such as rental payments for cabling 
carried in the bridge ducts and advertising space etc. Paragraph 26 records ‘other income’ for 
FETA of £146,000 in 2005-06 and £118,000 in 2006-07. Paragraph 33 records ‘other income’ 
for the TRBJB of £139,000 in 2005-06 and £905,000 in 2006-07. The TRBJB made a one-off 
gain of £800,000 in 2006-07 by selling a waterfront car park to Dundee City Council. This ‘other 
income’ is expected to remain at a relatively steady level for both authorities regardless of the 
abolition of tolls. 

Future capital costs 

28. The Financial Memorandum provides estimates for the capital costs for both bridges for the 
last quarter of 2007-08 and the spending review period 2008-09 – 2010-11. Again, the TRBJB 
stated that it had revised its estimates for capital expenditure since the figures produced for the 
Financial Memorandum. It stated that the reasons for the revisions were, “Firstly that additional 
Bearing replacement work has been identified in the current financial year 2007/08, and 
secondly the Pier Collision Protection work has been rescheduled to start in 2009 rather than 
2008.”159 This revision results mainly in rescheduling of expenditure, with only a small increase 
in total capital spending over the 2008-09 – 2010-11 period. 

29. In contrast to the relatively consistent resource costs, the expected capital expenditure 
required by the bridges is subject to significant fluctuation with periodic substantial peaks. For 
example, even once account is taken of any one-off transitional costs which are included in the 
capital figures, the estimated capital requirements for both bridges for 2008-09 and 2009-10 
still appear to be significantly above the trend levels of capital spend. For the Forth Bridge, 
capital estimates are £14.051 million in 2008-09 and £8.042 million in 2009-10 – but only 
£2.386 million in 2010-11. For the Tay Bridge, capital estimates are £7.19 million in 2008-09 
and £6.625 million in 2009-10 – but only £2.265 million in 2010-11. 

30. Both bridge authorities emphasised the long timeframe over which capital requirements need 
to be planned. FETA stated that, “Routine maintenance and inspection go hand in hand with a 
strategic 15-year capital programme. Capital expenditure can vary considerably from year to 
year. Because the structure is unique, a great deal of work is unpredictable in relation to both 
requirement and cost.”160 It stated that its current capital programme expenditure will be £107 
million over 15 years. The TRBJB stated that it had prepared a 20-year capital plan. 

31. By showing estimates for the next spending review period only, the Financial Memorandum 
does not, therefore, necessarily show the likely full picture of trends in future capital spending. 
To illustrate the position over a longer timeframe, Scottish Government officials provided 
supplementary written evidence showing that the capital estimates for the subsequent three-
year spending review period are (amounts in £000s): 

 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Forth 2,180 1,235 4,365 

Tay 2,755 1,820 225 

Total 
capital 

4,935 3,055 4,590 

   
                                            
159 Supplementary written evidence. 
160 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 21. 
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32. These figures indicate the capital grant requirement continuing at approximately the level of 
2010-11, a significantly lower level than the initial years after abolition of tolls. Scottish 
Government officials suggested that this is likely to be the longer term trend, stating, “The 
figure for 2010-11 is probably representative of an average.”161 

33. However, it is not clear whether that is likely to be a sustainable position. FETA also stated in 
its written submission that contracts for £10 million and £65 million are currently waiting to be 
awarded, and mentions other schemes with the potential for further major expenditure. It is not 
clear whether the costs of these works – and any other foreseeable projects – have been 
factored in to the estimates in the Financial Memorandum.  

34. FETA, in particular, emphasised the unique structural nature of the Forth Bridge, the 
unpredictability and uncertainty of the capital requirements and the fact that they are 
particularly vulnerable to substantial variance between initial estimates and final project costs. 
Scottish Government officials acknowledged some concern over the difficulty in generating 
robust predictions of capital expenditure, stating that “matters are still coming to light”.162 

35. Both bridge authorities emphasised that their future funding mechanism and grant conditions 
must be flexible enough to allow them to plan for this long-term and sometimes unpredictable 
capital expenditure. They both expressed concern that the Financial Memorandum includes 
figures for only one three-year spending review period, particularly when they need to let 
substantial long-term contracts. FETA stated that, “The difficulty that we perceive is that we will 
be required to plan works according to the three-year spending review budget, whereas we 
currently plan the works and then look at our expenditure.”163  

36. Scottish Government officials assured the Committee that the bridge authorities would have 
the flexibility and confidence to plan long-term expenditure. They stated that, “We need to 
ensure that everybody understands that there is a long-term commitment to funding the 
boards. The specifics will be dealt with in three-year chunks, but the boards have a long-term 
funding commitment from the Government that allows them to enter contracts that extend 
beyond three years.”164 

37. The Financial Memorandum also indicates that the bridge authorities will have the potential to 
retain some flexibility through the use of reasonable reserves and the ability to borrow in 
exceptional circumstances. Paragraph 10 of the Explanatory Notes states that the current 
statutory deadline of 2016 for the TRBJB to repay debt is to be repealed by the Bill. Ministers 
have stated that they will fund the boards to repay all debt and avoid the need for future 
borrowing. However, the TRBJB stated that eliminating the 2016 debt repayment deadline, and 
leaving the Board with its borrowing powers, provides a fall-back facility should the annual 
capital grant ever prove insufficient.  

CONCLUSION 

38. The Financial Memorandum provides a range of information about the costs of running and 
maintaining the bridges. It provides figures from accounts for the two most recent complete 
financial years and projections for the remainder of 2007-08 and the spending review period 
2008-09 – 2010-11. The Committee found the provision of this full financial context helpful, and 
sought to examine some of the assumptions and unpredictability relating to these figures.  

39. The Committee notes that the two bridge authorities are generally content with the way in 
which the Financial Memorandum sets out the expected costs. However, the evidence 
indicates that the costs are subject to a significant degree of uncertainty and potential variation, 
with margins of error arising from various factors. This potential for a range of costs, and the 
parameters of these factors, are not fully reflected in the Financial Memorandum. 

                                            
161 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 47. 
162 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 44. 
163 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 30. 
164 Official Report, 25 September 2007, Col 43. 
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40. As noted above, the costs which can be said to be entirely and directly attributable to the Bill’s 
provisions are the one-off costs associated with ending tolling – i.e. for the removal of toll 
plazas, changes to road layout and signage on the bridge approaches and staff severance 
payments. The Committee has noted that the figures presented in the Financial Memorandum 
for these costs cannot be accepted with confidence, with the estimates for road works having 
already been revised substantially by the TRBJB and both authorities being as yet unable to 
confirm severance costs. Similarly, the revised estimates from the TRBJB suggest that there is 
at least the possibility of further refinement to expected future running costs before they can be 
confirmed with confidence. 

41. The provisions of the Bill do not, in themselves, require Ministers to support the running and 
maintenance of the bridges by replacing lost tolling revenue with central government funding. 
However, as Ministers have announced their intention to do so, the Committee sought to 
assess the cost of this policy by examining the likely extent of this commitment. The Committee 
has found it difficult to consider the actual net new costs of the policy on the Scottish 
Government as, in several respects, the Financial Memorandum has not presented clearly 
what this net figure is expected to be. 

42. Once the transitional and one-off costs are discounted, the on-going cost of abolishing tolling 
can, on one level, be represented quite simply as replacing the net tolling income with grant 
income. The toll income is fairly consistent - £15.51 million in the last complete full year and 
with the possibility of increasing slightly as traffic volumes increase. The Committee notes that 
the Financial Memorandum does not specifically identify the current cost of collecting the tolls, 
and so it is not possible to assess accurately what the net toll income actually is.  

43. However, the pattern of the future cost of supporting the bridges is not as simple as replacing 
the equivalent of the net tolling income. The Committee acknowledges that the profile of 
expenditure fluctuates significantly, particularly for capital expenditure and particularly (but not 
exclusively) for the Forth Road Bridge. The bridge authorities currently use a combination of 
toll income, reserves and borrowing powers to smooth out these fluctuations, generally without 
recourse to central government support. The Scottish Government does not appear to intend 
simply to provide grant each year equivalent to the income which would have been gathered 
from tolling, and allow the bridge authorities to manage this to meet fluctuations in expenditure. 
Rather it appears to intend to provide grant to meet the costs expected in each particular year. 
This means that the impact of the policy on Scottish Government spending will be subject to 
significant, and sometimes unpredictable, fluctuations. 

44. However, it should be emphasised that the fluctuation in capital costs is unrelated to the 
existence of tolling. It might have been expected that some major capital expenditure would, in 
any event, be additional to the costs that could be met from the tolling income and might have 
been funded by Scottish Ministers. The Financial Memorandum indicates that Ministers are 
already supporting the bridge authorities with some capital costs and would presumably be 
required to do so in future in certain circumstances regardless of whether or not tolling is 
abolished. It may be difficult to predict with any certainty what level of support might have been 
required in these circumstances. However, the absence of any estimates in the Financial 
Memorandum adds to the Committee’s difficulty in assessing the net new cost on Ministers of 
abolishing tolling. 

45. The Committee recommends to the lead committee that it takes account of the issues 
highlighted in this report. The Committee expresses concern particularly in relation to 
the lack of specific identification of the net new cost of supporting the two bridge 
authorities after abolishing tolls and the remaining uncertainties about several of the 
main cost headings. The lead committee may wish to consider seeking clarification on 
these points from the Scottish Government. 
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ANNEXE 

SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE FROM THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT TRANSPORT 
DIRECTORATE ON THE ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
Correspondence dated 2 October 2007 
 
I refer to your email of 27 September in which, in reference to Columns 47, 48 and 50 of the 
Finance Committee’s Official report (25 September), you request additional information on the Bill’s 
provisions. 
 
Column 47 - Capital spending programmes 
 
The Committee asked if officials could provide an indication of the capital spending programmes 
estimated by the bridge boards over a longer period than is covered by the Financial 
Memorandum.  The figures below are taken from the programmes provided to the Scottish 
Government by FETA and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board.  They show the estimated spend for 
the next two Spending Review periods to 2013-14, as discussed by Mr Patel in his evidence to the 
Committee. 
 
Year 
Amount 
(£000) 

  
2007-08 

  
2008-09

 
2009-10

 
2010-11

 
2011-12

 
2012-13 

 
2013-14 

          
Forth  5,700  14,051 8,042 2,386 2,180 1,235 4,365 
Tay  1,537  7,190 6,625 2,265 2,755 1,820 225 
Debt paid  14,763  - - - - - - 
          
Total 
Capital 

 22,000  21,241 14,667 4,651 4,935 3,055 4,590 

 
Column 48 - Forth Road Bridge - Main cable anchorages 
 
Officials also undertook to check when the current study into the condition of the main cables, 
including the cable anchorages, at the Forth Road Bridge would be complete.  We have checked 
the position with Forth Estuary Transport Authority, which commissioned the study, and can 
confirm that the technical results are expected by the end of this year.  The full and final report, 
which will include information on the potential costs of replacing or augmenting the cables, is 
expected early in 2008. 
 
Column 50 - Toll Impact Study 
 
The Committee asked if we had carried out a cost impact study of the potential impact of 
congestion, particularly on businesses.  In his evidence to the Committee, Mr Rogers noted that the 
Toll Impact Study had provided some detail of such potential costs. 
 
Chapter 13 of the Study provides an assessment of the monetised impacts of removing the tolls.  It 
is a standard public sector cost benefit analysis undertaken, in line with HM Treasury Guidance 
and the Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG), over a 60-year period, discounted to 2002 
and expressed in 2002 prices.  Base data are taken from the outputs of the strategic and local 
traffic modelling work described in the Study report and provides, amongst other things, an 
assessment of likely costs or savings in terms of travel time, vehicle operating costs and user 
charges for both the private and public sector. 
 
Chapter 14 of the Study presents an assessment of the overall economic impacts of removing the 
tolls in the form of Transport Economic Efficiency (TEE) tables, in line with STAG.  This process is 
founded on the outputs from the previous chapter, set out in terms of the impacts on different 
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transport modes, and on consumers, business users and private sector transport providers. Again, 
this is expressed in terms of the full 60-year assessment period. 
 
Figures 14.1 and 14.2 of the Toll Impact Study report set out the results of this overall assessment 
and indicate that the costs to business travellers, in terms of travel time and operating costs, are 
likely to exceed significantly the potential savings in users charges which arise from the abolition of 
the bridge tolls. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require further clarification. I am copying this 
correspondence, for information, to the Clerk to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee.  
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

2nd Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 4 September 2007 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Patrick Harvie (Convener) 
Alex Johnstone Alison McInnes 
Des McNulty Cathy Peattie 
David Stewart  
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee agreed its approach to the 
Bill at Stage 1 and agreed a timetable and list of witnesses to take oral evidence from. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

3rd Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 11 September 2007 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Patrick Harvie (Convener) 
Alex Johnstone Alison McInnes 
Des McNulty Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) 
Shirley-Anne Somerville David Stewart 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 
from- 

David Patel, Deputy Director, Transport Directorate, Chris Rogers, Team Leader, 
Tolled Bridges, Keith Main, Policy Advisor, Tolled Bridges, Scottish Government. 

and then from 

Alastair Andrew, General Manager and Bridgemaster, and John Connarty, Forth 
Estuary Transport Authority; and John Crerar, Bridgemaster and David Dorward, 
Treasurer, Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 

  and then from 

Stephen Boyd, Assistant Secretary, Scottish Trades Union Congress and Sandy 
Smart, Regional Industrial Organiser, Transport and General Workers’ Union – 
UNITE. 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill - witness expenses: The Committee agreed to 
delegate responsibility to the Convener for payment of any witness expenses incurred during the 
Committee’s consideration of the Bill. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

4th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 18 September 2007 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Patrick Harvie (Convener) 
Alex Johnstone Alison McInnes 
Des McNulty Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) 
Shirley-Anne Somerville David Stewart 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 
from- 

John Stephens, Associate and Steve Hunter, Principal Consultant, Steer Davies 
Gleave; 

and then from- 
 
Janice Pauwels, Sustainable Development Unit Manager and Ewan Kennedy, 
Transport Planning Manager, City of Edinburgh Council; Bob McLellan, Head of 
Transportation Services, Fife Council; and Ken Laing, Bridge Engineer, Dundee 
City Council; 
 

and then from- 

Richard Dixon, Director, World Wildlife Fund Scotland; John Lauder, Director, 
Sustrans Scotland; Paul Tetlaw, Chair of TRANSform Scotland and Stuart Hay, 
Head of Policy at Friends of the Earth Scotland. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

5th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 25 September 2007 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Charlie Gordon 
Patrick Harvie (Convener) Alex Johnstone 
Alison McInnes Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) 
Shirley-Anne Somerville  
 
Apologies were received from David Stewart. 

Decisions on taking business in private: The Committee agreed to take agenda item 5 and any 
future consideration of the draft Stage 1 Report on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill in 
private. 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 
from –  
 

Marjory Roger, Director, Confederation of Passenger Transport UK; Gavin Scott, 
Head of Policy, Freight Transport Association; Phil Flanders, Scotland & Northern 
Ireland Director, Road Haulage Association; and Alan Russell, Director of Scottish 
Chambers of Commerce and Chief Executive of Fife Chamber of Commerce; 

and then from – 

Professor Alan McKinnon, Director of Logistics Research Centre, School of 
Management and Languages, Heriot-Watt University; Dr Iain Docherty, Director of 
MBA Programmes/Senior Lecturer, University of Glasgow; and Professor David 
Gray, Centre for Transport Policy, The Robert Gordon University. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

6th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 2 October 2007 
 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Charlie Gordon 
Patrick Harvie (Convener) Alex Johnstone 
Alison McInnes Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) 
Shirley-Anne Somerville David Stewart  

 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took evidence on the Bill at Stage 1 
from –  

Stewart Stevenson MSP, Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change.  

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee considered its approach 
to its draft Stage 1 Report on the Bill.  
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 23 October 2007 
 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Charlie Gordon 
Patrick Harvie (Convener) Alex Johnstone 
Alison McInnes Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) 
Shirley-Anne Somerville David Stewart  

 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee considered a draft Stage 1 
Report on the Bill and agreed to consider a further draft at its next meeting. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 30 October 2007 
 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Charlie Gordon 
Patrick Harvie (Convener) Alex Johnstone 
Alison McInnes Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) 
Shirley-Anne Somerville David Stewart 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee agreed its Stage 1 Report 
on the Bill subject to minor amendments being made by correspondence.  
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 Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

13:58 
The Convener: Item 3 is the beginning of stage 

1 of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 
The committee will take evidence from a number 
of panels. We will be pushed for time, so it would 
be appreciated if members and witnesses made 
their questions and answers as brief as possible. 

I welcome the first panel. David Patel, Chris 
Rogers and Keith Main are the Scottish 
Executive’s bill team. 

I will begin with a general question about public 
consultation. Why was there no formal 
consultation on the bill? Not only is such 
consultation good practice, it is often seen as a 
requirement. 

David Patel (Scottish Government Transport 
Directorate): Could I make a few introductory 
remarks? 

The Convener: Please do. 

14:00 
David Patel: I am David Patel and with me are 

Chris Rogers and Keith Main. We are the three 
officials who have been principally involved in 
putting together the documents that are now with 
Parliament. The bill takes forward the 
parliamentary debate that took place in May and is 
tightly focused on the abolition of tolls. There is a 
further provision on the debt deadline relating to 
the Tay bridge. We are happy to provide evidence 
on all the matters that the bill touches on.  

The policy memorandum sets out the objectives 
and mentions the consultation, which I will come 
back to. It describes the research, the opinion-
based evidence and a range of other matters 
relating to equalities and sustainable development. 
The financial memorandum is a summary of the 
work that has been done. The estimates are 
broadly robust, although we would like to continue 
to discuss those with the boards. The intention is 
that the Government will replace the toll income 
that is currently collected with a grant and leave 
the management, maintenance and operation of 
the bridges with both boards.  

I take this opportunity to thank the officials of the 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority, whom we first 
met in July, and those of the Tay Road Bridge 
Joint Board, whom we first met in June. They have 
been instrumental in getting us to our current 
position.  

The proposals are a manifesto commitment. 
There is no formal requirement, in such 
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circumstances, to undertake a wide consultation, 
as the view is that the proposal has been put 
before the electorate. That said, there has been 
widespread consultation and research on this 
matter and, last year, an open invitation to 
contribute information was issued to the public and 
MSPs. We have, therefore, gone through quite a 
lengthy information-gathering process on the 
question of the abolition of tolls. Clearly, there has 
been widespread consultation with the boards at 
official level and Stewart Stevenson has met the 
elected members of both boards. I hope that the 
policy memorandum will give you a good feel for 
the views that have been expressed by the public, 
MSPs and business organisations. 

The Convener: Where is the assumption 
expressed that a manifesto commitment need not 
be consulted on? That is a particularly important 
point in the context of a minority Government, as 
the governing party does not have a legislative 
majority in its own right.  

David Patel: I cannot give you a precise source 
for that information, but the legal advice that we 
have been given on the production of the bill is 
that, because it relates to a manifesto 
commitment, there is no formal requirement to 
consult on it. 

The Convener: I ask the same question in 
relation to the environmental impact assessment. 

Chris Rogers (Scottish Government 
Transport Directorate): The legislation says that 
changing the financial arrangement, which is what 
we are doing, is not subject to strategic 
environmental appraisal and that that is not a 
requirement. However, the toll impact study gives 
us an indication of the environmental effects of 
removing the tolls. 

The Convener: So the Executive’s legal advice 
is that, despite the environmental impact that the 
toll impact study suggests will take place, no 
environmental impact assessment is required. 

Chris Rogers: A strategic environmental 
assessment is not required, no.  

Cathy Peattie: Mr Patel, I am surprised to hear 
you say that there is no need for consultation. 
Would you feel that the stakeholders—the people 
who work and manage the bridge—should not be 
consulted? Do you think that they are irrelevant in 
this? I will speak to trade union representatives 
about this later on. 

David Patel: It is not that we think that there 
should be no consultation; the Government made 
a manifesto commitment, which was in the public 
domain, that, should it come into government, it 
would take the tolls off the bridges. Last year, 
there was an open consultation on the impacts 
and implications of taking the tolls off the bridges. 

The staff on the bridges will have had an 
opportunity at that point to give their views on the 
proposal.  

I take the point that you are making, but I am 
merely stating the legal advice that we have been 
given in relation to the production of the bill. 

Cathy Peattie: Thank you. 

The Convener: I remind members—although I 
am sure that you are aware of this—that we will 
have an opportunity to question the minister on the 
political decisions that have been made in the 
process. We have the opportunity now to question 
officials on aspects of the decision-making 
process and the advice that they have received. 

Des McNulty: I put this question to the minister, 
but he chose not to answer it. I think that I can ask 
you questions that will allow me to re-present the 
question to the minister when he appears. The 
argument that a strategic environmental 
assessment might not be needed because what is 
proposed is simply a financial change might have 
been more valid had you not carried out the 
studies that you have carried out, which show that 
there is a considerable traffic and environmental 
impact associated with the proposed change. I 
remind you that the European legislation says that 
a strategic environmental assessment is required 
when there will be a significant environmental 
effect. You have produced significant evidence, 
over the past two years, that there will be a 
significant environmental impact. In those 
circumstances, how is it plausible to argue that 
this is a purely financial change and that there will 
be no environmental impact? I do not understand 
the logic of the position. 

Chris Rogers: No, we are not arguing that there 
will be no environmental impact—at least, not as 
far as I am aware. Under statute law, anything that 
is just a financial change does not fall within the 
realms of strategic environmental assessment. 
Colleagues have read the guidance from Europe; 
what is being done falls within that guidance. 

Des McNulty: I remind you that the Scottish 
Parliament went beyond the requirements of 
Europe when it drafted its legislation and inserted 
additional requirements. So, what is required is not 
based purely on European guidelines but is also 
based on our own legislation. 

I put it to you again that the Executive has 
produced considerable evidence to show that 
there will be a significant environmental and traffic 
impact as a result of the removal of tolls from the 
bridge. In that context, it is not plausible to 
maintain that the removal of the tolls will be purely 
a financial change with no environmental impact. 
There plainly will be an environmental impact, so 
the policy should have been the subject of a 
strategic environmental assessment. 
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Chris Rogers: I understood your point the first 
time around, sir. However, basically, that is what 
the statute law says. We are not constructing 
anything or changing how things are built. Where 
the change is to a financing arrangement, the 
requirement to have a strategic environmental 
assessment does not apply. It is a little difficult for 
me to go any further than that. 

The Convener: I will bring this exchange to a 
close with the suggestion that we have the 
opportunity to seek an alternative viewpoint from 
an independent source of advice before we put 
our questions to the minister. I have the feeling 
that, if we want to pursue the matter further, we 
will need the minister’s answers rather than those 
of the officials. 

Des McNulty: It would also be helpful if we 
could ask the Executive to supply us with the legal 
advice on which it is basing the distinction that it 
seeks to make. 

The Convener: We can pursue that in writing. 

I have a couple of further questions about the 
toll impact study. Is the Government taking action 
to minimise the additional congestion? How is the 
additional congestion expected to impact on the 
surrounding area? 

Chris Rogers: I note your advice that I should 
keep my answers short but, unfortunately, a lot of 
the answers on the toll impact study are rather 
lengthy. A number of caveats accompany the 
results of the toll impact study, but the study 
suggests that it is very likely that, particularly in the 
off-peak periods, there will be additional 
congestion, predominantly because of rerouting. 
However, the environmental impacts will be 
relatively modest and we do not envisage that 
there will be significant changes to things such as 
noise or local pollutants. In general, the total level 
of local pollutants will not change, but it might 
increase in some areas and decrease in others. 
The monitoring of local pollutants is a local 
authority issue, so we would discuss with Dundee 
City Council any issues of air quality management 
that arose in Dundee. 

The Convener: Given the Government’s climate 
change policy and its commitment to maintain 
traffic levels, was no reassessment made in light 
of the toll impact study’s predictions? I accept the 
point that local pollutants are a separate matter. 

Chris Rogers: Much of the likely impact on 
congestion was indicated in previous studies, so 
the Government had knowledge of that potential 
when it went into this. The most recent previous 
study was published in, I think, 2006— 

David Patel: It was published in March 2006. 

Chris Rogers: A considerable amount of 
knowledge was already available to the 

Government. Following the toll impact study, the 
Government considered whether there should be 
any change in policy, but it took the view that the 
issue of social justice for Fife was the overriding 
concern. 

The Convener: When that reconsideration was 
taking place, did the removal of the tolls only at 
particular times of day crop up? Was that proposal 
assessed in light of the toll impact study? 

Chris Rogers: No, sir, not specifically. The 
issue of social justice for Fife was the overriding 
concern, so running the tolls for only half the day 
was not considered. 

David Patel: Ministers have noted the study, 
although they did not commission it. Perhaps we 
could discuss some of the results of the study at 
some stage today. For ministers, the clear priority 
is removing the tolls from the bridges. Ministers 
see it as an injustice to maintain the tolls on those 
bridges. 

Mr Swinney has said that ministers will consider 
public transport and other measures to try to 
tackle congestion on the bridges. Keith Main will 
be able to say a little bit about the measures that 
have still to come on stream. We can certainly 
expect that ministers will consider the public 
transport alternatives, such as park and ride and 
support for buses, within the spending review, so 
we should be able to discuss those issues later in 
the passage of the bill. 

The Convener: Let us move on to the next 
question. 

Des McNulty: I appreciate that the officials are 
in a difficult position, so I do not want to draw them 
into purely political issues that it would be more 
appropriate to take up with the minister. However, 
the situation is that significant studies have been 
commissioned on the impact of removing the tolls 
from the Forth road bridge. One study showed that 
removing the tolls from that bridge would increase 
southbound traffic levels by 15 per cent and 
northbound traffic levels by 20 per cent and that it 
would extend the peak periods. What in your view 
will be the impact of that increased traffic on the 
structural integrity of the bridge, and what 
calculations have you done of the impact that it will 
have on the date at which the bridge might be 
closed to heavy goods vehicles? 

14:15 
Chris Rogers: I will first add a significant caveat 

to the figures that you have produced.  

Des McNulty: They are your figures, actually. 

The Convener: Let the witness answer. 

Chris Rogers: When we look at the modelling, 
we use a strategic model that considers 
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nationwide impacts and we try to use a local 
model to consider local impacts. Unfortunately, we 
did not manage to get a local model working on 
the Forth. On the grounds of speed and resources, 
we were trying to use models that were 
immediately available.  

Please take some care with the strategic model 
figures, particularly for the Forth, because you will 
find that in a number of the years the figures 
exceed the physical traffic capacity of the bridge. 
There are figures in there that total up to more 
than 4,000 vehicles northbound, which I think the 
gentleman from FETA sitting behind me will 
confirm is not a practical proposition. The level of 
peak-hour increase that is shown is probably too 
high. The same congestion concerns do not arise 
in the off-peak period although, as the member 
said, there are significant increases in the peak.  

On the structural integrity of the Forth road 
bridge, although I am a roads and bridges 
engineer, the bridgemaster of FETA, who is sitting 
behind me, is far more convincing in his detailed 
knowledge of the structure. We have had lectures 
on the issue and we have discussed it with FETA. 
The prime issue for the longevity of the structure is 
the level of corrosion. If you wish, FETA can give 
you chapter and verse on what it is doing to 
reduce that corrosion. However, for the question of 
when things may or may not happen to the 
structural integrity of the bridge, the issue is 
fundamentally to do with corrosion, not relatively 
minor changes in traffic levels.  

Des McNulty: There is a problem with those 
answers. I appreciate that we can address the 
same issues to FETA, but I suggest that 15 to 20 
per cent increases in traffic and the consequences 
for congestion beyond the bridge if there are 
blockages are not marginal or minor. I suppose 
the issue from the point of view of the economy, 
particularly of Fife, Tayside and other parts of 
Scotland, is whether there is a significant impact 
on the pattern of use of the bridge. It will cause a 
considerable problem if, by 2014, HGVs and 
public service vehicles are not allowed to go on 
the bridge.  

The removal of tolls from the bridge might add 
additional strain on the bridge. I appreciate that 
there is a balance between strain and weather-
based corrosion, but the two work together to 
undermine the structure of the bridge. Removing 
the tolls might increase the possibility of HGVs or 
PSVs no longer being able to use the bridge or of 
the bridge being out of use to such vehicles for a 
longer period, either of which would have a 
devastating impact on the economy of much of the 
east of Scotland. The question that I am asking 
you is technical, not political. What calculations 
have you done and how reliable are those 
calculations? Can you be sure from what you 

know that you are not running a considerably 
enhanced risk of PSVs and HGVs not being able 
to use the bridge, with all the implications that that 
has for the economy of Fife and the east of 
Scotland? 

Chris Rogers: We have not attempted to do 
specific calculations, but I have discussed the 
matter with the bridgemaster of FETA, as I said. 
The fundamental problem with the bridge is the 
potential for corrosion. If that corrosion can be 
controlled, use of the bridge will continue. 

At peak times, the bridge is already full. What 
you are considering is a repetition of loading, more 
than anything else. That predominantly has an 
impact on matters such as the lifetime of the 
surfacing. Unless the structure has fatigue-
susceptible components, the structure’s lifetime is 
not altered. 

Des McNulty: You did a monetised transport 
impact assessment on the removal of tolls. Have 
you done a monetised transport impact 
assessment on the impact of HGVs and other 
heavy vehicles not being able to use the bridge for 
a considerable period? 

Chris Rogers: That falls within the work that my 
colleagues in Transport Scotland have done. We 
have not done that work as part of the toll impact 
study. An assessment by Transport Scotland was 
put forward in an answer to a parliamentary 
question, but it was relatively straightforward. 

Des McNulty: So, as part of the work that has 
led up to the bill, which you say is financial 
legislation, you have done no assessment of the 
increased risk of HGVs and PSVs no longer being 
able to use the bridge. You have not assessed the 
broader economic impact of that risk being 
realised. You have questions about your own 
evidence on the traffic and congestion impact, and 
you say that no strategic environmental 
assessment is required before the legislation is 
passed. Is that a reasonable summary of your 
position? 

Chris Rogers: I will start with the suggestion 
that we have not assessed risk. We have looked 
at the risks, but we have not done a mathematical 
risk assessment. We have discussed the potential 
impacts with the people who have the greatest 
knowledge. They have said that the risks will not 
significantly increase and that the risk is from 
corrosion and not from increased traffic. 

As for putting a financial figure to the removal of 
HGVs, we did not analyse that when considering 
the bill, because the connection with the bill is too 
tenuous. We know that Transport Scotland has 
examined that in its models and we can get at 
those figures if the committee wishes to have 
them. 
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I have explained that we have not done a 
strategic environmental appraisal because to do 
so is outside the legislative requirements. 

The only other matter that you mentioned, sir, is 
that we have doubts about our own study. It is not 
so much that we have doubts but that the study 
was done to a short timescale, because the 
minister—from the previous Administration—gave 
a commitment to Parliament that the study would 
be done quickly. As a result of that, we had to use 
everything that was readily available to us. When 
we used the models, we knew their limitations. All 
that I am doing is passing on the limitations of 
those models, which are covered in the toll impact 
study. 

David Patel: We have focused on the 
modelling, but it is worth pointing out that the toll 
impact study contains lots of different evidence. 
The primary research has taken in the views of 
business, the public sector and the freight 
industry. Quite a lot of the individual responses 
suggested that there may not be that great an 
impact from toll removal. We must weigh that into 
the balance; it is covered in sections 7 to 10 of the 
toll impact study. In addition to the modelling, we 
cannot ignore the views that are expressed in the 
research. There are various aspects to the 
research project. 

Des McNulty: Was there evidence from other 
toll removals that would give you a basis— 

The Convener: On much of this, we are as 
close to the line between questions for officials 
and questions for the minister as we can go. Some 
of the issues will also come up with the next panel. 

I will pursue one detail, which has perhaps been 
missed, before we move on to other issues. You 
mentioned that the increased traffic across the 
Forth road bridge could have an impact on the 
road surface. Has the financial impact of that been 
assessed? 

Chris Rogers: No. I would need to take much 
more detailed advice from FETA about whether it 
would have an impact. I am saying that the road 
surface is what is most vulnerable from repetition 
of traffic. I know that FETA has had to reduce the 
time interval between its surfacing over the years. 
I am sure that more details of that will be available 
from the gentlemen from FETA who will give 
evidence next. We have not assessed either how 
much more quickly the surface might need to be 
replaced or what the cost of that would be. 

David Stewart: It does not appear that any 
breakdown is provided in the financial 
memorandum of the cost to the Scottish 
Government as a result of the removal of the tolls. 
Could that information be provided in a written 
statement? 

Chris Rogers: Sorry, could I ask for 
clarification? Are you talking about the removal of 
the toll booths or— 

David Stewart: No, the financial costs to the 
Government of removing the tolls. 

David Patel: Within the financial memorandum. 

David Stewart: Yes. 

David Patel: As I said, a whole stream of data 
underlying the financial memorandum has been 
provided by the boards. In many cases, that is the 
information that they were using anyway to project 
their own financial situation. We can make some 
of that information available to you. 

The Convener: I give members one last 
reminder that they should have their mobile 
phones switched off. 

Rob Gibson: The bill allows FETA and the 
TRBJB to retain their borrowing powers. Can you 
explain why that is necessary and how any new 
debts that are incurred would be repaid? 

Keith Main (Scottish Government Transport 
Directorate): As David Patel said in his 
introductory remarks, the intention of ministers is 
to replace the toll income with direct grant, which 
would be in two tranches. There would be a 
revenue grant to replace the running costs and 
day-to-day maintenance and operation of the 
bridges and a capital grant, which would be part of 
an on-going dialogue with the two bridge boards. 
They are continually reassessing their forward 
capital programme for major works and 
maintenance. 

Both boards project a 15 to 20-year capital 
programme and have on-going annual costs, so 
there is a known set of costs to deal with. 
However, each of the bridges is capital intensive 
and over the past three to four years both boards 
have engaged in major capital works programmes 
that had not necessarily been foreseen. Therefore, 
the view is that it is prudent to leave the borrowing 
powers in place in the legislation so that they can 
be used in exceptional circumstances in the future 
if that is necessary. The intention of ministers is 
that the boards should not need to borrow, and 
certainly not within the forthcoming spending 
review period. 

Rob Gibson: So, barring contingencies, FETA 
will retain its powers to promote road user 
charging schemes. Why has the Government 
decided to allow FETA to retain that power while 
abolishing the tolls? 

Keith Main: That question was put to the 
minister under the previous agenda item. The bill 
is very much focused on the abolition of the 
existing tolls on the two bridges. That is the 
commitment that ministers gave, which the 
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Government has given, and which was debated in 
the Parliament in May. The minister said earlier 
that he has not had time to consider the matter 
that you raise, but that he will consider whether it 
is within the scope of the bill. I would rely on the 
minister’s answer. 

14:30 
Des McNulty: May I pursue the way in which 

the cost estimates were produced? I understand 
that, in effect, the grant will replace the toll income, 
but in a good year that income allowed FETA to do 
some tasks around the bridge as well as build 
maintenance. We hear that, because of the 
condition of the bridge, exceptional work will be 
required to deal with the corrosion problems. Do 
you have an estimate of the amount of money that 
will be required in the next five years to deal with 
the structural problems that have been identified? 
How will those be factored into your assessment 
of the grant that will require to be paid? 

Keith Main: We do not have costs yet for cable 
augmentation or replacement. FETA is 
undertaking a number of studies and it published 
early reports on the potential for replacing or 
augmenting the main cables. Again, the 
bridgemaster will be able to say more about that, 
but work is taking place to take forward the next 
tranche of studies, which will assess what needs 
to be done and identify the costs of that. 

The financial memorandum sets out a summary 
of the costs as we know them at the moment. 
However, it is inevitable that other costs will arise. 
That is part of the continuing dialogue that we will 
have with the boards. 

Des McNulty: With my former finance hat on, I 
say that you already know that the assumptions on 
which you made the financial assessments are not 
true. You know that there will be significant costs 
associated with the process of dehumidification, 
the replacement of cables, and the exceptional 
structural circumstances. I understand that you 
cannot tell us the precise costs of those things, but 
it is clear that the amount that will be required from 
the Scottish Government’s budget is significantly 
higher than has been identified—not necessarily 
the amount that is required for the removal of tolls, 
but the amount that will be required to maintain the 
bridge. 

In the circumstances, rather than defining what 
you are doing so narrowly, would it not be 
reasonable to give the public a genuine 
assessment of what it will have to pay during the 
next two spending review periods to sustain the 
Forth road bridge in particular? 

Keith Main: The financial memorandum aims to 
give a genuine best estimate of the costs as we 
know them at the moment. As I understand it, the 

work that FETA is undertaking—its studies of the 
cables and structural issues—is unique work that 
is specific to the bridge. That undoubtedly brings 
costs, but it is difficult to estimate those at present 
in the financial memorandum. There is a possibility 
that estimates could go too far the other way. 

Another issue is that, if the additional costs 
arose in the present circumstances and under the 
present legislation, they would still have to be met. 
There is a debate to be had about whether they 
would be met from long-term tolling, if that 
continued, or from additional grants from the 
Government, as has been the case in the past few 
years. In particular, the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board had grant funding from the Executive to 
support its capital programme in recent years. 

Des McNulty: To be clear, FETA had borrowing 
powers so it was able to spread any exceptional 
costs that occurred in one year over a longer 
period of time and to anticipate future tolled 
income. In future, grant income will have to be 
paid out of the Scottish Executive’s budget in any 
given year. 

David Patel: That is not quite true. Because 
FETA will keep its borrowing powers and therefore 
will be able to borrow, it will have flexibility for the 
future. 

Des McNulty: But it will have no income, other 
than what the Government gives it. 

David Patel: Indeed, but it will be paid through 
grant over time, which means that the cost to the 
Scottish Government will be spread. Moreover, the 
dehumidification costs—which, I think, will amount 
to £6.6 million in 2008-09—are included in the 
estimates that are set out in the financial 
memorandum. Before we can go anywhere near 
estimating the costs of cable replacement work, 
we will have to wait for various studies to be 
completed and for FETA to take a decision on the 
matter. However, as I have said, flexibility will be 
available through borrowing. 

The Convener: Again, some of those points will 
be pursued with our next panel of witnesses. 

Rob Gibson: The bill removes the requirement 
under the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation 
Act 1991 for the joint board to repay its 
outstanding debts by August 2016. Why is such a 
provision necessary? 

Keith Main: Again, it is partly to do with 
providing flexibility with regard to the bridge 
board’s future funding. Quite a number of 
respondents to previous consultations and reviews 
on bridge tolling and the management of toll 
bridges had pointed out that the deadline set in the 
1991 act for the repayment of debt was an 
anomaly and was not a condition in any other form 
of local authority or joint board funding. Having to 
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service that debt has become a real burden on the 
Tay Road Bridge Joint Board. As I have said, the 
bill envisages that borrowing powers will remain 
with the joint board, but if the deadline for 
servicing outstanding debts remains, those powers 
will become useless. I should also point out that 
the deadline for repayment was initially 50 years. 

Over the years, the 2016 deadline has acted as 
a constraint on further borrowing by the board for 
major maintenance or any other costs and, as we 
come closer and closer to it, the board’s ability to 
borrow has been nullified. To make sensible 
provision for the board’s future funding, ministers 
thought it appropriate to include the provision in 
the bill. 

Rob Gibson: It sounds like quite good news. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: Why does the bill 
revoke legislation relating to the Erskine bridge 
when the tolls on that bridge have already been 
removed? 

Keith Main: Although the tolls on the Erskine 
bridge were lifted at the end of March 2006 
through a suspension order and although the 
tolling powers expired at the start of January, the 
raft of Erskine bridge legislation is still sitting on 
the statute book. Ministers thought it appropriate 
to use a bill that seeks to abolish tolls to repeal 
that legislation. 

The Convener: I thank the panel for taking the 
time to answer our questions. We might pursue 
certain detailed questions in writing with the 
minister. 

We will take a five-minute break. 

14:38 
Meeting suspended. 

14:44 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I welcome the second panel of 
witnesses—John Connarty, Alastair Andrew, 
David Dorward and John Crerar—from whom I 
invite introductory remarks. 

Alastair Andrew (Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority): I am general manager and 
bridgemaster of the Forth road bridge, and John 
Connarty is a principal finance manager and 
represents FETA’s treasurer. 

The Forth road bridge is a unique structure that 
has unique requirements. It is important that we 
deliver what the Minister for Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change wants in a way 
that safeguards the integrity of that vital link in 
Scotland’s transport network. My two overriding 
concerns are the continuing safe maintenance of 

the bridge and the welfare of the workforce, many 
of whom have served for many years. I urge the 
Parliament to seek clarity on the precise timing of 
the toll removal, which is vital if we are to plan for 
plaza remodelling works and to communicate with 
our staff. 

We must face the fact that congestion will 
increase as a result of abolishing the tolls. Such 
an increase has been predicted by traffic 
modelling, most recently in the toll impact study, 
and we have witnessed the increase in traffic on 
the Erskine bridge. The current toll plaza performs 
an additional role as a control mechanism that 
regulates the flow of traffic on to the bridge. The 
booths cannot simply be removed; they must be 
replaced with a system that safely and effectively 
merges the five lanes of traffic that approach the 
bridge into two lanes. 

We must also maintain effective control over 
traffic crossing the bridge, which is vital in 
managing overall loading and the movement of 
abnormal loads—there were 390 northbound 
abnormal loads last year. Occasionally, we have 
to close the bridge to deal with road traffic 
accidents, recover broken-down vehicles and 
manage other security issues. 

FETA’s experienced staff understand the 
bridge’s unique maintenance requirements, which 
can be as simple as the use of glycol to de-ice the 
deck in winter, because of the corrosive effect of 
salt, or as complex as the installation of advanced 
dehumidification equipment on the main cable, to 
halt corrosion. Hand in hand with routine 
maintenance inspection goes a 15-year capital 
programme to refurbish and strengthen the bridge. 
As the Parliament seeks to replace toll revenue, it 
is vital that a flexible financing structure be 
established. We must be able to take into account 
the flexible and variable nature of the maintenance 
programme, which has peaks that can be covered 
through borrowing, as members have discussed. 

The subject is huge and I cannot cover 
everything in two minutes. I urge members to 
come to the bridge and see it for themselves. 

The Convener: Thank you. Members have 
questions on a number of issues, and I think that 
operational issues will come up later—I am sorry, I 
did not realise that John Crerar also wants to 
make an introductory statement. 

John Crerar (Tay Road Bridge Joint Board): I 
am the bridge manager of the Tay road bridge. On 
my left is David Dorward, the depute chief 
executive of finance for Dundee City Council, who 
acts as treasurer to the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board. 

The review of tolling on the Tay road bridge has 
been a long and protracted process, which has 
caused considerable stress and anxiety to board 
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employees. My staff and I are pleased that a 
decision has apparently been made and the 
process is drawing to a close. 

The Tay road bridge leads traffic directly to 
Dundee city centre and is used mainly by 
commuters and local traffic. The joint board 
favours the removal of tolls, but it is keen to 
ensure that the bridge continues to be properly 
managed and maintained. The bridge has such a 
direct local impact that it is vital that local control 
and influence is retained over how it is managed 
and operated. The bridge has been well 
maintained in the past and it is essential that a 
flexible approach to future grant aid be adopted. A 
number of operational safety considerations favour 
the retention of the joint board for the local 
operation of the bridge. 

Although there will be no toll collection, the 
bridge will remain a major transport link that 
requires a 24-hour, seven-day presence to ensure 
its effective operation. There are no hard 
shoulders or lay-bys for refuge on the Tay bridge, 
so traffic has to be stopped at either end to deal 
safely with breakdowns, accidents, the removal of 
debris and the day-to-day access requirements of 
board and contractor employees. Red flashing 
lights are currently in place to stop northbound 
traffic at the Fife end of the bridge, and a similar 
arrangement is proposed for southbound traffic at 
the Dundee end of the bridge immediately after 
the removal of the tolls and the toll plaza.  

Staffing resources will still be required to operate 
the 24-hour, seven-day presence. The role of the 
current 20 toll collection staff—or bridge officers—
includes not only toll collection but patrolling and 
securing the bridge. After the tolls are abolished, 
there will be a reduced number of bridge officer 
posts, but the reduction in posts can be 
accommodated, allowing for normal and early 
retirements, current vacancies and redeployment 
to other posts in the board. 

The abolition of tolls on the Tay road bridge 
should ease the congestion in Dundee city centre 
during the evening peak period. 

The Convener: Thank you both for your 
statements, and I apologise for being unaware that 
there were two. 

I begin with a question relating to our earlier 
discussion with the Executive team on the 
absence of consultation. Given that there has 
been no consultation on the bill, what is your 
organisations’ position on the proposals to retain, 
abolish or, indeed, reform and use differently 
tolling on the bridges? 

Alastair Andrew: The Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority welcomes the decision to move ahead 
with tolls abolition. 

John Crerar: Equally, the Tay Road Bridge 
Joint Board has supported the removal of tolls on 
the Tay bridge. 

The Convener: Do you have any position on the 
earlier proposals on smart tolling, flexible tolling, 
and targeting multi-occupant vehicles? 

Alastair Andrew: Again, convener, you are 
verging on the political decision. The previous 
Administration encouraged FETA to introduce a 
road user charge that had differential tolling by 
time of day and to introduce electronic tolling, 
which was the administration mechanism. There 
has been an election since then. 

The Convener: So FETA has no position on 
that question. 

Alastair Andrew: The current FETA 
administration welcomes the removal of tolls. 

David Dorward (Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board): The joint board also took the line that its 
preferred option was the removal of the tolls. On 
consultation, I should say that the local newspaper 
in Dundee, The Courier, carried an intensive news 
campaign that brought the matter to the public’s 
attention. The board members and officers were at 
no point left unaware of the public’s views on the 
retention or abolition of the tolls. 

Alison McInnes: Currently, your organisations 
are effectively self-financing, but the bill will make 
them dependent on direct Scottish Government 
grant funding. What impact might that have on the 
operation of your organisations, particularly on 
long-term financial planning? 

Alastair Andrew: Our current intention in 
discussions with the Executive is to ensure that we 
receive two grants—one for the on-going routine 
maintenance works and a second for our capital 
programme. It is the capital programme that 
possibly gives us the greatest concern because, 
by definition, it is irregular, which is why we are 
pleading for a flexible approach to be taken. In 
other words, the Executive should not give us the 
money one year and say that it wants it back if we 
do not spend it. We have a history of capital works 
being delayed due to weather. At the moment, we 
simply invest our income, and we can smooth out 
the peaks and troughs in spending. We are hoping 
for a similar robust funding mechanism. 

David Dorward: The Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board has a history of receiving capital grants 
from the Scottish Executive, mainly in the past 
three to four years, when we had a large capital 
project for which we simply could not borrow. 
Where capital works were delayed, we were paid 
capital grants in advance. The Executive allowed 
us to carry that funding forward because it knew 
that there was a delay from one year to the next. 
In addition, tenders for capital projects were 
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higher, so the Scottish Executive reviewed and 
increased the level of capital grant that it gave us. 
I believe that what we experienced, particularly on 
the capital side, will help us with our future capital 
planning. 

The decision to leave the borrowing power as it 
is is equally prudent—it will help us to smooth out 
increases in capital expenditure in any one year 
and on the revenue side take away any 
uncertainty about toll increases or toll collections. 
We should be able to sit down and agree our 
revenue grant on a rolling, three-year basis, which 
will bring future forward planning back to the 
board. 

Alison McInnes: You referred to the borrowing 
powers being left in place, but the Scottish 
Government states that they should be used only 
in “exceptional circumstances”, which is a change. 
What would you consider as exceptional 
circumstances? 

Alastair Andrew: The Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority has never required a grant. If the cable 
dehumidification were unsuccessful and we had to 
move ahead with a cable replacement 
programme, that would be an exceptional 
circumstance. Similarly, we are investigating the 
anchor chambers for the main cables, and if we 
found that we had a problem we would have to 
come back and seek further funding. 

David Dorward: On balance, it is more likely 
that we would be slow in spending our capital 
grant than that we would need it in advance. As 
long as we can carry forward any unspent capital 
grant, we may never require to borrow. However, it 
is certainly nice to have such a lifeline and safety 
belt in place should there ever be an exceptional, 
unplanned capital spend in any one financial year. 
We know that we would not need to go back for a 
mid-year grant; we would have the opportunity and 
ability to correct the situation for ourselves. 

Des McNulty: I hear what you say about the 
financial arrangements that you would like, but I 
am not aware of such financial arrangements in 
any other context. I think that there is an issue with 
Treasury rules, but, in particular, there is an issue 
about the financial capacity of the Scottish 
Government to allocate resources that are not 
spent. 

Within the context of financial arrangements for 
other organisations, such as Scottish Water, you 
are in control of your own income and expenditure. 
However, you could be in a situation in which you 
would have to go cap in hand to the Scottish 
Government, which operates under a financial 
regime that is unlike the ideal regime that you just 
described. How would you then deal with 
exceptional circumstances? In fact, how would you 
deal with the predictable circumstances that may 

arise with dehumidification and replacement 
cables? You would have to ask the Scottish 
Government to make a specific financial 
allocation, which it would control on an annualised 
basis. As I understand it, you would not get the 
kind of flexibility that you say is essential. 

Alastair Andrew: We are aware that the 
Executive’s spending review covers a three-year 
period. That is one of the problems that we are 
trying to resolve in our present discussions. Some 
of our contracts are for more than three years, so 
we must have commitments for such periods. We 
have suggested a model that is based on a 
commitment that a previous Administration gave to 
the City of Edinburgh Council when it was 
engaging in a 15-year public-private partnership 
scheme for schools. A long-term commitment was 
given to the council, and we have suggested that 
we would like to apply that model. 

Des McNulty: So you think that a PPP-type 
arrangement would be the appropriate way to go 
forward. What would happen to the asset in such a 
circumstance? Who would own it? 

Alastair Andrew: I will ask the treasurer to 
come in on this one. 

15:00 
John Connarty (Forth Estuary Transport 

Authority): It is a good question. We are happy 
with the terms of the financial memorandum but, 
as it sets out, detailed discussions about the grant 
offer letter and the financial understanding 
between the authority and the Government now 
need to take place. Alastair Andrew is saying that 
we are looking for flexibility in capital grant carry-
forward, which has no direct parallel with other 
authorities. We put the Edinburgh schools PPP 
offer of grant on the table as a possible long-term 
financial arrangement, but we do not consider it to 
be directly relevant. We are waiting for the 
Executive to come back with a proposal on how it 
will provide flexibility in grant funding. Police 
authorities and regional transport partnerships do 
not have that flexibility at the moment, which is an 
issue for them. 

Des McNulty: I think that there will be public 
concern about— 

The Convener: Des, I will give you one brief 
opportunity to pursue the point. Bear in mind the 
fact that the Finance Committee will want to take 
up some of the matters. 

Des McNulty: There will be some concern 
about the suggestion that the flexibility under the 
new arrangements might require some part-
privatisation or PPP-type arrangement, if that is 
what you are saying. Perhaps we can seek clarity 
on that. 
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I want to be clear about the borrowing regime 
that you are trying to put in place. We know that 
you have problems with the Forth bridge’s 
structural integrity—the Tay bridge is different—
which might cost substantial amounts to put right 
or to sustain that integrity, so you have the 
potential for requiring significant borrowings 
against an asset that the banks will only lend on if 
it can be properly secured—in other words, if they 
have a guarantee of a return. Where would the 
risk go in those circumstances? Would FETA 
expect the Scottish Government to underwrite the 
risk, or might the borrowing be against an 
unsecured risk? What would FETA’s position be in 
that context? 

John Connarty: The position is that we would 
need to see the Executive’s detailed grant offer. 
There could be an issue with FETA approaching a 
lender, depending on the long-term funding 
situation. We are into a situation where there 
would be close consultation and regular 
discussions between Government officials and 
FETA, and I expect that lenders would be looking 
for assurances about the ability to repay. 

To return to your point about private finance, we 
are not considering that option. We were looking 
for an example of a situation in which a local 
authority had a long-term financial commitment 
from the Government beyond the spending review 
period. The example that we found was a letter 
that the Government provided to the City of 
Edinburgh Council to confirm that grant would be 
payable to support a PPP project over that period. 
The model that we were looking for was a long-
term commitment to a local authority. 

Alex Johnstone: The previous panel of 
witnesses referred us in the strongest possible 
terms to you, the bridgemasters, as the people to 
answer questions about congestion. How accurate 
is the modelling that has been done so far on the 
increase in traffic that is likely to come with the 
removal of the tolls? What is the likely impact on 
congestion on and around the bridges, particularly 
the Forth bridge, which appears to give the most 
concern? 

Alastair Andrew: My expertise does not lie in 
traffic modelling, which is something of a black art. 
I do not think that we can expect an increase like 
the one that took place on the Erskine bridge—
there is simply not enough room on the Forth 
bridge to accommodate 23 per cent growth—but 
the transport model for Scotland, which is the 
Executive’s programme, indicates that the current 
peaks will extend so that there will be longer 
queuing. The start of the peak might move from 7 
am to 6.40 am. 

Alex Johnstone: There was a good peak at 7 
am this morning—I was in the queue. 

Alastair Andrew: We also expect the troughs to 
start filling up, so that we will have a higher overall 
level of traffic throughout the day. If there is a 
significant increase in our traffic levels, the effect 
will be longer queues on the M90 from the north 
and the approaches from the south. 

Alex Johnstone: Will the road developments 
that are nearing completion at the south end of the 
bridge have the effect of clearing traffic from that 
end of the bridge more quickly? 

Alastair Andrew: They will indeed, as modelling 
has shown. We cannot remove the queueing on 
the motorway that develops from the Admiralty or 
Ferrytoll junctions, but the third queue—which is 
related to the capacity of the traffic lights at the 
Echline interchange—will disappear when the 
traffic finds its way on to the completed M9 spur 
extension. 

Traffic heading north in the evening will still have 
to queue to get on to the bridge, because the 
delivery capacity of the approach roads exceeds 
the bridge’s capacity. The throughput of the toll 
booths is already higher than the bridge capacity. 
That is why you will find a queue most evenings 
between the toll booths and the bridge—we 
actually process the vehicles at a higher rate than 
the bridge can accommodate, which is 3,400 
vehicles per hour. 

Alex Johnstone: Do you have proposals for 
managing northbound traffic entering the bridge? 

Alastair Andrew: We are busy with our 
consultants on a scheme to develop what would 
look more like a motorway junction. At the 
moment, the new M9 spur extension has three 
lanes, but we will have to bring it back down to 
two. Traffic coming down from the Echline 
interchange will be reduced to a trickle anyway, 
and we will merge that traffic into the two lanes. As 
with the proposal for the Tay bridge, we will have 
to erect traffic lights so that we can halt traffic in 
emergencies and allow the movement of abnormal 
loads, which happens two or three times a day. 
When there are accidents or overturned lorries, 
that is how we get the emergency services in. 

Rob Gibson: The toll impact studies predict 
increased traffic congestion over the bridges at 
peak periods, but you have just said that the Forth 
bridge cannot take any more. 

You have been asked a number of questions by 
Mr Johnstone about access. You said earlier that 
the toll plazas act as a kind of traffic control. What 
will it cost to control the increased traffic, and what 
will be the impact on the operation of the bridge? 

Alastair Andrew: We are not planning to 
introduce any means of controlling the traffic. The 
traffic will control itself; once the bridge reaches 
peak capacity, the queue starts to form. What we 
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are saying is that the queue will become longer. 
All that we can hope to do is to introduce sufficient 
controls—traffic lights—so that we can stop the 
traffic when we require to do so. 

Rob Gibson: Will that cost a lot more than 
running the plaza system? 

Alastair Andrew: The plaza system was 
developed with the consent of the previous 
Administration. We will have to take it out and put 
in a new road layout that it is estimated will cost 
approximately £1.5 million. 

Rob Gibson: That will be an extra cost on top of 
the cost of the plaza that you are still paying off. In 
running the plaza, how long would it take to pay off 
the £1.5 million? 

Alastair Andrew: The current electronic tolling 
at the plaza has been paid for through our own 
self-financing mechanisms. The cost of developing 
the new road layout is to be met by the Executive, 
as is the cost of any redundancies resulting from 
these decisions. 

Alison McInnes: I want to explore the new road 
layout a bit further. What opportunities are you 
considering in relation to passenger priority 
measures? There is a unique opportunity to give 
priority to buses on the bridge. Have you 
considered that, and have you worked out the 
costs? 

Alastair Andrew: The south-east Scotland 
transport partnership is pursuing a scheme to 
promote northbound bus priority. We have 
undertaken to ensure that nothing that we do on 
the plaza will prejudice the SESTRAN scheme. 
Indeed, we are looking to include a short length of 
bus lane on the Echline slip road. The proposal is 
that buses would leave the new A90, go up and 
over the Echline interchange, go down to the bus 
stop on the west side of the plaza, and then merge 
back into the traffic. That may require a short 
length of bus lane, and we would hope to submit 
our cost estimates for approval. 

Alison McInnes: Will that be funded by the 
Executive as well? 

Alastair Andrew: We hope so. 

The Convener: I would like to hear from the Tay 
Road Bridge Joint Board about these issues. I am 
aware that we have heard a great deal from the 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority, but less from 
the Tay bridge board. 

John Crerar: I, like Alastair Andrew, cannot 
comment on the projected increase in traffic in the 
models, because I am not an expert on models. 
However, the model seemed to talk about a 
general increase in traffic on the bridge. At the 
moment, the bridge is not congested, but some 
congestion does happen, particularly during the 

morning peak and evening peak when traffic is 
leaving the city centre and going through the tolls. 
When the tolls were removed during the one-day 
strike last year, the traffic flowed fairly freely that 
evening. We anticipate that the congestion in the 
evening peak will be relieved. The bridge has the 
capacity to take much more traffic, so it will be 
many years before the bridge becomes 
congested, unlike the Forth bridge, which is 
already congested. 

The Convener: Are you considering issues 
around merging different traffic streams and 
putting in place new systems to manage that? 

John Crerar: Yes. I said in my opening remarks 
that the toll plaza provides a means of regulating 
traffic on the bridge and stopping traffic to deal 
with accidents and emergencies. When the toll 
plaza is removed, we hope to replace it with traffic 
islands and red flashing lights for two lanes of 
traffic. In normal circumstances, the traffic will just 
flow straight across the bridge, but if we have to 
stop it in an emergency, we will have the facility to 
do so. 

David Stewart: We heard earlier that road 
modelling might be a black art. Whether it is or 
not, it seems likely that both bridges will see a lot 
more traffic following the elimination of tolls. Have 
you budgeted for increased maintenance? What 
effect would there be on bridge operations? 

John Crerar: I do not see that being a problem 
for the Tay bridge. The bridge has been well-
maintained. Even if the traffic on the bridge 
doubled, it would not particularly affect the 
condition of the bridge structure. 

David Dorward: Tayside house is at the end of 
the bridge, so we are able to monitor the bridge 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. We have a video 
of the 24 hours during the strike that John Crerar 
mentioned, when there was no noticeable 
increase in congestion—in fact, there was a 
considerable improvement in congestion in 
Dundee city centre. The local models that we have 
produced, which deal with north-east Fife and 
Dundee, produce a totally different answer from 
that in the national model. We believe that the 
localised model is far more representative of what 
is likely to happen when the tolls are taken away. 

In answer to Mr Gibson’s question, the cost of 
removing the toll booths at Dundee would be 
£100,000, which the Executive has already said 
that it will fund. 

Alastair Andrew: Someone asked earlier 
whether the increased traffic on the Forth road 
bridge would hasten the introduction of a heavy 
goods vehicle ban. The answer is no. The 
predictions indicate that there will be an increase 
in light car traffic, which has no effect whatever on 
our maintenance regime. The governing factor is 
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the rate of corrosion inside the main cable and the 
number of large heavy goods vehicles. That is 
unlikely to change, because we are advised by our 
contacts in the Freight Transport Association that 
by far the biggest costs in running a truck are 
driver’s time and fuel—the toll does not feature. I 
do not think that we will see an increase in HGVs 
on the bridge, so I have no concerns about 
hastening the introduction of a ban on HGVs, 
which would be necessary only if the 
dehumidification system that we are fitting were to 
fail. 

Des McNulty: I am interested in Mr Andrew’s 
response to a previous question, which was that, 
in effect, the controls would come off and the 
traffic would find its own natural level once the tolls 
had been removed. 

You have said that the bridge is full at peak 
periods. Given that you have difficulty controlling 
the traffic at present, even with the enhanced 
controls that the toll system gives you in dealing 
with accidents or with instances of transport 
congestion that cause unusual problems, such as 
the presence on the bridge of very slow-moving 
vehicles at peak periods, once the control is the 
jam—which will inevitably be there, if I understand 
what you are saying—and there is an accident on 
the bridge, do you have any estimation of the 
length of delay that we might be looking at? I 
presume that you have estimates of the delays 
that can be caused now, when you can control 
access to and egress from the bridge. What will 
the situation be when those controls simply 
disappear and you have difficulty getting fire 
engines or ambulances on to the bridge, for 
example? In such circumstances, how long can 
people expect to be sitting in vehicles? 

15:15 
Alastair Andrew: A parallel can be drawn with 

the situation that exists at present with the road 
works on which we are engaged over the 
weekend. On Saturday and Sunday, we recorded 
delays of up to 90 minutes for vehicles 
approaching the bridge, which was simply 
because we had only one lane open. That 
demonstrates that if the demand on the structure 
is higher than its capacity, the queues will 
lengthen, but that will not affect our response to 
emergencies because we can control the traffic on 
to and off the bridge at both ends and can allow 
the emergency services to use the closed lane to 
reach an incident, if necessary. Having longer 
queues does not, in itself, give us a problem in 
operating the bridge. 

Des McNulty: Let us be clear—abolishing the 
tolls will lead to longer queues, longer delays and 
longer travel times. 

Alastair Andrew: Even if the percentage in the 
modelling is wrong, any increase in traffic will 
result in the queues becoming longer, as regular 
commuters know. 

Des McNulty: Will the extra delay be an hour or 
several hours? 

Alastair Andrew: It is impossible to say. There 
was a straightforward rear-end shunt this morning, 
which caused a one-hour delay. Along with many 
others, I joined the queue at Halbeath. That delay 
arose simply because two cars were driving too 
close to each other and had a bump. 

The theoretical congestion limit has been put at 
30,000 vehicles per day, but 37,000 vehicles use 
the bridge on every day of the week, which leads 
to turbulent flow. Simple breakdowns or bumps 
lead to an inordinate queue, which is why we have 
our own recovery vehicles at the bridge. 

Des McNulty: I just want to clarify that even the 
marginal increase in traffic that would be 
associated with the removal of the tolls could 
create severe increases in delays. The amount of 
traffic that uses the bridge is not proportional to 
the increase in delays, which can last for hours. 
Removal of the tolls could mean that getting 
across the bridge on the way from Edinburgh to 
Fife or from Fife to Glasgow, which could take up 
to an hour on a good day at present, could take 
significantly longer every day. 

Alastair Andrew: There will be an increase in 
delay if there is an increase in traffic, especially at 
peak times. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: In one of your earlier 
answers, you mentioned the bridge’s structural 
integrity and the possible time limit on the 
continued use of the bridge by HGVs. The issue 
was discussed at length with the previous panel 
and, in response to many of our questions, we 
were referred to you and your colleagues. I seek 
further clarification on the bridge’s structural 
integrity. Can you provide more detail, to deal with 
some of the questions that were asked earlier? 

Alastair Andrew: We have no concerns 
whatever about the bridge’s structural integrity. 
We recognise that there is corrosion in the main 
cables, but we are monitoring the cables by 
means of acoustic devices. We have started on a 
programme of dry air injection into the cable. If 
successful, that will stop the corrosion. 

We are aware of the safety factor on the bridge, 
which we keep under observation. By ensuring 
that the safety factor remains above 2, we are 
fairly comfortable that we will have no structural 
problems. HGVs tend to come along at off-peak 
times to avoid the cost of having a vehicle and its 
driver sit in a queue. Unfortunately, a convoy of 
heavy goods puts a more critical loading on the 
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bridge. We monitor the loads on the bridge and 
must carry out an assessment of our loading every 
two years. The loading is currently twice the 
design loading, but we have that under review. 

The Convener: Are there any other 
maintenance issues, relating to the potential 
increase of total traffic or the extension of the peak 
period, that must be considered in financial terms 
for either bridge? 

Alastair Andrew: We have a rolling 15-year 
capital programme, which forms the basis of the 
financial memorandum—albeit only for a period of 
four years. The painting contract that we are 
planning is a £65 million project that will take place 
over 10 years, so we must have more certainty of 
our ability to meet that expenditure when we start 
the contract. 

John Crerar: An increase in traffic on the Tay 
road bridge would not have any effect on future 
maintenance. Historically, maintenance of the 
bridge has been to do with environmental 
problems with salt, ice and the weather, as well as 
with previous workmanship. We do not anticipate 
any change to that programme as a result of any 
alleged increase in traffic. 

Des McNulty: I understand that the corrosion 
was a recently discovered circumstance and that 
the measures that you are taking are quite 
innovative—they have not been tried and proved 
successful anywhere else. I presume that, in 
talking about risk factors, you are talking about 
what you know about, which is not something on 
which there is a substantial amount of evidence. 

Alastair Andrew: We went into the main cable 
to examine it as a result of the first ever code of 
practice on suspension bridge cable inspection. As 
far as I know, we are the first people in the world 
to have done that work. We identified broken wires 
inside the cable at the positions at which we 
inspected the cable. To give us an assurance that 
there are no other areas of cable that are quietly 
corroding, we have fixed 15 microphones to each 
cable, which are giving us a permanent health 
check on not only the rate but the exact position of 
wire breakage. We can monitor where the wires 
are breaking and make a structural assessment. 

We visited Japan and learned about 
dehumidification. The system that we are applying 
is more advanced than those that are being used 
anywhere else. We are constantly trying to keep 
ahead of the game. 

Des McNulty: At one level, there is no certainty 
because the circumstance is new and new 
technologies are being used to eliminate or 
minimise the risk. We are at the edge of 
engineering. 

Alastair Andrew: That is correct. The 
Japanese, for example, are using dehumidification 
as a preventive measure. No one else has 
realised that they had a problem and used 
dehumidification to correct it—we are the first to 
do that. Although we are all confident, we can give 
no guarantees, and that is what has concentrated 
your minds on the need for another crossing. 

Des McNulty: In the context of managing risk, 
do you think that there is an issue about a change 
of circumstances that might give rise to new or 
additional strains on the bridge, bearing in mind 
the underlying structural uncertainties? 

Alastair Andrew: That is what we do—we 
manage risk, and we use the best tools available 
to us to ensure that the risk is minimal. We have 
put in place all the security and monitoring devices 
that we require to minimise any risk. 

Des McNulty: The issue is that the Government 
might be increasing it. 

What plans has your organisation made to 
support toll collecting staff who may lose their jobs 
following the abolition of the tolls on the bridge? 
Do you see any scope for additional support from 
your organisation or other governmental 
organisations to assist those members of your 
staff who are in that situation? 

Alastair Andrew: The authority has introduced 
a staff support policy that concentrates not only on 
redeployment—which is the first avenue—but on 
training, advice and counselling and, as a last 
resort, a redundancy package that is up to the 
maximum that can be applied under the local 
government pension scheme. We have discussed 
the matter with the minister and he is comfortable 
with the inclusion of all redundancy costs in our 
application for additional funding from the 
Executive. 

We have a permanent staff of 104. We have not 
finalised the new structure, but the number could 
be reduced by between 35 and 40. It is sufficient 
to say that our staffing includes more than toll 
collection staff. For example, we have 10 
administrative staff who administer the eTag 
electronic tolling system. The proposal will have a 
knock-on effect on a great number of people, not 
only those who are employed in our toll booths. 

Des McNulty: I have had quite a lot of e-mail 
communication from people who work on the Forth 
road bridge, and less from those who work on the 
Tay bridge. People have expressed grave 
concerns about their circumstances and the plight 
in which they find themselves as a result of the 
policy decision. When the Executive introduced 
the process, did it include the requirement to 
consult staff or to explain what was going on? Was 
there any communication between the Executive 
and your organisation on the position of staff who 
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would be affected, or on what you might be 
expected to do about that? 

Alastair Andrew: By monitoring what was 
happening in the Parliament, we saw the writing 
on the wall so we pre-empted discussions with 
staff and prepared the staff support policy for the 
board. In that way, measures were put in place 
before the formal debate in the Parliament, when it 
became clear that the tolls would be removed, 

Des McNulty: But you heard nothing at the time 
from the Government? 

Alastair Andrew: We are in constant contact 
with the Executive, so we were able to seek 
advice and check that our assumptions were 
accurate. 

John Crerar: As far as the Tay bridge is 
concerned, we have drafted an employee support 
package that has been passed to the unions. As 
soon as we saw the writing on the wall, we held 
early meetings with the unions—that process is 
on-going and is now taking place in conjunction 
with our meetings with the bill reference group, the 
members of which are being kept fully informed on 
the staffing situation. 

We are not in the same situation as the Forth 
bridge; we have 20 bridge officers who will be 
affected. We have 47 staff, but the new 
establishment will number 36, which means a 
difference of 11. Those 11 staff can be 
accommodated by way of either early retiral or 
redeployment in the organisation. We hope that 
there will be no redundancies at the Tay road 
bridge. 

Cathy Peattie: Given the role that staff play in 
traffic management and the skills that they bring to 
the smooth running of your operation, is there any 
danger that those important skills could be lost 
when staff numbers start to be reduced? 

Alastair Andrew: No. Each staff member has a 
distinctive role to play in the operations 
department. There is tolling, but there is also traffic 
management, winter maintenance, de-icing and 
breakdown recovery, all of which is done by 
separately trained teams. Our intention is that 
those teams will not suffer. In fact, we may have to 
boost the teams, given that we will no longer have 
flexibility in using those staff in our booths during 
quiet periods. 

In effect, we started with a clean sheet and 
asked what would be the best way of running the 
Forth road bridge in the context of there being no 
tolls. We are busy negotiating with the unions and 
staff on the best way forward. 

Cathy Peattie: Do you envisage a situation in 
which staff will be given training and support to 
enable them to move to another aspect of work? 

Alastair Andrew: All those aspects will be 
examined, particularly on the traffic management 
side. We will try to minimise redundancies in toll 
collection staff, particularly given the need to boost 
traffic management, breakdown recovery and 
security patrols. We are concentrating on 
redeployment before looking towards the ultimate, 
which is redundancy. 

John Crerar: On the Tay bridge, some staff told 
us that their preference would be for a move to the 
maintenance side of the operation. We introduced 
them to that scenario and, having seen it on a 
daily basis, they remain keen to progress that side 
of the work. They will be given training in various 
matters, such as boat handling, driving our 
inspection gantries and rescuing people from the 
river. That is one way in which we have dealt with 
the removal of the tolls. 

As I said in my introductory remarks, the toll 
collectors on the Tay road bridge, as well as 
collecting tolls, deal with patrols on the bridge and 
securing the bridge. Therefore, removing the tolls 
will remove only part of their job. They will 
continue with their existing work, so no retraining 
will be required for that. 

15:30 
The Convener: I thank all four witnesses for 

giving their time to answer our questions. In 
Alastair Andrew’s introductory remarks, he 
suggested that we go and see the bridge for 
ourselves. I will ask the clerks to explore the 
possibilities of that. 

I welcome our final panel of witnesses, who are 
Stephen Boyd of the Scottish Trades Union 
Congress and Sandy Smart of the Transport and 
General Workers Union and Unite. I will kick off 
with an easy opener that I have fielded to pretty 
much all the witnesses. No public consultation as 
such has been held on the bill, although much 
attention was given to the issue during the election 
campaign. What direct consultation has taken 
place with the staff members who are likely to be 
affected by the changes or with their union 
representatives? Were staff views taken into 
account in drafting the bill from the policy 
intention? 

Sandy Smart (Unite): There was no 
consultation. The removal of the tolls was 
announced in the Parliament and that was the 
start of the process. 

The Convener: There was no contact between 
the Government and the staff or unions. 

Sandy Smart: I wrote to the minister to ask 
whether we could meet him because, as you might 
imagine, there was a lot of concern about the 
proposals. We had some discussions with the 

80

122



67  11 SEPTEMBER 2007  68 

 

management of FETA about what was likely to 
happen when the bill came before Parliament and 
about the employee support policy, which you 
heard about earlier. We tried to put together a 
policy because, when the bill is passed or when 
the tolls are abolished, we will almost inevitably 
end up with redundancies and we had to consider 
how to deal with that. However, there are several 
unanswered questions about the maintenance of 
the structure and traffic management. On that 
basis, we approached the minister, but he would 
not meet us. 

Stephen Boyd (Scottish Trades Union 
Congress): I do not know whether this answers 
your question directly, convener, but I must say 
that I find myself in a strange situation. Usually 
when I come to a parliamentary committee, I have 
submitted substantial written evidence beforehand 
and the STUC has a clear position on the matter. 
However, it is only fair to inform the committee that 
today I come with no position: the STUC has 
never taken a position on the abolition of tolls and 
we have never been asked to do so. That can be 
contrasted with our support for a new crossing 
over the Forth, on which local trade unionists 
campaigned for the STUC to take a position. 
Subsequently, a motion was put to our congress 
two years ago to ask the STUC to support a new 
crossing over the Forth, which we did. 

It is fair to say that we have seen no sign that 
the abolition of tolls is a priority for local trade 
unionists. No local campaign has been run. We 
can contrast that with the position on the M74, 
which I have discussed with the convener in the 
past. The STUC ended up supporting the 
completion of the M74. Its support stemmed from 
local issues with investment in workplaces—some 
of the big engineering workplaces around Glasgow 
had built into their investment plans the completion 
of that motorway, so the clear position from our 
affiliated trade unions was that the motorway had 
to be completed to save important manufacturing 
jobs around Scotland. None of those issues 
applies to the abolition of tolls, which has not been 
an important issue for us. 

Cathy Peattie: My question is for Sandy Smart. 
Does your union support the abolition of tolls on 
the Forth and Tay road bridges? Will you explain 
your union’s views? 

Sandy Smart: To be honest, the issue was 
never discussed. The worry is about the staff—
they are my concern and that of our branch 
officials. People are worried about their jobs, and 
that is a bigger issue than the £1 toll fare. Road 
congestion is an issue for people who travel from 
Fife to Edinburgh, but that has nothing to do with 
the tolls, which are charged on traffic that goes in 
the other direction. In all honesty, we had not 

thought much about abolition and I am not 
convinced that it was a huge issue. 

Cathy Peattie: Do you share my concern about 
the workforce not being consulted? It is worrying 
that the minister has not agreed to meet trade 
unionists. What is the general view of folk who 
work in related jobs? 

Sandy Smart: Morale among staff on the bridge 
is extremely low. The staff who collect tolls and 
who are involved in administration are more or 
less resigned to the fact that many of them will 
lose their jobs. Staff who are involved in 
maintenance are equally worried about what will 
happen down the line. It is feared that, in a couple 
of years’ time, the whole organisation will be 
privatised and the work will be put out to tender. 
What would happen to staff then? As the 
committee heard from the bridgemaster, a policy is 
in place to support staff who are made redundant. 
We supported that policy. If FETA is disbanded or 
privatised in two or three years’ time, there is no 
guarantee of what will happen. That is the real 
question. We have tried to obtain answers, but 
nobody has been able to answer. I hoped to meet 
the minister and put that to him, but we have been 
unable to do that. The question is still 
unanswered. 

Cathy Peattie: People who have skills that will 
be required in the future are concerned about their 
jobs. Will the loss of necessary skills be an issue? 

Sandy Smart: People are extremely worried. 
They have much experience in dealing with the 
bridge and with traffic problems. We believe that 
those skills will be lost. 

Cathy Peattie: What concerns have you heard 
from individual union members about the 
proposed abolition of tolls? 

Sandy Smart: As I said, people are more or 
less resigned to the fact that tolls will be abolished, 
although they do not know when that will happen. 
We know that Parliament will consider the bill, but 
there is no hard-and-fast date when tolls will be 
abolished, so we cannot consult about 
redundancies or redeployment. 

The situation is up in the air. Branch officials 
have advised me that they are regularly asked 
what is happening and whether there is any word 
about dates. The effect on morale is huge. When I 
have dealt with such situations in other 
organisations, people have wanted to leave, rather 
than have the threat hanging over their heads. The 
staff do not know whether they will have a job by 
Christmas or whether they have until next year. 
That is unsatisfactory. 

Cathy Peattie: What would be the STUC’s view 
of any company or organisation that talked about a 
change like the abolition of tolls and about 
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reducing the workforce without consulting it or 
involving it in plans? Does the STUC have a role 
as a stakeholder? What would its view be of any 
company that carried out its plans in such a way? 

Stephen Boyd: You will not be surprised to 
learn that the STUC would take a pretty dim view 
of such a company. A few issues are involved. If 
the minister had agreed to meet staff, he would 
have found such a meeting useful, because in our 
experience, staff tend to raise issues that other 
stakeholders have not considered. That is stating 
the obvious. The minister would probably also 
have been able to put staff at ease on issues that 
Sandy Smart has raised. A meeting would have 
helped to stop unhelpful speculation about what 
could happen to them. 

In general, our experience under devolution is 
that ministers have tended to meet staff who are in 
such a position, even staff from the private sector, 
where ministers’ influence is clearly limited. 
Ministers have tended to meet staff for the 
reasons that I have outlined and both parties have 
tended to find such meetings beneficial. 

Earlier, I asked Sandy Smart whether the local 
partnership action for continuing employment team 
had been involved. It has not been to date. The 
STUC campaigned strongly for the PACE initiative 
to be established, but the aspiration was always 
that there would be early intervention that would 
help to redeploy people as quickly as possible. 
The team would get to grips with local issues and 
redeployment opportunities. I am worried that a 
team has not been involved. 

Cathy Peattie: So there has been no input at all 
from a PACE team. That is worrying. 

Rob Gibson: You told us that you have not 
discussed likely developments for staff with the 
Government, but I presume that you have 
discussed them with the employers, FETA and the 
TRBJB. I am sure that the Government will hear 
what you have said. Given what we have heard 
from FETA and the TRBJB, what discussions have 
you had? 

Sandy Smart: We have attended several 
meetings with FETA’s management in which the 
employee support policy and what is likely to 
happen were discussed. Proposals were put 
forward to the board and passed, but little has 
come back following that, as I have said. 

We have asked questions about what will 
happen to the traffic management and bridge 
maintenance sides. We hope that there will be 
something other than warm words and that 
something will be in place to deal with matters. It is 
likely that there will be some organisation, but we 
have a fear. If FETA’s main function is to collect 
tolls and that function will be removed, what will 
happen now? Who will look after the people whom 

we are talking about? Are people still needed? Will 
work go to the private sector? 

Rob Gibson: I am interested in that allegation. 
What foundation is there for believing that the 
Government may move in that direction? Is there 
any indication whatsoever in the Government’s 
programme or the Scottish National Party’s 
election manifesto that there will be such an 
outcome? 

Sandy Smart: No, but it would be interesting to 
meet the minister and ask him those questions. I 
received a curt letter from his secretary. He 
refused to meet me. I do not have a problem with 
his not wanting to meet me but, given that his 
department is involved and that he will make the 
decision, the workforce deserves an opportunity to 
put its concerns to him. As Stephen Boyd said, it is 
rare for someone who is deciding whether to close 
a factory or a site to refuse to sit down and talk to 
the workers or their representatives. That is what I 
am concerned about. 

Rob Gibson: Okay. I hear the point that you are 
making, but have FETA and the TRBJB fully 
explored the possibilities for redeploying the staff 
who may be affected by the proposed abolition of 
the tolls? 

Sandy Smart: One difficulty is that Tay bridge 
staff cover both traffic management and toll 
collection, but work on the Forth road bridge is 
more separate and specialised. There are people 
who deal with the tolls, people who deal with 
maintenance and a separate group that deals with 
the traffic side. It is unlikely that all those people 
will be redeployed elsewhere. That is my difficulty, 
although, as I have said, we are still looking at 
things. To be pragmatic, I think that it is highly 
unlikely that we will be able to keep around 50 to 
60 people in jobs as toll collectors. 

15:45 
Rob Gibson: Indeed, but, in terms of 

redeployment, the bridge authorities have 
suggested that some other duties might be 
required. Have you discussed anything like that? 

Sandy Smart: Nothing has been discussed 
along those lines. As I said earlier, we have only 
just heard that that is an option. The employee 
support policy has been put in place and has been 
agreed. I am aware that the fact that it was put in 
place was not universally popular in the 
Parliament, but that is the case and that, at least, 
offers some comfort for the staff who might end up 
being made redundant.  

Rob Gibson: You mentioned the Parliament. I 
am not sure what that has got to do with your 
relationship with the employers and the package 
that has been put in place. When the employers 

82

124



71  11 SEPTEMBER 2007  72 

 

are surveying the work that will be created in 
relation to traffic management in the new set-up, 
without tolls, they might take the view that there is 
a potential for staff whom they currently employ to 
be deployed in that regard. Do you agree that that 
is something that you should follow up? 

Sandy Smart: That might be possible for some 
jobs, but it is highly unlikely that it will be possible 
to redeploy all the staff. We have discussed that 
with management and believe that redundancy is 
inevitable. 

Stephen Boyd: On the privatisation issue, we 
were not making an allegation that privatisation 
would occur; we were speculating that that could 
happen. The workforce’s concern is that FETA will 
no longer be a sustainable organisation. The 
experience of trade unions over the past 20 years 
is that, in this type of situation, the privatisation 
agenda tends to come into play, with the related 
impact on jobs and terms and conditions and so 
on. That gets to the heart of why an early meeting 
between the workforce and the minister would be 
helpful to all parties; it could help to assuage the 
concerns of the workforce.  

Rob Gibson: You would agree that the bridge is 
part of the main road network of Scotland and that 
it is unlikely that a proposal would be made to 
privatise any part of the main road network in 
Scotland? 

Stephen Boyd: Absolutely. I was— 

The Convener: I think that we have had a 
clarification of what was intended by the earlier 
remark. Dave Stewart, you may ask your question. 

David Stewart: Are you satisfied with the 
proposed redundancy payments for members who 
might lose their jobs? Earlier, we heard about the 
differences between the situation on the Tay and 
the situation on the Forth. We have also heard 
about the staff support policy, the advice and 
guidance and the local government agreement on 
the maximum redundancy payments. Is timing 
crucial for you? Presumably, your members need 
to know when any change will happen.  

Sandy Smart: I have no objection to that policy. 
I would like to put on record the fact that I would 
not fault the management for putting that 
together—I did not mean to give the impression 
that that is not the case. We are glad that the 
policy is in place. However, as I said earlier, we 
are worried about what will happen to those who 
will not be supported and get redundancy 
payments. Where do they stand? 

David Stewart: Is the timing, therefore, crucial? 

Sandy Smart: Absolutely. We need to know 
when it is going to happen. As I said, members 
regularly ask our branch officials what is 
happening and when they can take their 

redundancy. At this point, however, we just do not 
know.  

Des McNulty: With regard to what you said 
about trade unions’ experience over the past 20 
years, I am sure that you are aware that a lot of 
the road maintenance in Scotland is now 
conducted by private companies. In that context, is 
it not perfectly reasonable to assume that you 
might end up, four or five years down the line, with 
BEAR, Amey or some other company being 
interested in taking on the responsibility for 
maintenance of the bridge and the Government 
being interested in handing over that 
responsibility? 

Stephen Boyd: Absolutely, that is a concern. 
Sandy Smart deals with those companies every 
day and might want to say something more about 
that.  

Sandy Smart: I deal with BEAR and I dealt with 
Amey when it took on the contract for the south-
east roads network and staff were transferred 
under the Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of 
Employment) Regulations. The fear is that if the 
bridge is treated as part of the trunk road network, 
responsibility for its maintenance will be similarly 
transferred to such a company. We worry that, in 
the event of a transfer, existing staff would lose 
their terms and conditions. There is a certain 
amount of legislation to protect them but, with 
time, terms and conditions tend to go. At the 
moment, a pensions scheme and a sickness 
scheme are in place. Those could well be at risk if 
maintenance of the bridge were privatised. 

Des McNulty: We have focused on employment 
conditions and so on. However, the employees of 
FETA—there is not so much contention about the 
TRBJB—are among those with the most 
knowledge about how the system works. We have 
heard from the bridgemaster, who has offered us 
his experience, but FETA’s other employees also 
have considerable experience. What is their view 
of the logic behind what the Government intends 
to do, of its potential consequences for traffic 
management and of the increased congestion that 
could be generated? What problems might that 
create for them when doing their jobs? 

Sandy Smart: You are right about the staff’s 
experience. Many of them have many years’ 
service with the organisation; they know the bridge 
and are aware of the impact that the weather can 
have. At a branch meeting that I attended soon 
after it was announced in Parliament that tolling 
would be abolished, a toll collector asked whether 
the Forth road bridge would end up in the same 
situation as the Erskine bridge, which is closed 
whenever the wind blows at speeds above 50mph 
because staff do not have the experience to deal 
with that. We are dealing with an important 
structure. If the people who are looking after it do 
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not know how to operate it properly, that is a real 
risk. 

The Convener: The committee has taken note 
of the concerns that you have expressed about the 
lack of a meeting with the minister, the short-term 
timescale and the longer-term uncertainty that 
exists. Are there other issues that you would like 
to raise in relation to the employee support policy 
or more generally? 

Stephen Boyd: I would like to raise a couple of 
general issues. On the way here on the train, I 
read the previous debates on the issue in 
Parliament. Two main reasons seem to be given 
for abolishing the tolls. The first is fairness. There 
is certainly an argument to be made on that point, 
as Fife has two toll bridges, whereas tolls have 
been removed elsewhere in Scotland. The second 
reason is competitiveness. That argument is 
somewhat bizarre, because if we remove the 
revenue stream that comes from tolls, we will have 
to move to grant support. A very conservative 
estimate is that, over the next comprehensive 
spending review period, £30 million will have to be 
provided. If you had that money to spend and 
were looking to boost the Fife economy, you would 
not use it to abolish tolls. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: Is that the official 
STUC position? You said at the start of the 
session that the STUC did not have a position on 
the abolition of tolls. 

Stephen Boyd: It is not congress policy. It 
would be inappropriate for me to speculate on the 
STUC’s position on the matter. I would be happy 
to take the issue to our general council, if the 
committee would find that helpful; that could be 
done within the committee’s timetable for evidence 
gathering. This is an economic development issue 
that relates to the wider agenda on taxation and 
regulation that we have pursued in the past. It is 
not the case that this tax on businesses in Fife is 
rendering them uncompetitive. If we spent the 
money that is to be used to abolish tolls on skills, 
innovation, local infrastructure and developments 
such as the Fife energy park, we would see a far 
bigger boost to the Fife economy. The STUC’s 
final position is likely to reflect those wider 
concerns. 

Cathy Peattie: Correct me if I am wrong, but I 
suggest that the STUC will have a position on how 
the workforce on the bridges has been treated and 
on the need to consult the workforce and ensure 
that important skills are not lost. 

Stephen Boyd: Yes, absolutely. 

The Convener: I thank the witnesses for taking 
the time to come and answer our questions. 
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11 September (3rd Meeting, 2007 (Session 3)) – Supplementary Written Evidence 
 

SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT BILL 
TEAM 

 
 
I refer to your email dated 13 September in which you request additional information on the 
legal advice that a strategic environmental assessment was not required in relation to the Bill 
and further details on the costs to the Scottish Government of removing tolls. I have also 
provided for clarification additional comment on the consultations undertaken in respect of the 
Bill’s provisions. 
 
I address the concerns in turn. 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
On the issue of whether or not a strategic environmental assessment is required to be carried 
out in relation to the Bill, our view is that it is not.  Section 4(3) of the Environmental 
Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 replicates Article 3(8) of Directive 2001/42/EC and provides 
that : 
 

“This Act does not apply to- 
… 
(b) financial or budgetary plans and programmes;…” 
 

It is the Scottish Government’s view that, insofar as any proposal to abolish tolls on the Forth 
and Tay road bridges would otherwise be a qualifying plan or programme subject to the 2005 
Act, this provision removes it from the ambit of that Act.  The plan or programme in this case 
is clearly not one that involves the construction of a bridge or any other major works.  The 
bridges are already in existence and they are already carrying considerable volumes of traffic.  
The objective is to remove tolls from the Forth and Tay bridges as soon as possible, and the 
Bill gives effect to the decision that the costs of financing the maintenance of the bridges 
should, in future, be met (wholly) from general taxation rather than (partly) from the users of 
the bridge.  
 
Insofar as there is a “plan or programme”, it is one that is about financial matters and 
therefore falls within section 4(3) (b).  In coming to this view the Scottish Government has 
noted the European Commission’s guidance on the interpretation of the relevant provision in 
the Directive (Implementation of Directive 2001/42 On The Assessment Of The Effects Of 
Certain Plans and Programmes On The Environment), which states (at para. 3.63) that 
“Financial plans and programmes could include ones which describe how some project or 
activity should be financed, or how grants or subsidies should be distributed.”  
 
The Committee is also aware that the Toll Impact Study published in August 2007 included an 
assessment of the environmental impacts of removing the bridge tolls.  That assessment was 
carried out in line with the approach taken in the Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance, and 
indicated a small net increase in emissions of air pollutants once the tolls are removed from 
both bridges.  Further details on the assessment process and findings are set out in Chapter 
12 and Appendix F of the Toll Impact Study report. 
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Costs on the Scottish Government 
 
The summary table in the Financial Memorandum to the Bill is reproduced below: 
 
COSTS ON THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT 
 
  

Year 

Amount (£000) 

 2007-08  2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 

       

Forth  3,500  6,980 4,715 4,833 

Tay  850  1,208 1,235 1,262 

Total Resource  4,350  8,188 5,950 6,095 

       

Forth  5,700  14,051 8,042 2,386 

Tay  1,537  7,190 6,625 2,265 

Debt repaid  14,763  - - - 

Total Capital  22,000  21,241 14,667 4,651 

 
These figures are shown in thousands and are based on the broad assumptions: 

• that Ministers would fund all future running costs as resource grant; 
• that Ministers would fund all future capital costs as capital grant; 
• that Ministers would fund the repayment of outstanding loan debt at Tay in 2007-

08; and 
• that the bridge authorities would not require to undertake further capital borrowing 

other than in exceptional circumstances. 
 
Overall the figures summarised above show that meeting both running costs and capital 
expenditure at the bridges through a combination of resource and capital grants could cost 
some £26.350 million in the present financial year (2007-08).  The figures also indicate a 
further £60.792 million would be required in the following 3 years to 2010-11.  
 
The figures given in the summary table are based on data from the two bridge authorities 
during July and August.  The details of those figures are shown in annexes A to D for the Tay 
Road Bridge Joint Board and in annexes E to G for the Forth Estuary Transport Authority. 
Both Boards are broadly satisfied with the contents of the Financial Memorandum. 
 
Further advice has been received very recently from the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board that 
some of their capital needs have been moved into later years and that less resource monies 
are required in the early years and more in the later years.  The details are shown at annex H. 
 
All the transitional costs – both in the summary table from the Financial Memorandum and in 
the later figures from the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board are based on a commencement date 
for the powers in the Bill of 31 December 2007 / 1 January 2008. The transitional costs were 
calculated as of that date as it was the earliest possible date that commencement could occur 
and thus the figures show the maximum transitional costs that could fall to the Scottish 
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Government.  The transitional costs to the Scottish Government would reduce by about 
£250,000 per week for each week between the actual commencement date of the powers in 
the Bill and the date of 1st January assumed for the purposes of calculating the figures in the 
Financial Memorandum. 
 
Summary 
 
The summary table in the Financial Memorandum summarises the costs to the Scottish 
Government if the Scottish Ministers fund future running costs of the Forth and Tay Road 
bridges as resource grant and future capital costs as capital grants.  The figures total £87.142 
million. 
 
Since the summary table was completed revised capital and resource programmes have 
been received from the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board.  These would result in an estimated 
total cost of between £86.907 and £87.157 million depending on the date of commencement 
of the Bill provisions.   
 
This confirms that the figures in the Financial Memorandum are robust. 
 
Consultation 
 
On a final point, members of the Committee asked about consultation on the provisions set 
out in the Bill.  I can confirm that no specific public consultation has been undertaken since 
May 2007.  However, there is a broad body of evidence to show widespread support for the 
abolition of the remaining tolls, on which this Bill is focused.   
 
This includes responses to the previous administration’s “call for evidence” in support of 
retaining or removing the tolls at the Forth and Tay Road Bridges.  This was first set out in 
reply to a Parliamentary Question (S2W-25967) on 17 May 2006.  It was followed up with 
over 180 letters to MSPs, local authorities, environmental and transport stakeholders, and 
individuals, inviting comments by 17 August 2006.  Eighty-nine responses to this consultation 
were received, the majority of which called for an end to tolling.  A report on this consultation 
forms Appendix A to the Toll Impact Study. 
 
More recently, the Scottish Government set out a clear commitment to bring forward a Bill to 
abolish bridge tolls in its pre-election manifesto.  The principle of abolition was debated in the 
Scottish Parliament on 31 May, when 120 members voted in favour of the Motion as 
amended - there were two abstentions and no votes against the motion. 
 
The Bill has been drafted and promulgated on the basis of this clear public and Parliamentary 
support for the abolition of tolls. 
 
Officials from the Scottish Government and the two bridge boards have been meeting 
regularly over the summer in a series of "Bill Reference Group" meetings.  Discussions have 
covered issues such as the preparation of the legislation; traffic management and other 
physical changes necessary at the bridges; and staffing issues including redeployment, 
training or possible redundancy.  Officials from FETA and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 
have reported progress from these meetings to the elected membership of the boards.  The 
Reference Group meetings are continuing with discussions focused on staffing issues and the 
detailed arrangements for the future financing of the boards. 
 
I trust the response is sufficiently clear and comprehensive, if not please do not hesitate to 
contact me should you require clarification on any matter.  I am also copying this response, 
for information, to the Clerk to the Finance Committee.  
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM UNITE 
 
Introduction 
 
The Scottish Region of Unite (T&G section) represents around 80,000 working people and 
their families throughout Scotland. Unite (T&G section) Scotland is part of the UK’s largest 
trade union with 2 million members in a range of industries including transport, construction, 
financial services, manufacturing, print and media, the voluntary and non-profit sectors, local 
government and the NHS. 
 
Unite (T&G section) is also a campaigning union both in the workplace and on wider political 
and social issues at home and abroad. Therefore, we welcome the opportunity to support the 
Union’s oral evidence to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee on 11 
September 2007 by submitting this written evidence. 
 
Response to the Bill 
 
Unite (T&G section) at the outset wishes to strongly state our concerns about the lack of 
Ministerial, and Scottish Government, consultation and engagement with our members 
regarding the decision to proceed with the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill, which 
seeks to remove tolls charged to users of the Forth Road Bridge and Tay Road Bridge. There 
has been no formal consultation on the proposals contained in the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, and no discussions with trade unions who represent the workers employed on 
the bridges on the merits of abolishing or retaining the Tolls since the closing date of the Toll 
Impact Study consultation on 17 August 2006. The first opportunity that Unite (T&G section) 
has had to formally comment with the Scottish Government on its stated policy of bridge toll 
abolition was after the Bill had been lodged via the relevant Scottish Parliamentary 
Committee. 
 
Unite (T&G section) also requests clarification on whether the Toll Impact Study conducted 
under the previous administration in 2006 constitutes a Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA). 
Furthermore, if it does constitute this does it however negate a further RIA being conducted 
under the new administration in light of its stated policy to abolish the Tolls and its subsequent 
impact on workers employed on the bridges? Clarification on this matter is crucial given that 
the Scottish Government states: “An RIA is an essential policy tool for ensuring that 
Government chooses the best option to achieve its policy goals…improving the quality of 
advice to Ministers and encourages informed public debate. An RIA should be started as 
soon as possible for any proposal likely to result in a burden upon business, charities or the 
voluntary sector.” 
 
Unite (T&G section) must speculate that in the event of the abolition of bridge tolls there is a 
possibility that the maintenance of the Forth and Tay bridges will be passed to private 
ownership. This also raises concerns that the Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA) will 
no longer be a sustainable organisation and we are acutely aware of the impact this could 
have on our members’ jobs. In Unite’s (T&G section) experience, the impact of privatisation 
has a negative impact on the terms, conditions and sustainability of employment. We are 
concerned that in the event of Transfer of Undertakings (TUPE) existing staff would have a 
reduction in their terms and conditions of employment. Our experience over the last twenty 
years suggests that where there is private influence or ownership in previously public owned 
bodies, the terms, conditions and, indeed, job security are inevitably compromised. Relevant 
to this case, we can draw upon specific examples of privatisation negatively impacting the 
terms and conditions of road maintenance workers in Scotland and would be prepared to 
expand upon this should the Committee request further information. Given that our workers at 
both bridges enjoy benefits such as a pension scheme and a sickness scheme we can only 
conclude that these conditions could well be at risk if maintenance of the bridge were 
privatised. 
 
Unite (T&G section) is also concerned about the possible compromise in health and safety 
standards of the bridges infrastructures and their on-going maintenance should tolls be 
abolished. Therefore, we acknowledge the points FETA has previously highlighted in August 
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2006 and seek clarification on where funds will be allocated from for the maintenance and 
overall safety of the Forth Bridge, and Tay Bridge for that matter, when they stated: “It should 
be noted that the current revenue cost of maintaining the existing fabric of the Forth Road 
Bridge and associated buildings is £1.75 million per annum. In addition, FETA over the next 
15 years will fund a £118 million capital expenditure programme to carry out bridge 
strengthening and improvement works.” 
 
Unite (T&G section) is also concerned that a potential shift to private ownership would 
possibly delay or halt the important maintenance programmes already put in place by the 
respective authorities responsible for managing the Bridges. Delaying the maintenance 
programme would raise serious questions about the effect on the health and safety of workers 
and the travelling public should the respective bridges structural integrity be compromised in 
any way. If elements of the bridges maintenance, operation or management are privatised 
this also raises further health and safety concerns as many of the existing workers have many 
years on the Forth and Tay Bridges. The workers know the bridges and are aware of the 
impact that factors such as the weather can have. The example of the Erskine Bridge is a 
pertinent one in this case. Erskine Bridge is closed whenever the wind blows at speeds above 
50mph because its employees do not have the experience to deal with that. If the people who 
are looking after the bridges do not know how to operate it properly, that is a real risk to both 
the travelling public and workers. 
 
Unite (T&G section) also recognises that the most recent evidence of accelerated global 
warming requires a most urgent reappraisal of environmental policy. Carbon emissions from 
road transport constitute a very significant proportion of total UK emissions. Pollution and 
congestion are not only damaging the environment but they also reduce the quality of life in 
our towns and cities. Therefore, the environmental impact of removing the bridge tolls must 
be addressed. The Forth Road Bridge (Toll Impact) study indicated that the likely outcome of 
the removal of tolls would be to extend the current period of peak congestion which would 
result in increased traffic emissions and noise pollution. This view was also reinforced by 
FETA to the Scottish Executive in August 2006. FETA stated: “…modeling tests indicated that 
removing tolls would increase the annual average daily flow by 21% bringing about 
congestion and environmental damage far beyond that already experienced.” In addition, the 
study also highlighted that in the instance of the Tay Road Bridge, the removal of the tolls was 
likely to increase traffic emissions and noise pollution due to increased congestion on single 
carriageway roads near the bridge. 
 
Finally, Unite (T&G Section) requests that the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee seek clarification from the Scottish Government on the comments made by Mr 
David Patel while giving evidence to the Committee on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) 
Bill (Stage 1). Mr Patel stated: “The consultation is a manifesto commitment. There is no 
formal requirement, in such circumstances, to undertake a wide consultation, as the view is 
that the proposal has been put before the electorate… I cannot give you a precise source for 
that information, but the legal advice that we have been given on the production of the bill is 
that, because it relates to a manifesto commitment, there is no formal requirement to consult 
on it.” 
 
Unite (T&G section) is concerned that this approach to policy formulation and implementation, 
which will have a serious impact on our members and Scottish workers, represents a shift 
away from meaningful consultation and dialogue on the part of the Scottish Government in 
contrast to the approach of the previous administrations. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee 

Tuesday 18 September 2007 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 14:00] 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

14:00 
The Convener: We have three panels of 

witnesses on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill. I welcome John Stephens and 
Steve Hunter from Steer Davies Gleave and offer 
them a chance to say a few words of introduction. 

John Stephens (Steer Davies Gleave): Thank 
you. Steve Hunter and I were two of the authors of 
the toll impact study report. Other team members 
contributed additional expertise, particularly in 
areas of transport and land use modelling. Steve 
Hunter and I hope to be able to cover most 
questions today, but perhaps not everything. 

We looked in the study at traffic impacts and 
then appraised the environmental, economic and 
social outcomes of removing bridge tolls. Our 
report concluded that removing the tolls would not 
represent value for money. It might help our 
discussion if I explain further what we mean by 
that statement. Value for money balances the 
outcomes to individuals and businesses against 
the cost to the Scottish Government of achieving 
those outcomes. In this case, the outcomes to 
individuals and businesses represent a net loss 
because the disbenefits—or disadvantages or 
costs—of increased congestion outweigh the 
benefit of not having to pay the bridge toll. The 
annual disbenefits to business, for example, 
amount to around £10 million. As well as those 
disbenefits to individuals and businesses, there 
would be a cost or disbenefit to the Scottish 
Government. That is the report’s fundamental 
finding. 

The Convener: I will ask about the accuracy of 
previous and current predictions in the toll impact 
study. How confident are you that the predictions 
about the removal of tolls and its future impact on 
traffic levels across the bridges can be relied on? 

Steve Hunter (Steer Davies Gleave): I 
presume that you refer to the forecast of the 
change in the number of vehicles. We have 
reasonable confidence in those predictions; they 
come from a model that is owned—that is 
probably not quite the right word—by Transport 
Scotland. The forecasts have been consistent 
during the previous two toll impact studies and the 
current one, even though the model that was used 
has been updated. We have taken great care to 
ensure that our forecast outcomes from the study 
are consistent and would not be changed in 
direction or meaning by small inaccuracies in that 
traffic model. Therefore we are confident that, 
given perfectly reasonable variance, our outcomes 
would remain the same. 
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The Convener: One of the regular refrains put 
to me is, “Who are all the other people who would 
travel across the bridge?” People make the case 
that nobody makes that daily road journey for fun 
and that if they had another option they would use 
it. Who are those additional people and where 
would the additional journeys come from? 

Steve Hunter: There are a variety of reasons 
why people might make extra journeys. Some of 
them might be made by people who make the 
journey already—perhaps they travel four days a 
week at the moment, but will make five return 
journeys a week in the future. Some of the people 
who might change their travel behaviour are 
currently travelling outside the peak times.  

There is quite a lot of evidence in the report, in 
the modelling and in the records of people 
crossing the bridges that a percentage of people 
use different routes for travelling in different 
directions. There is a slight imbalance between 
northbound and southbound flows on both 
bridges, which is perhaps a sign that some people 
are rerouting to avoid the toll that is currently 
charged. 

The Convener: So, the increase in traffic going 
across the bridge would result in a cumulative 
increase in CO2 emissions, but that would be due 
partly to a rerouting of journeys—is that correct? 

Steve Hunter: Yes, that is correct. The overall 
impact would be a slight change in the level of 
CO2 that is emitted as a result of people making a 
slightly different trip. A trip having slightly different 
characteristics—perhaps being slightly longer and 
faster—would have an effect on the amount of fuel 
that would be consumed and the amount of 
carbon dioxide that would be emitted. However, 
any new trips, constituting a percentage of the 
overall change, would result in wholly new carbon 
dioxide emission. 

The Convener: The figure of 9,000 tonnes per 
annum is cumulative—it takes account of rerouted 
journeys as well as the emissions that result from 
current journeys across the bridges. 

Steve Hunter: Yes. It takes account of all those 
effects. 

Cathy Peattie (Falkirk East) (Lab): How did 
you choose the members of the focus groups and 
the individuals to be interviewed in the toll impact 
study research? 

John Stephens: We specified the broad 
characteristics of individuals whom we wanted to 
include in the focus groups. We tried to identify 
people who travelled regularly, people who were 
infrequent travellers and people who did not travel 
at all. 

Cathy Peattie: How did you do that? 

John Stephens: We put people on the streets 
to recruit. They asked people a set of questions 
and, if they displayed the characteristics that we 
had set for our quotas, invited them to attend the 
focus groups. 

Cathy Peattie: How did you gather the 
information that you used in the toll impact study? 
How did you turn the opinions that were gathered 
from the focus groups, individual interviews and 
public and private organisations into statistical 
data that could be used by transport modelling 
software? 

John Stephens: We used the focus groups to 
help us to understand the issues that we would 
need to address in writing the questionnaire for a 
much larger survey of people on the streets. We 
have reported the street interviews in detail in the 
document. The sample sizes are not big enough to 
be wholly statistically valid; the interviews were 
used to give us added confidence. 

The interviews were designed to ask people 
such questions as whether, if the tolls were 
abolished, they would make extra trips; what the 
purpose of those extra trips would be; whether 
they would make them during peak times or at off-
peak times; and whether they would make 
additional trips for purposes for which they did not 
currently make trips—whether, for example, if they 
did not shop in Edinburgh, the abolition of the tolls 
would mean that they would start to shop in 
Edinburgh. We asked that sort of question. There 
is a survey findings report for each group that we 
interviewed on the street. In some groups there 
were 70 or 80 people; other groups were smaller. 
That information confirms the foundations of the 
traffic model—the two things are quite 
complementary. 

Des McNulty (Clydebank and Milngavie) 
(Lab): Your study is useful because it provides us 
with a lot of data and information that allow us to 
assess whether there is a logical case for the 
retention of the tolls or their removal from the 
bridges. 

Let us deal with the Tay road bridge first. 
Paragraph 1.7 states that 
“the primary reason for retaining the tolls was to meet the 
loan debt associated with the construction costs of the 
Bridge.” 

When you consider the other criteria—the 
environmental impact, the congestion impact, the 
economic benefits and disbenefits—your 
conclusion is, essentially, that the tolls should be 
removed from the Tay bridge. Is that a reasonable 
summary of your position? 

John Stephens: No, I think we said that the 
tolls on the Tay bridge should be retained. 

Des McNulty: What is your argument for that? 
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John Stephens: The principal argument is that 
the toll acts as a form of traffic management. 
Rather more people than we might have expected 
from our modelling and research regard the choice 
of travelling to Edinburgh or Fife either via the Tay 
bridge or on the A90 and M90 as a marginal one, 
and if the tolls are removed from the Tay bridge 
more people will move away from a safe road that 
the Scottish Executive has tried, with large sums 
of money, to make even safer and, instead, go 
across the bridge and down the single 
carriageway routes in Fife. The toll on the Tay 
bridge acts as a valuable form of traffic 
management simply because if we remove it we 
will take traffic off a dual carriageway and 
motorway route and put quite a lot more traffic on 
cross-country roads in Fife. 

Des McNulty: So the congestion, air quality and 
economic impact issues that you say are very 
strong arguments against the removal of tolls on 
the Forth road bridge do not apply to the Tay road 
bridge. Instead, your argument against removing 
tolls on the Tay bridge is based purely on the 
impact on roads in Fife. 

Steve Hunter: That is not correct. Paragraph 
1.7 of the toll impact study summarises the 
findings of the phase 2 report, which was 
undertaken before we were involved in the study. 
They might apply in different respects, because of 
the different amounts and characteristics of the 
traffic that uses the bridges, but the reasons for 
not removing the tolls, including environmental 
and traffic congestion reasons, apply in full to 
both. 

Des McNulty: Your agency is obviously expert 
at appraising transport projects, and the 
Government has a strategic appraisal system for 
such projects. What are the principal arguments 
that emerge from your modelling for and against 
the removal of tolls on the Forth bridge, and how 
strong is the evidence in support of them? 

John Stephens: We are very familiar with the 
transport appraisal—after all, Steer Davies Gleave 
was the author of its first draft and is familiar with 
its application—and we applied its principles in this 
impact study. Our main focus has been on how 
traffic impacts work through into environmental 
impacts; into the transport economic efficiency 
criterion in the strategic transport appraisal 
guidance; and into the economic activity and 
location impacts that are also set out in STAG. We 
also had a brief look at social inclusion impacts. 
Steve Hunter can say more about the traffic and 
TEE analyses, and I can comment on impacts on 
real-world economy and employment issues. 

Steve Hunter: The input traffic data that we 
received from Transport Scotland’s consultants 
showed an increase in the number of vehicles on 
the Forth bridge, while a separate model that was 

internal to our study examined very localised traffic 
impacts. It is too much to expect a model that 
covers the whole of Scotland to deal with real 
detail at such a level. As you might have picked up 
from the report, the model for testing very local 
impacts was not robust enough to allow us to 
conduct very detailed quantitative impacts—sorry, 
I mean quantified; I have a terrible problem with 
that word—but we were able to look at what would 
happen to local flows. We then used those data to 
test what would happen if we removed the 
tollbooths and to examine other different 
approaches; after all, we cannot simply remove 
the tollbooths and allow traffic to flow freely 
through those spaces. 

Those models allowed us to measure changes 
in traffic speeds, journey times and vehicle 
emissions, and the impacts were quantified and 
became part of the value-for-money assessment. 

Des McNulty: But what were those impacts? 
You are familiar with this story, but other people 
might not be. We would like you to spell out what 
your conclusions were, based on the substantial 
amount of work that you did. 

14:15 
Steve Hunter: We concluded that removing tolls 

from the bridge would result in an increase in 
traffic, to some degree. 

Des McNulty: Can you be precise? You did a 
lot of work, so it would be helpful if you could 
quantify the increase for us. 

Steve Hunter: Before I present the precise 
figure, I must explain that the strategic modelling 
that was undertaken by Transport Scotland and its 
consultants formed an input to our study. It 
showed that by 2010 there would be an increase 
of between 10 and 16 per cent, depending on the 
direction of travel, in the number of vehicles 
making trips across the Forth bridge during peak 
periods. 

Des McNulty: Last week we heard from the 
bridgemaster that the bridge is full at peak periods. 
A significant increase at those times is not 
possible, because the road space for such an 
increase is not available. How do you respond to 
that suggestion? 

Steve Hunter: There is a slight mismatch, which 
is explained in the report, between the peak hour 
as it occurs on the bridge and the peak hour that is 
modelled in the transport model for the whole of 
Scotland. It is possible to get an increase in peak-
hour traffic, even when the bridge is completely at 
capacity. Usually that is seen as an increase in the 
length of the peak hour. In more localised 
modelling, it may be seen as queues of vehicles 
that are waiting to get on to the bridge. One of the 
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main results of removing tolls is likely to be 
increases in traffic queues at some location on the 
way up to or on the way past the bridge. 

Des McNulty: Did you make estimates of 
journey time? How much longer will it take people 
to get from Fife to Edinburgh or from Edinburgh to 
Fife at peak periods as a result of toll removal? 

Steve Hunter: We have that information. We 
can arrange for the committee to have it, if it would 
be useful. 

John Stephens: The question was about the 
absolute amount by which journey time would be 
increased. Conventional transport appraisal uses 
established values of time to quantify that amount. 
Like the appraisal of any road or rail scheme, our 
report is founded on what those values of time add 
up to. It shows a disbenefit—journeys will get 
longer, and the use of the network will be less 
efficient. 

Des McNulty: So there are a number of 
indicators that tell you, as transport professionals, 
that the removal of tolls is not the right thing to do, 
if we take political considerations out of the 
equation and look at the matter purely from the 
point of view of transport management. The 
removal of tolls will increase congestion, slow 
down traffic, increase emissions and create 
congestion problems that will be dispersed 
elsewhere. You are the experts, but that is what I 
take from your comments. Have I summed up your 
conclusions correctly? 

John Stephens: Yes. We are saying that there 
will be disbenefits in time to ordinary people who 
are travelling to work or for shopping and other 
purposes. There will be significant costs to 
business users of the bridge. When we assess the 
value of those disbenefits, we get a benefit cost 
ratio that is significantly negative. With most 
projects, we would expect to get a positive value. 
If the value is negative, we are paying money to 
make things worse. 

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): 
Did you take into account the behaviour of people 
in neighbouring countries? We are talking about 
leisure motoring. We have seen the potential for 
people to go to work by public transport but to use 
their cars at other times. When you were gathering 
information, did you get the sense that people 
would be tempted to use their cars less for work 
purposes if they thought that there would be more 
congestion? 

John Stephens: The responses that we 
received suggested that people might respond to 
the removal of the tolls by switching from public 
transport to car for some work journeys and by 
using the car more frequently for non-work 
journeys. 

Rob Gibson: Are you saying that some people 
would switch from using public transport to using 
the car? 

John Stephens: Yes. Some people would do 
that. 

Alison McInnes (North East Scotland) (LD): 
You said that the study showed that removing the 
tolls would not provide value for money. Did you 
mean that statement to apply to both bridges 
equally, or is there a stronger case for one bridge 
than for the other? 

Steve Hunter: That statement applies to both 
bridges equally. Some effects could be judged 
only across the entire network because the 
impacts are experienced a long way across the 
network. Taken in isolation, the not-value-for-
money argument applies to both bridges equally. 

Alison McInnes: Your report expresses 
surprise at the magnitude of the impact that you 
identified, given that the Forth bridge is already 
running at capacity. Is there a process whereby 
increases in journey times have an impact on 
demand, such that there is almost a self-regulating 
iterative process? How did you take that into 
account in your longer-term projections? 

Steve Hunter: The transport modelling that we 
used—which is also used by Transport Scotland—
is designed to take into account the fact that, 
although people’s initial response might be to 
switch away from public transport, such switching 
stops at the point at which journey times and 
congestion increase. Everything finds its own 
natural level again with a little bit more congestion 
and traffic; people do not continue to force their 
way on to the network just to create more 
congestion. In essence, people strike a balance 
that takes into account travel time, whether they 
need to pay and where they are trying to get to. 

Alison McInnes: So your figures for the 
increase are net figures. 

John Stephens: They are an equilibrium figure. 

The Convener: I want to pursue that point about 
the nature of price-based demand management as 
it applies to bridges or any other kind of road 
infrastructure. Obviously, many parts of the 
country experience heavy levels of congestion in 
the absence of any such demand management. 
Your study indicated that users found the cost of 
the toll financially insignificant. Can you help us to 
understand the thinking processes that go on 
behind the different decisions that people make in 
their daily working lives? How would the removal 
of a financially insignificant toll lead to people 
making a different choice? 

John Stephens: It is all about small choices at 
the margin. Given that many people make such 
choices on a daily basis, only a few people need 
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to switch to a different choice even one day a 
week for there to be a cumulative effect. We had a 
similar debate in the study team. For example, I 
travel to Dundee quite frequently. On my way 
back, I usually go via Perth but I would go across 
the bridge if there was no toll because there is a 
nice road across Fife. However, if that road 
became congested, I would probably switch back 
to going via Perth. I am just one of those people at 
the margins whose behaviour is influenced by the 
toll. In reality, only a few people like me would 
need to make that choice—that is, a very small 
percentage of all the people who are involved—for 
us to experience the kind of impacts that the 
analysis predicts. 

The Convener: Is it the case that, regardless of 
whether the toll is 80p, 90p, £1 or £1.20, even the 
perception of a toll—rather than its financial 
impact—might be enough to change that decision-
making process? 

Steve Hunter: I suspect that that is true. I am 
not sure that we gathered specific evidence on 
that, but from personal experience I think that that 
is probably how people perceive tolls. 

The Convener: Perhaps commuters will in 
future have longer to sit in their cars to 
contemplate the question. 

Des McNulty: Phase 2 of the tolled bridges 
review also looked at the Erskine bridge, in 
relation to which the argument was used that the 
toll was a factor in people choosing to use either 
the Clyde tunnel or the Kingston bridge, both of 
which are very congested. Removal of the toll has 
apparently balanced the traffic flow among those 
three Clyde crossings—there has been a 30 per 
cent increase in the use of the Erskine bridge. 
Therefore, the removal of the tolls might be seen 
as rational in traffic management terms—that was 
certainly the conclusion of the phase 2 tolled 
bridges report. In comparison, this situation seems 
to be different. Can you flesh out the differences 
as you see them? 

John Stephens: The answer is fairly 
straightforward economics. The Erskine bridge 
was underused, and the correct way to price such 
a thing is to make it free. The Forth bridge, in 
particular, is overutilised, so the correct thing to do 
in economic terms is to manage the traffic through 
a pricing mechanism. 

Des McNulty: In other words, from your point of 
view as a traffic professional, the equity argument, 
on which the Government is founding its case for 
removal of the tolls, is entirely irrelevant and 
inappropriate. Is it a fair summary to say that the 
economic argument for removing the tolls in the 
case of the Erskine bridge was very strong in 
congestion management terms, whereas in the 

case of the Forth bridge all those arguments go in 
the opposite direction? 

John Stephens: In economic and transport 
terms—yes. We recognise that there is an equity 
argument, but the disbenefits to both individuals 
and businesses and the cost to Government are 
so high that I venture to suggest that there must 
be other ways of being fair to the people of Fife. 

Des McNulty: Can you quantify— 

The Convener: Can you wind up this 
discussion? 

Des McNulty: The panel members have made a 
number of strong points about the economic and 
other disbenefits of the removal of tolls on the 
Forth bridge. Perhaps they cannot do so now, but 
would it be possible for them to provide a short 
summary in writing that extracts from their report 
the main factors and the figures associated with 
them? That would help the committee in preparing 
its report. 

Steve Hunter: That is fine. We will do that. 

The Convener: That is appreciated. 

Alex Johnstone (North East Scotland) (Con): 
I have a point that I wanted to make separately, 
but it seems relevant to bring it in now. 
Paragraphs 14 and 24 of the executive summary 
that you provided for us make it clear that you 
think that the case has been made for the 
retention of the tolls. However, the reasons that 
you give, which are set out very well, appear to be 
very different from the reasons why the tolls were 
imposed originally. Do those reasons for retaining 
the tolls have anything to do with the reasons why 
they were put in place all those years ago? 

John Stephens: I am an economist and, in 
economics, bygones are bygones. We cannot go 
back to 1964 or 1966 and do anything differently. 
The infrastructure is there and the key issue is to 
make the best possible use of it from here 
onwards. The rest of the history of the bridges 
starts from today: the issue is to make the best 
use of them from today. That is what our report is 
trying to point to. 

Alex Johnstone: You suggest that, in effect, the 
function of the tolls is to act as road pricing or 
congestion charging to affect levels of pollution 
and levels of traffic activity in the area. 

Steve Hunter: That is not the only reason why 
the tolls are useful. The cost of maintaining the 
bridges is far above what was expected when they 
were built. The tolls go a long way towards paying 
for that maintenance and they have also become a 
useful tool for demand management. 

Alex Johnstone: My concern is that, in effect, 
you seem to argue that tolls should be retained for 
much the same reasons as similar charges were 
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proposed under the Transport (Scotland) Act 
2001. The point that I made at last week’s meeting 
is that we are not repealing the opportunity to 
impose charges that the 2001 act conferred upon 
the Forth Estuary Transport Authority. We are in 
effect saying that tolls should be used for that 
purpose. 

The 2001 act has already been put to a couple 
of political tests—here in Edinburgh and at the 
Dunfermline East by-election. Given the political 
reaction, do you believe that the opinions that the 
public express to you in consultation reflect the 
opinions that they express when they have the 
opportunity to vote on the basis of the decision-
making process? 

14:30 
John Stephens: I am not sure whether I can 

answer that. 

Alex Johnstone: Do you think that people gave 
you the same answers? 

John Stephens: Our questionnaire was well 
structured and very unbiased; people answered 
truthfully the question that they were asked. 

Alex Johnstone: But the answer was different 
from that which would have been given if they had 
been asked a different question. 

John Stephens: I am sure that people did not 
vote in the by-election and elsewhere solely on 
one issue, but we would need to undertake more 
research to confirm that—I do not know. 

The Convener: Perhaps we could return to that 
issue when the panel contains politicians rather 
than economists. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville (Lothians) (SNP): 
Many of the councils whose representatives are 
due to give evidence today have suggested 
various public transport alternatives that might 
mitigate some of the increased congestion that the 
witnesses mentioned. John Stephens said that the 
behaviour of people like him at the margins might 
change. Given when the study was written, I 
presume that it did not include anything that 
councils are now suggesting. Did the study 
assume that public transport would be static and 
would not improve? 

Steve Hunter: That is correct. 

David Stewart (Highlands and Islands) (Lab): 
I will amplify Shirley-Anne Somerville’s question. 
The study was published last month but, as any 
report would, it relied on statistics that go back in 
time—for example, figure 4.1, which covers the 
northbound weekday flow on the Forth road 
bridge, goes back to January last year. Since you 
produced the report, have any other factors come 
to your attention—such as information about traffic 

flows or emissions—that would have an impact on 
your report and lead to a different conclusion? 
Last week, we heard from the bridgemaster that, 
at peak times, the bridge is in effect full. Having 
produced the report, is that your understanding? 

Steve Hunter: That is our understanding. As I 
said, even if the bridge is full at the peak hour and 
that peak time extends to become two hours, three 
hours or more—and that is the only response, as a 
bridge cannot take more traffic than it is physically 
capable of taking—people will still travel. Peak 
periods will become longer, congestion problems 
will continue and emissions will be produced over 
a longer period. Problems will amplify in that way. 

Rob Gibson: The study finds in relation to both 
bridges that the removal of tolls would lead to 
increased global and local traffic emissions and to 
some increase in traffic noise, and that it would 
have an adverse environmental impact under the 
STAG criteria. What is the percentage weight of 
environmental factors in a STAG appraisal? 

John Stephens: The STAG appraisal’s purpose 
is to present decision makers with all the 
information that they require to make rational and 
auditable decisions. How decision makers—
yourselves—weight those matters is up to them. 
As transport professionals, we do not influence 
that process. 

Rob Gibson: In the cost-benefit analysis sum, 
what percentage of the calculation is given over to 
the environmental impact? 

Steve Hunter: Under the current guidance in 
Scotland, the answer is none. Monetising 
environmental emissions has been talked about 
for many years and is a hotly debated topic among 
transport professionals. In England, the 
Department for Transport has recently included 
values for emissions of carbon dioxide and for 
noise calculations. I believe that Transport 
Scotland’s position—it would have to answer the 
question—is that it is still waiting to decide 
whether such values are robust enough to include 
in Scottish transport appraisal guidance. 

Rob Gibson: You are saying that the STAG 
system may have to be altered to include 
environmental elements.  

Steve Hunter: No. The STAG system includes 
environmental elements. It is just that the cost-
benefit analysis does not try to capture all the 
impacts. We need to consider the cost-benefit 
analysis alongside environmental impacts, societal 
impacts and other areas that we could not put a 
price on.  

John Stephens: If we had included values for 
the carbon emissions in the way that is suggested 
in England, that would have added to the level of 
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disbenefits in the monetised costs and benefits. 
There are no benefits; it adds to the costs.  

Rob Gibson: You cannot monetise behaviour, 
however. You may be able to monetise 
environmental impacts but people react to 
circumstances such as congestion by altering their 
behaviour. John Stephens suggested that he took 
a different route to return from Dundee. I could 
have suggested that he went by train and avoided 
any of the questions about paying money on the 
bridge. Is he suggesting that people will not adapt 
their behaviour?  

Steve Hunter: The modelled results include 
people adapting their behaviour. That is one of the 
mechanisms that the model is intended to capture. 
Modelling works by considering not individuals 
who make black-and-white choices, but large 
numbers of people who make a range of 
decisions. It takes all of those in aggregate.  

Rob Gibson: I have two specific points on that. 
First, are you suggesting that removing the tolls 
will increase the use of the bridge by people who 
are travelling to work? Secondly, I hope that you 
will not contradict the Road Haulage Association, 
which suggests that the removal of the tolls is 
unlikely to increase the number of heavy goods 
vehicles using the bridge. 

John Stephens: One of the findings from the 
other part of the modelling exercise is that 
removing the tolls would increase migration to 
Fife. More people would choose to live in Fife.  

Rob Gibson: Perhaps about 1,100 people.  

John Stephens: It is not many, but for a bridge 
that handles 3,000, if all those 1,100 people 
wanted to travel at once we would have an even 
bigger problem. As we said before, it is all about 
changes in behaviour at the margins. If 1,100 or 
1,200 people migrate to Fife, the chances are that 
most of them will commute back to Edinburgh, 
with a high proportion going by car.  

The Convener: I want to pursue the point about 
carbon pricing a little further. I do not expect you to 
be able to put figures on this at the moment, but if 
we were to include a price element for the 
environmental cost of emitting carbon, we would 
probably be talking about more than 50p for a 
crossing, or £1 to go there and back. Is that a 
reasonable guess? The policy consequence would 
be to try to make the public transport options, such 
as rail, cheaper, rather than making travel by road 
cheaper. If we went down the route of carbon 
pricing, would the logical conclusion be to give 
people different incentives? 

John Stephens: If the pricing mechanism were 
used fully and carbon were priced in, I would 
suggest that the toll level would be higher than £1. 
That alone would encourage people to use public 

transport. Given that transport is a peak problem, 
you would probably also want to vary the toll by 
time of day. There is no point in charging people a 
fiver at half past 1 in the morning when traffic is in 
free-flow conditions. The time you want to move 
people on to the buses and trains is at the peak.  

Des McNulty: I have three relatively brief points. 
First, you have made a convincing case. Our next 
set of witnesses includes representatives of the 
City of Edinburgh Council, whose evidence 
suggests that there are clear transport, economic 
and environmental disbenefits to removing the 
tolls. Part of that is linked to a modal shift from 
public transport to private transport, and increased 
volume of use. Is it possible to quantify the 
investment that would be required to prevent a 
modal shift? In other words, how much would it 
cost to prevent what most people see as the 
negative impacts of removing the tolls? 

Steve Hunter: It would be possible to quantify 
that, but it would be rather an expensive study. It 
is not without reason that introducing a form of 
road pricing has been examined in several areas 
of England to encourage people to mode shift and 
use public transport—the stick as well as the 
carrot in helping people to change their behaviour. 
You could spend a lot of money trying to reach a 
situation in which the public transport offer was as 
good as the private car. Obviously, that is not 
possible in some situations—you cannot provide 
public transport between every home and work 
location. 

Des McNulty: I suspect that we will have to rely 
on snarl-ups to achieve that shift. 

My second point is that the financial 
arrangements that underpin the toll regime provide 
a relatively virtuous circle. They provide the basis 
for maintaining the bridge, and over a lengthier 
period they also provide finance that has allowed 
investment in better road connections to and 
around the bridge. Do you have a figure that would 
cover not just the one-year maintenance costs but 
the longer-term aggregated costs to the Scottish 
exchequer of removing tolls? The ministers are 
fond of saying that it will cost £15 million to take 
the tolls off the Forth road bridge, because that is 
the amount of money that is collected. However, if 
we consider the work that the toll income has 
allowed to be done, we see that the cost of 
removing the tolls is a significantly larger amount. 
Do you have a figure for that? 

Steve Hunter: That is not something that our 
specialism would allow us to calculate. You would 
probably need to talk to more engineering-based 
consultants. 

Des McNulty: Do you accept that the cost 
would be significantly larger than simply the toll 
income? 
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Steve Hunter: I am not sure. I think that the £15 
million toll income is the money that is currently 
spent, and I am not sure that you could achieve 
more than spending the amount that is available. 

Des McNulty: I have one final question. The 
report was published in August 2007. My 
understanding is that the substantive conclusions 
were available certainly to civil servants and 
probably to ministers earlier than that. When did 
you pass over your principal findings to the 
system? 

John Stephens: We had a first run of the 
modelling results some time in April, but there 
were questions about the suitability of the local 
model in the Forth area. There were also some 
questions about the land use model and the 
results that came from it. That required two or 
three further iterations of both the transport model 
and our land use model before we had 
conclusions that we could— 

Des McNulty: In substantive terms, when 
ministers announced their intentions to remove 
tolls from the bridges, they should have had 
access to the main conclusions of your work. You 
had made a presentation to civil servants, so the 
ministers should have been advised about that. 
They have no excuse for not knowing what the 
study’s conclusions say about the transport, 
economic and environmental impact. 

John Stephens: The April findings were first 
findings. There were issues with the modelling, 
and we were not confident about some of the 
model runs. It might have been a mistake to use 
that information, because it could have changed 
subsequently when we went back and did the 
other model iterations. 

Des McNulty: Did it change in substance? Did 
you end up drawing any conclusions in the final 
study that were substantially different in direction 
from those in the interim reports that you reported 
to civil servants? 

John Stephens: There were certainly 
differences in the land use modelling. 

Steve Hunter: The main thing that we were able 
to do was increase the robustness of the 
information, so that we knew that it applied more 
widely. You will have to ask our client who had 
access to it. 

The Convener: I thank both our witnesses for 
their time and for agreeing to supply additional 
written information. We will welcome anything that 
they wish to add. 

14:45 
Meeting suspended. 

14:47 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I welcome our second panel. 
We have with us Janice Pauwels and Ewan 
Kennedy from the City of Edinburgh Council, Bob 
McLellan from Fife Council and Ken Laing from 
Dundee City Council. I invite the witnesses to 
make brief opening remarks. 

Ewan Kennedy (City of Edinburgh Council): 
On behalf of the City of Edinburgh Council, I thank 
the committee for giving us the opportunity to 
present evidence. I am transport planning 
manager for the council. My colleague Janice 
Pauwels will deal with questions on the 
environmental impact of the proposed abolition of 
tolls. We prepared the evidence that has been 
presented to the committee. 

Bob McLellan (Fife Council): I am head of 
transportation services in Fife Council. Thank you 
for giving me the opportunity to come along this 
afternoon. The only evidence that Fife Council has 
submitted is the minute of the council meeting on 
2 March 2006, at which a motion to seek to have 
the tolls removed from the Forth and Tay bridges 
was agreed. That remains the current view of Fife 
Council. 

Ken Laing (Dundee City Council): I am the 
director of contracts with Dundee City Council. 
Until a few weeks ago, when I changed jobs, I was 
the deputy director of planning and transportation 
and city engineer. I act as the engineer to the Tay 
Road Bridge Joint Board, so I have two strings to 
my bow, as it were. The evidence that we 
presented is a summation of the various 
committee reports that were approved during 
phase 1 and phase 2 of the review of tolled 
bridges. 

The Convener: Thank you. How much has the 
Scottish Government consulted local authorities 
and what form has that consultation taken? You 
will be aware that the bill itself has not been 
subject to any formal consultation. What level of 
contact have you had with the Scottish 
Government about its proposals? 

Bob McLellan: There was more consultation of 
local authorities than is currently the case during 
phase 1 of the tolled bridges review, which I think 
was in 2002. More recently, such consultation has 
been undertaken through the regional transport 
partnerships, as opposed to consulting local 
authorities directly. An example that moves away 
from tolls slightly is that the consultation on a 
replacement crossing was carried out purely 
through regional transport partnerships and not 
local authorities. Neither Fife Council nor the City 
of Edinburgh Council has been party to meetings 
about a multimodal replacement crossing. 
However, to go back to the tolls, it is certainly the 
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case that local authorities had the opportunity in 
2002 to respond to the consultation document, 
which I believe was also the case in phase 2 of the 
tolled bridges review. 

The Convener: Since the intention was 
announced, has there been no formal dialogue 
about the content of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill? 

Bob McLellan: To the best of my knowledge, 
there has not. I understand that the only people 
from local authorities who are represented in what 
are called reference groups are those from 
regional transport partnerships. Fife Council is not 
represented in either the Forth or Tay reference 
groups. 

Ewan Kennedy: I echo and support the 
comments of Mr McLellan from Fife Council. The 
City of Edinburgh Council was aware of the 
consultation process and sought to inform the 
elected members of the council about it. We did 
that in a report to the council on 28 June 2007. 
Much of the general evidence that has been 
presented to the committee, and the answers to 
your questions today, are covered in that report. A 
previous report from 2006 responded to the 
various consultation processes that were carried 
out before the bill was introduced. 

The Convener: There has, however, been no 
formal dialogue about the contents of the bill. 

Ewan Kennedy: That is correct. I echo Mr 
McLellan’s comments and support strongly what 
he says about the current consultation. There 
seems to have been a shift away from consulting 
local authorities, particularly in the case of the 
Forth crossing, tolls and the strategic projects 
review. Consultation is now channelled through 
regional transport partnerships. We have 
contacted ministers and Transport Scotland to 
raise our concerns about the process, which we 
do not feel is inclusive. 

Ken Laing: I agree with the previous comments. 
The only other point that I will add on behalf of 
Dundee is that at least we had early dialogue with 
Steer Davies Gleave, the consultants who carried 
out the study. We gave them the Paramics traffic 
model that was developed for Dundee city centre. 
The Tay bridge, which joins directly into the city 
centre, has a direct input. However, there has 
been no other formal consultation. 

The Convener: My next question might take up 
some time. What is the reasoning behind your 
different positions on the proposal to abolish the 
tolls? I am grateful for the written evidence that we 
have received that outlines the different local 
authorities’ positions but, for the record, I invite 
you to put more flesh on the bones about the 
reasons. Let us begin with the City of Edinburgh 
Council. 

Ewan Kennedy: I will give an overview, but 
focus on the transport impacts. My colleague, 
Janice Pauwels, will deal with environmental 
impacts. We were invited primarily to present 
evidence in response to the question: if the tolls 
were removed, what concerns would be raised 
and how would we seek to mitigate them? If tolls 
are removed, the biggest single change will be an 
increase in traffic coming across the Forth road 
bridge. An increase during peak hours would be 
particularly significant. From the analysis that has 
been undertaken by consultants on behalf of 
Transport Scotland and the Scottish Government, 
we see that the increase will come about because 
of rerouting of traffic, mainly from the Kincardine 
bridge back towards the Forth road bridge. That, in 
turn, will increase queues and could increase 
congestion, but is more likely to cause the periods 
of congestion to become longer. 

The second effect that we envisage is a 
reduction in the competitiveness of public 
transport compared with car-borne travel. In effect, 
unless there is some change in the fares structure 
or fare levels in public transport, its 
competitiveness will be reduced. The increased 
congestion will obviously be to the detriment of all 
road users, but public transport will be affected by 
becoming less attractive. That prediction is cause 
for concern, especially in respect of bus traffic. In 
1997, the number of bus services coming across 
the Forth road bridge in the morning peak was 
about five services up to 9 o’clock in the morning; 
now, 12 services an hour come across—it is a 
huge success. To a large extent, that success is 
the result of park-and-ride and bus-priority 
infrastructure that Fife Council has put in place, 
the bus-priority infrastructure that the City of 
Edinburgh Council has put in place on the A90 
and bus operators’ provision of services. 

We fear that changes will impact on public 
transport use by making it less attractive. If public 
transport has to experience the same congestion 
as general car traffic, people might stop using it. If 
it appears to be more expensive, more people will 
stop using it. Although rail travel across the Forth 
does not suffer the effects of congestion, it will be 
affected by the change in the relative costs. 

I have probably covered most of the points on 
transport, so I will pass on to my colleague to deal 
with the environmental aspects. 

Janice Pauwels (City of Edinburgh Council): 
Our main environmental concern is about the 
impact on air quality. The City of Edinburgh 
Council had already declared an air quality 
management area, which covers most of the city 
centre, in 2003; in December 2006, we had to 
declare a second one, which covers St John’s 
Road in Corstorphine. Our concern is that any 
predicted increase in emissions is likely to 
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exacerbate the problems in our existing air quality 
management areas. We do not really know to 
what extent the predictions will be realised, but the 
increase concerns us. 

The second point is that we have to meet the air 
quality objectives by 2010, so there is not a lot of 
time left to consider how to address the problem if 
the predicted increases in emissions take place. 
Given that we already have work under way to 
address air quality within the city, any projected 
traffic increase concerns us greatly. 

I also make the point that the pollutants are 
mostly NOx. At the moment, we are achieving our 
levels of particulates, but any projected increase in 
particulate levels would also cause us concern. 

15:00 
Bob McLellan: I come back to Fife Council’s 

decision on 2 March 2006. After the tolls were 
removed from the Skye and Erskine bridges, quite 
a lot of dialogue took place between Fife Council 
and Dundee Council and probably between the 
relevant councils and the Executive, as it was 
then. Equity was the driving factor: we wanted to 
know the rationale behind the decisions to remove 
the tolls from the Skye and Erskine bridges, which 
did not seem to be subject to the level of scrutiny 
that the proposals for the Forth and the Tay 
bridges have been subjected to. That led to our 
building up a head of steam. The committee might 
find it slightly surprising that, technically, Fife 
Council had no position on the issue until 2 March 
2006. 

I know that the committee has already taken 
evidence on traffic modelling from consultants and 
that some numbers have been mentioned. The 
tolled bridges review phase 1 report predicted that 
traffic volumes would increase by 15 to 20 per 
cent, but it should be noted—I am sure that the 
consultants will have advised the committee 
professionally—that that review did not take 
account of developments that have since taken 
place. For example, the size of the Ferrytoll park-
and-ride facility was doubled during phase 2 of the 
project, the capacity of the rail service was 
increased and enhanced by more than 30 per cent 
in 2004-05, and several thousand additional 
parking spaces were provided at railway stations 
in Fife. Those developments have been 
accompanied by longer trains and longer 
platforms, all of which were funded directly or 
indirectly by the former Executive. 

A great deal has been happening. The 
enhancement of public transport has been a high 
priority and that remains the case. In conjunction 
with the Scottish Government, the south east of 
Scotland transport partnership and all its member 
councils are fully committed to enhancing public 

transport to give people the opportunity to use 
public transport and thereby achieve greater 
modal shift. There has been significant modal shift 
already. 

It is difficult to look at the proposal in isolation, 
when another crossing is being considered. 
Whether the new crossing will be above ground or 
below ground is immaterial; if it goes ahead, it will 
enhance public transport further and might offer 
enhanced provision for high-occupancy vehicle 
users. Any predictions about the existing single 
crossing can be viewed only as short term, based 
on the assumption that the commitment to an 
additional crossing is met. The present bridge’s 
capacity of 3,600 vehicles in two hours will change 
completely, depending on decisions on a new 
crossing. It is quite difficult to assess the tolls in 
isolation, although I accept that short-term 
impacts, such as those on emissions, would have 
to be addressed before an additional multimodal 
crossing were put in place. 

On the Tay bridge, there is little doubt that the 
emissions that are caused by the traffic queues 
back into the city centre could be greatly reduced 
by the removal of tolls from the north side of the 
bridge. 

Ken Laing: Dundee City Council’s position—like 
that of Fife Council—is about equity: we think that 
the tolls should not remain. 

An issue that should be borne in mind is the 
direct impact that traffic from the Tay bridge has 
on the evening peak flows in Dundee. The siting of 
the toll plaza and the shortness of the approach 
ramps to the tolls mean that, on most evenings, 
there is significant congestion in the whole city 
centre. The inner ring-road area starts to lock up 
as a consequence of traffic backing up on to the 
ring road and interfering with traffic that is trying to 
exit Dundee to the east and west or to cross the 
city centre at that point. 

Dundee operates by means of an outer ring 
road—the Kingsway—which comes down and 
along the riverside, and an inner ring road, which 
goes round the city centre. Those roads meet just 
where the traffic backs up from the bridge, so it is 
a highly sensitive location. Interestingly, Dundee 
City Council wrote to the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board—back in 2002, I think, although I might be 
wrong—to ask it to examine the toll plaza situation 
because of congestion. As a consequence, the 
Tay Road Bridge Joint Board undertook a fairly 
major study. A traffic model is not necessary to 
understand the problem—one need just look out of 
my old window in Tayside house to see the 
congestion that is caused and the impact that it 
has. However, when one runs that through the 
Paramics traffic model, the conclusions show the 
congestion that is caused on the network by the 
backing up of traffic from the bridge. 

99

141



97  18 SEPTEMBER 2007  98 

 

As part of the work that we have done in 
developing the central waterfront proposals, we 
have considered complete reconstruction of the 
road network in that area, which would allow us to 
put in traffic control measures that would control 
the flow of traffic into, out of and across the city. 
That model would work, but only if there were no 
backing up from the toll plaza on the north side of 
the bridge. The consultants who undertook work 
on behalf of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 
concluded that the best way of dealing with the 
situation was to move the toll plaza to the south 
side of the bridge, where a larger plaza could be 
constructed. Obviously things have moved on 
since then. 

I do not want to get into the work that was done 
in the toll impact study, but it produced one or two 
strange conclusions. From an origin and 
destination survey that was carried out as recently 
as April this year, we know that the vast majority of 
traffic that crosses the Tay road bridge is local 
traffic that either starts or finishes its journey within 
25 miles of the bridge. We also know that the 
majority of journeys are made for work-related 
purposes. The focus group surveys that we have 
carried out indicated that business users or users 
for work purposes would not change their journey 
patterns as a consequence of the decision to 
remove tolls; they are insensitive to that. It is 
therefore difficult to see the predicted increase in 
traffic levels materialising. 

The only conclusion is that the increase will take 
place in leisure travel, where users indicated that 
they might make more journeys if there were no 
tolls on the bridge. Dundee City Council would 
view more—rather than fewer—people coming 
into the regional centre as being positive. Clearly, 
the increase would need to be controlled and 
managed, and we would like to encourage more 
use of public transport in the area, as we currently 
do. 

The Convener: Thank you for giving me the 
fullest answer possible to my question about the 
reasons for your position on the proposed abolition 
of tolls. Other members will pursue many of the 
issues that you have raised in relation to traffic 
management and so on. 

The Scottish ministers have argued that fairness 
for bridge users is the primary concern, and both 
Fife Council and Dundee City Council have made 
the argument for fairness, or equity. Over the past 
few decades—more than my lifetime—the cost of 
owning and running a car for personal journeys 
has stayed more or less the same in real terms; it 
is much more affordable now than it was when I 
was born. However, the cost of public transport 
has gone up and up. Why is it crucial to consider 
fairness for car users, but not for public transport 
users of either bridge? If, as Mr McLellan says, we 

are seeking modal shift, for a host of reasons—not 
least to deal with the crucial long-term issue of 
climate change—should not we seek to close that 
gap, rather than to widen it, as the bill would do? 

Bob McLellan: My arithmetic is not as good as 
it used to be, but I think that removal of the £1 toll 
equates to taking away the petrol costs of between 
six and 10 miles of a journey. People will not 
change their travel patterns greatly if the £1 toll is 
removed; it will not determine whether or not they 
go into Edinburgh. Given that the bridge is 10.5 
miles from Edinburgh city centre, they would have 
to travel 21 miles to “save” the cost of travelling 
between six and 10 miles. 

The Convener: Forgive me, Mr McLellan, but 
you are making a point about the accuracy of the 
toll impact study. My question is this: to whom do 
we most urgently need to be fair? 

Bob McLellan: I strongly suggest that we 
should be fair to both groups. If everyone who 
uses the car at the moment were to shift their 
mode of transport overnight, the public transport 
infrastructure would not be able to cope. There is 
no doubt that there is an issue of equity. In Fife we 
have about 500 bridges; there are tolls on only two 
of those—the Tay and Forth bridges—and there 
are no toll bridges anywhere else in Scotland. 
There are other bridges that cross estuaries—for 
example, the Kingston bridge in Glasgow—none 
of which has tolls, so why should the Forth and 
Tay bridges have them? 

I agree whole-heartedly that the cost of public 
transport should be made more attractive. First 
ScotRail has already moved to lower fares to Fife: 
for example, the fare from Markinch is now the 
same as that from Kirkcaldy, which was not case 
previously and encourages people to use the train. 
Our aim in Fife is to get people on to public 
transport at the earliest part of their journey, not as 
close to the bridgehead as possible. 

We could argue that it is not fair that there are 
major differences in rail costs between the west of 
Scotland and the east coast—I believe that fares 
in the west, in the Strathclyde partnership for 
transport area, are 23 per cent cheaper than those 
on the east coast. There are a myriad of equity 
issues around the bridge tolls and existing fares 
for rail and bus travel throughout Scotland. The 
direct answer to the question is that if we get more 
affordable and better-quality public transport, the 
bridges, or crossings, will never reach their 
capacity: people will be happy to travel on public 
transport if the cost is right. 

Ken Laing: On the equity argument, Dundee 
City Council’s starting point was to consider equity 
on a geographical basis. On public transport 
versus the car, the city has one of the lowest rates 
of car ownership of the major cities and, therefore, 
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one of the highest rates of use of public transport. 
The council has reinforced that through major 
investment in the provision of public transport 
within the city. However, it should be borne in 
mind that the bridge is also used by people from 
outwith the city who start their journeys in Angus, 
for instance. Travelling by public transport in such 
rural areas is not so simple, so many people rely 
on their cars. I would reflect the comments that 
Bob McLellan made: it is our intention to 
encourage people to move from cars to public 
transport and to make public transport as 
affordable and attractive as possible. 

Des McNulty: Mr Laing said that he could look 
out the window of Tayside house and see some of 
the problems with traffic management in Dundee. 
My understanding is that there was a debt of 
approximately £13 million for the Tay bridge, 
which his organisation increased to £26 million by 
spending money on improving the toll plaza. If 
there was additional money, why did you not 
simply pay off the debt and remove the tolls three 
or four years ago, rather than pointlessly spending 
money on the toll plaza? 

Ken Laing: I am afraid that that statement is not 
accurate: neither the council nor the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board made that investment. The 
board commissioned a study to consider what 
could be done to improve the toll plaza 
arrangement: consultants were employed to do 
that work and came back with two options. One 
was to extend the toll plaza at the north side of the 
bridge, in its existing location, and the other was to 
relocate it to the south side and start tolling 
vehicles travelling north-bound. Neither option was 
implemented as we were overtaken by events 
arising from the toll impact study. 

Des McNulty: So, the money was not actually 
spent, but you spent a lot of time planning the 
process. However, you are now in new 
circumstances. Is that a fair summary? 

Ken Laing: Yes. 

Des McNulty: Last week, we heard from the 
bridgemaster that the Forth bridge is essentially 
full and is operating at capacity. In response to 
some of Patrick Harvie’s questions, you seemed to 
imply that there had been a significant modal shift 
on to public transport in journeys between Fife and 
Edinburgh. Is there any evidence to support that? 

Bob McLellan: Yes. We have figures on that in 
our local transport strategy, copies of which I can 
provide to the committee. We have carried out 
surveys of rail usage increases to show the 
overcrowding before and after the introduction of 
additional capacity. I do not have the exact 
percentage figures to hand, but there has been a 
modal shift to rail, which has been caused by the 

increases in rail capacity over the past two or 
three years. 

As a slight aside, that is why it is so important 
that we do not lose certain more marginal cross-
country franchise services, which are very 
important to local transport because they stop at 
peak periods at key locations in Fife and carry 
hundreds of people. 

Des McNulty: Rail use has increased in 
Scotland and, indeed, throughout the United 
Kingdom. However, my question was not about 
that general modal shift but about whether there is 
any evidence that there will be a modal shift to 
public transport by people who currently use the 
Forth road bridge. What would be the impact of 
removing tolls on the capacity for modal shift? 

15:15 
Bob McLellan: When we added 350 car parking 

spaces to the hundreds and hundreds of spaces 
that were already at Kirkcaldy station, they were 
all taken up within a couple of months— 

Des McNulty: Perhaps I am not explaining 
myself very well. You have said that a whole 
series of mitigation measures has been introduced 
to achieve modal shift—in other words, to move 
people to rail in order to take traffic off the bridge. 
The bridgemaster has told us that that approach is 
not working and that the bridge is just as full as it 
has ever been. Indeed, significant projections 
indicate that the situation will get worse. You have 
already taken mitigating measures, but they have 
not worked, and there is little scope for introducing 
other such measures that will not be prohibitively 
expensive. In fact, the consequence of the bill will 
be not a modal shift to public transport but a shift 
in the opposite direction. 

Bob McLellan: I am with you now. Although I 
began to talk about percentages, I did not finish 
my comments. From phase 1 of the tolled bridges 
review onwards, there has been a wide range of 
estimates for the percentage increase in vehicle 
movements if the tolls are removed on the Forth 
bridge—indeed, depending on which study you 
look at, the estimates go up to about 40 per cent. 
Those figures, particularly those in phase 1, do not 
take account of additional public transport 
measures that have been introduced. As I 
understand it, with the refinement of the modelling, 
people are now talking about a 10 per cent or less 
increase in vehicle movements, which means that 
removing the tolls will not generate a huge 
increase in traffic, certainly as far as public 
transport is concerned. The transport model for 
Scotland in phase 1 of the tolled bridges review 
did not take account of— 

Des McNulty: But we have now had a third 
study. 
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The Convener: Des, this will have to be your 
final question. We need to move on. 

Bob McLellan: I accept your point, Mr McNulty. 
I think that the third study refers to a 10 per cent 
increase in traffic. 

We have already introduced a lot of mitigation 
measures, but that is not to say that we are resting 
on our laurels. For example, through-fares 
strategies and integrated ticketing have already 
been mentioned, and simply enhancing the 
signalling on the Forth rail bridge will allow more 
train paths to be opened up if freight shifts on to 
the Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine railway line. Although 
a lot has happened already, there is much more 
still to happen. 

We are all aware of the problems with the 
condition of the bridge. However, significant work 
that was carried out as part of the “SEStran 
Integrated Transport Corridors Study”—SITCoS— 
highlighted that any new crossing would not 
provide any more space for single-occupancy car 
users but, instead, would allow the introduction of 
light rapid transit systems or dedicated bus lanes, 
which would provide enhanced capacity. That 
said, the difficulty that we face in the short term is 
the existing bridge’s condition. 

The Convener: I am reluctant to get into 
speculation about a new crossing. 

Alison McInnes: Mr McLellan and Mr Laing, 
first, you obviously dispute the findings of the toll 
impact study, but have you undertaken any 
independent research to support the local 
knowledge and practical experience that I do not 
dispute you have to hand? 

Secondly, setting aside the fact that you dispute 
the study’s findings, if the case advanced in the 
study were found to be correct, would the issue of 
equity really be so important to your two councils 
that you would be happy to accept the greater 
economic disadvantage that, as the study implies, 
would be posed by congestion? 

Bob McLellan: On the second question, the 
fundamental issue for Fife Council is equity. On 
the first question, the figures range from 40 per 
cent to 10 per cent. I accept that other issues may 
be involved, but further modelling needs to be 
done to take account of the public transport 
opportunity and the fact that 80 per cent of people 
travel one person to a vehicle. However, those are 
side issues. The central issue for Fife Council is 
that tolls have been removed from every bridge in 
Scotland bar those over the Tay and the Forth. 
Fife Council is clear on its position: it does not 
want to see tolls in Fife. 

Alison McInnes: But— 

The Convener: Briefly. 

Alison McInnes: I will be brief, convener. Mr 
McLellan did not answer my first question, which 
was whether Fife Council had carried out 
independent research to challenge the toll impact 
study. 

Bob McLellan: Not independent research, but 
the tolled bridges review phase 1 to phase 3 
reports show the figure for the increase in traffic 
movements reducing from 40 per cent to 10 per 
cent. If there were to be a phase 4 report, in which 
other matters were taken into account, would that 
further reduce the increased volume of traffic that 
uses the existing bridge? 

Alison McInnes: I am sorry, convener, but if I 
may I will pursue the issue a little further. 

The Convener: Yes. 

Alison McInnes: So, now that the figure is 
down to 10 per cent, you do not dispute the 
findings of the toll impact study. The study states 
clearly that, even at 10 per cent, the resultant 
disbenefits are such that people in your council 
area may be seriously disadvantaged in economic 
terms. Is that less important than dealing with the 
one-off equity issue? 

Bob McLellan: Fife Council’s decision was 
based on equity. On capacity, the Forth bridge can 
take only 3,600 vehicles in any two-hour period, 
using two lanes. The issue is not additional cars 
using the bridge, but the fact that bridge capacity 
cannot be increased. I accept that an additional 5 
per cent or 10 per cent of vehicles coming on to 
the bridge at peak times could lengthen the peak 
period, marginally or otherwise, but that is only 
one side of the equation. We need also to 
consider the parallel issue of public transport 
enhancements.  

Let us hope that Fife is not disadvantaged as a 
result of an increase in bridge traffic. If that were to 
happen, one could argue that public transport 
options, such as rail, would become more 
attractive to people. I am not advocating that 
scenario, but if it were to happen, it might help the 
public transport argument. 

Ken Laing: In answer to the first question, 
Dundee City Council has not undertaken 
independent research. Obviously, the toll impact 
study is a major body of work. We have not 
attempted—nor have we had the time to attempt—
to critically review that work or to commission an 
independent study. At the outset, I was not saying 
that we wanted to question the study in any great 
detail; I was trying to reflect on the fact that any 
traffic modelling or prediction of growth will always 
be tempered by the judgments that had to be 
made. I was trying to say that we need to exercise 
caution when interpreting the results of such a 
study. 
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The study threw up a number of contradictions. 
By way of illustration, the Tay road bridge is 
effectively the only tolled route into Dundee. A 
number of other major routes lead into the city 
centre from Perth to the west, Aberdeen to the 
north, and from the east. A comparison was made 
between traffic growth on those routes and the 
route over the Tay over the period 2001 to 2005, 
which showed that growth on the other routes was 
in the order of 5 per cent, but that there was a 
higher rate of growth on the route over the Tay. 
One conclusion was that the toll had no impact in 
controlling or managing traffic growth. Other 
factors are at work in this regard, not only the toll. 

I turn to the second question, on the equity 
issue. The situation on the Tay bridge differs from 
that on the Forth in terms of traffic volume. In 
Dundee, congestion in the evening peak is 
particularly associated with bridge traffic. The 
morning peak also involves bridge traffic, but the 
volume is similar to that on the other routes into 
the city centre. Peak periods are very short, 
confined periods. We believe that we can manage 
them by managing how traffic comes into the city 
and, as I said earlier, by managing people’s 
journey patterns. Certainly, the issue does not 
override the equity issue. 

The Convener: At this point, in order to get 
everything in, I ask members and witnesses to 
keep questions and answers reasonably brief. I 
want to give David Stewart an opportunity to come 
in on the question, after which I will call Alex 
Johnstone and Shirley-Anne Somerville. I also 
want to ensure that the witness from City of 
Edinburgh Council has an opportunity to respond 
to some of the issues. Thus far, most of the 
questions have been directed at the witnesses 
from Fife Council and Dundee City Council. 

David Stewart: My questions build on some of 
Alison McInnes’s points. I start with a question for 
the City of Edinburgh Council, because we have 
heard from Fife Council and Dundee City Council. 
The master study is the toll impact study, but have 
you considered any independent sources of 
alternative information? If not, will you consider 
any studies that have been completed since the 
toll impact study on, for example, emissions or 
traffic volumes? That might give you a more 
complete picture. The toll impact study is 
important but, as I said to the first panel, a lot of 
the information covers January to July of last year, 
and things have moved on since the statistics 
were compiled. 

Ewan Kennedy: SEStran undertook a piece of 
work—I am struggling to remember when, but I 
think it was in 2004. At that time, SEStran was a 
voluntary organisation rather than a statutory 
body, and it undertook a series of corridor studies, 
including one on the cross-Forth corridor. The 

study did not single out tolling, but it considered 
tolling alongside a range of other initiatives. 
However, it is fair to say that the results of that 
study align reasonably well with the results of the 
more recent studies. There are similar trends. We 
have not seen the trends going in the wrong 
direction. 

That is the only piece of independent work that 
was undertaken jointly by all the authorities that 
have an interest in the corridor. The City of 
Edinburgh Council has not undertaken any other 
independent work. 

Will you clarify the second part of your question? 
I think you asked whether the council believes that 
it would be useful to undertake further studies. 

David Stewart: You considered the toll impact 
study, which you said was a helpful contribution to 
the debate. Unfortunately, we do not live in an 
ideal world, but in such a world, which statistics 
would you access to clarify the council’s position? 

Ewan Kennedy: The findings of the most recent 
study are in line with what has gone before. There 
is a definite trend or a coming together of results 
that tell a similar story. There might be upper and 
lower bounds—say, 30 per cent and 10 per cent—
but the results flag up the fact that there will be an 
increase in traffic on the Forth road bridge. The 
studies explain fairly consistently how that 
increase will come about and its effects on 
transport. From the City of Edinburgh Council’s 
point of view, that is fairly well understood. There 
will be some significant negative effects not only 
on the travelling public but on the environment. If 
the decision is made to remove tolls from the 
bridge, a lot of work will be required to consider 
the impact in greater detail and to start fleshing out 
the measures that will be necessary to mitigate the 
effects and to protect public transport. 

David Stewart: That sounds to me like a further 
report. 

Do Dundee City Council or Fife Council have 
anything to add? You partially answered the point 
when Alison McInnes asked you about the matter 
earlier. 

Ken Laing: I do not have anything to add. 

Janice Pauwels: To add to what Ewan 
Kennedy said, to my knowledge there has been no 
detailed study of any of the environmental issues 
that have been mentioned. We would have to 
consider much more detailed dispersion modelling 
studies to try to determine the results of the 
predicted impacts. That has not been done to date 
and further work would definitely be required. 

David Stewart: If the toll elimination went 
through, would you undertake further study to 
consider its effect on the environment? 
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Janice Pauwels: We would have to start a 
programme of monitoring over at least 12 months.  

15:30 
Alex Johnstone: Janice Pauwels, you spoke at 

some length about the work that was being done 
to improve air quality in Edinburgh. Has City of 
Edinburgh Council given any further consideration 
to introducing new proposals for city entry 
charging in order to underpin that? 

Janice Pauwels: Not to my knowledge.  

Alex Johnstone: In the event that such a policy 
were to be pursued, would the south end of the 
Forth bridge be the appropriate place to start that 
zone and would £1 be a big enough charge to 
have an effect? 

Janice Pauwels: Can I take the fifth 
amendment on that? 

The Convener: Does that answer your 
question? 

Alex Johnstone: Yes. 

The Convener: I am glad to hear it.  

Shirley-Anne Somerville: I have a couple of 
questions that are perhaps specific to Edinburgh. 
You mentioned in your written evidence some 
concerns about wear and tear on the bridge, 
particularly if the number of heavy goods vehicles 
increases. Last week, we heard from Alastair 
Andrew, from Forth Estuary Transport Authority, 
who said that there would be no effect on the 
maintenance regime. He thought that there would 
be no increase in HGVs on the bridge. There was 
a similar response about the Tay bridge. Does that 
allay your fears, particularly concerning the HGV 
numbers and wear and tear?  

Ewan Kennedy: There are two dimensions to 
that. On the potential increase in HGVs, I might be 
wrong, but I am not aware of any figures that 
separate HGV growth from car growth. Setting that 
aside, however, if the bridgemaster—who knows 
about such matters in absolute detail—assured 
the council that increased HGV numbers would 
have no impact on the life of the bridge, the 
council’s fears would be allayed.  

Shirley-Anne Somerville: We talked earlier 
about further work. You say that there are fears 
that people will move from public transport and 
decrease their use of buses, but no work has been 
done on the extent of that reduction, nor on how 
many additional car users who cross the Forth will 
go all the way into the city centre rather than use 
the park-and-ride facilities, or any other facilities 
that you might set up.  

Ewan Kennedy: City of Edinburgh Council has 
done no detailed work on the degree of impact. 

However, through the consultation process with 
bridge users, the toll impact study flagged up that 
there was probably greater sensitivity about the 
effects of congestion than about the toll itself. It is 
likely that we would see increased congestion and 
congestion over a longer period. If public 
transport, particularly buses, got caught up in that, 
it is highly probable that there would be increased 
sensitivity among bus passengers, which would 
influence their travel behaviour. I agree that that 
would be worthy of further investigation.  

Shirley-Anne Somerville: If there were 
increased congestion it might persuade more 
people to go by train. I know from your evidence 
that you have considered other mitigating projects. 
Such projects could increase the demand on the 
bus to ensure that that were not such a problem.  

Ewan Kennedy: Indeed. People could decide to 
go from bus to train. Equally, they could decide to 
go from bus to car. However, we have seen that 
the introduction of park and ride and bus priority 
on the A90 corridor have had a significant impact 
and, as I said earlier, the bus operator Stagecoach 
has reported an increase in demand. It is a two-
stage process. First, we want to ensure that we 
protect public transport’s market share. Two 
competing factors—cost and congestion—work 
against us. We need to increase priority just to 
stand still. If we want to continue to push up the 
attractiveness of public transport, particularly 
buses, we require mitigation in the form of fairly 
comprehensive segregated bus priority coming 
into the city.  

Des McNulty: Can I add something? 

The Convener: If it is brief. 

Des McNulty: The evidence from City of 
Edinburgh Council is good and comprehensive, 
and hits a lot of the points that the committee has 
been trying to address. However, I will ask you 
about mitigation. I appreciate that one can use 
mitigating projects to offset different impacts, for 
example, noise, air quality or modal impacts. If we 
were not to make things worse by removing tolls 
from the Forth bridge, what could the mitigating 
measures achieve? In other words, will we make 
the situation worse and then spend a lot of money 
to get it back to where it was? Is that what we 
mean by mitigation? 

Secondly, to what extent do you feel that the 
mechanics of removing the tolls—the removal of 
the toll booths themselves and the road 
improvements that are associated with that, given 
the confined space on the bridge—will make some 
of the mitigating measures that you want to take or 
are currently taking no longer feasible so that, 
whatever you do, it will be impossible to improve 
bus speeds or address other matters? It is fair to 
say that we can take mitigating measures, but we 
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could take them now and they would have a 
bigger impact. The mitigation that we will require in 
the context of toll removal will represent fighting 
hard to catch up with the impact of toll removal. Is 
that a fair summary of what you are saying? 

The Convener: It may be a fair summary, but I 
am not sure that it is a concise one. 

Ewan Kennedy: On the first question, the local 
and regional transport strategies have general 
targets and, in the regional transport strategy in 
particular, specific targets to increase the mode 
share of public transport—be it bus or rail—across 
the Forth. We can point to considerable success. I 
take your previous point about the bridge still 
being full, but that does not undermine the 
success in relation to, in particular, an increase in 
bus traffic.  

The removal of tolls has a potential two-stage 
effect. It may impinge on the increase in mode 
share that we have managed to achieve thus far. 
As there is an upward step change in the amount 
of traffic on the bridge, there may be a 
corresponding downward step change in the use 
of public transport. You can argue that mitigation 
measures associated with the decision to remove 
the tolls should be directed at maintaining the 
status quo but, looking to the future, the policy—
which is underpinned by local and regional 
transport strategies—continues to be to try to 
develop modal share. Arguably, the forecast 
increase in travel is in the sector of the transport 
market that we want to accommodate the bulk of 
such growth. 

I think that in your second question you asked 
whether we can take steps to make a difference. 
We have introduced bus priority in the southbound 
direction on the A90 corridor and there is a queue 
management system in the southbound direction. 
There is limited bus priority in the northbound 
direction. The answer to your question on whether 
we could take mitigating measures in the corridor 
itself is yes. The SITCoS report identified that 
there is scope to do that. It would not entail 
assigning existing capacity, because that would 
not be workable. We would have to create new 
capacity for public transport. 

It is fair to say that one of the effects of removing 
the tolls would be to present the opportunity, which 
perhaps does not exist now, to introduce bus 
priority on the toll plaza. 

Des McNulty: Paragraph 4.2.1 of your 
submission says that it will cost £10 million to £20 
million to do something that the bridge’s size does 
not allow you to deliver effectively. 

The Convener: We are going to have to move 
on, Des. 

Ewan Kennedy: I am sorry; I did not hear. 

Des McNulty: Paragraph 4.2.1 of your 
submission states: 

“civil engineering would be required to deliver the 
necessary bus priority measures; costs would be likely to 
be in a range from £10M to £20M.” 

Ewan Kennedy: That refers to the fact that we 
would be seeking to introduce new segregated 
public transport capacity on the corridor. The 
southbound queue management system required 
the road to be widened to create a lane for public 
transport, and the SITCoS report identified similar 
measures for similar types of engineering 
interventions, the nature of which means they are 
likely to be expensive. 

Alison McInnes: The financial memorandum 
that accompanies the bill predicts that abolition of 
the tolls will mean only marginal costs for local 
authorities. Could each local authority 
representative respond to that? 

Ewan Kennedy: The bulk of the evidence that 
has been provided by the City of Edinburgh 
Council focuses on mitigation measures. I will let 
Janice Pauwels comment on the environmental 
measures. 

The cost of introducing mitigation measures is 
likely to fall on regional transport partnerships or 
local authorities. However, they would look to 
Transport Scotland or the Scottish Government to 
fund them; there would certainly not be enough 
local funding to introduce them. 

The Convener: In that context, would it be fair 
to say that the financial memorandum fails to take 
account of the need for a local authority such as 
Edinburgh to examine mitigating the traffic 
management or environmental impacts? 

Ewan Kennedy: Certainly the City of Edinburgh 
Council could not fund the traffic impact measures 
that would be required to accommodate any 
negative impact. 

Janice Pauwels: We would have to consider 
funding to carry out dispersion modelling exercises 
to assess air quality impacts, which could cost 
anywhere in the region of £50,000 upwards. Such 
additional costs to the councils are not built in to 
the financial memorandum. 

The Convener: Given that the council has had 
no formal contact with the Government since it 
announced the bridge toll proposals, I assume that 
there has been no indication that such funding will 
be made available. 

Janice Pauwels: No. 

Alison McInnes: Do the other two councils 
have any views on the financial memorandum? 

Bob McLellan: We believe that the marginal 
costs to Fife Council will be zero. We have not 
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been asked to contribute anything to support the 
removal of tolls from the bridge. 

A lot of projects are being developed with 
SEStran, including one for high-occupancy 
vehicles, and they are being promoted irrespective 
of whether the tolls stay or are removed. The HOV 
project will help to solve the problem that 80 per 
cent of vehicles that cross the bridge are single 
occupancy. A number of other projects, such as 
an additional park-and-ride scheme, are being 
considered in parallel with each other, but no 
direct cost consequences for Fife Council will arise 
from the removal of the bridge tolls. 

Ken Laing: Dundee City Council is in a similar 
situation. We have a number of initiatives—I 
mentioned the central waterfront proposals that 
will allow the management of the traffic in that 
area to be restructured. It is hoped that there will 
be a separate funding stream for that. Likewise, 
regional transport partnership funding for park-
and-ride schemes is also being pursued. So on 
the question whether removal of the tolls will have 
direct consequences for Dundee City Council, I 
reflect Bob McLellan’s comments. 

Cathy Peattie: FETA suggested that a recent 
agreement between the Scottish Executive and 
the City of Edinburgh Council over the funding of a 
15-year public-private partnership programme 
could provide a possible model for future funding. 
Will the City of Edinburgh Council representatives 
provide the committee with some information on 
this PPP agreement?  

Ewan Kennedy: I am sorry, I am unable to 
provide any information on that. 

Cathy Peattie: Convener, it would be interesting 
to get some further information on the agreement, 
given the issues around future funding for the 
bridge. 

The Convener: Perhaps we can pursue that in 
writing. 

15:45 
Cathy Peattie: I have another question. Last 

week, the committee heard from trade unions that 
represent workers on the Forth bridge that there 
had been no consultation with the workforce. I am 
concerned to hear that there was no consultation 
with the local councils either. Have you 
investigated whether your authorities can offer 
jobs, training or other assistance to FETA staff 
who may lose their jobs due to the abolition of 
tolls? 

Janice Pauwels: From the City of Edinburgh 
Council’s perspective, a number of protocols are in 
place to cover redeployment, and the first 
approach in Edinburgh would be to consider 
redeploying affected staff. 

Cathy Peattie: Has that happened yet? Have 
there been any discussions? 

Janice Pauwels: Protocols have been drafted, 
and I understand that there have been discussions 
with the trade unions, certainly from the Edinburgh 
perspective. 

Cathy Peattie: That is heartening. What is the 
situation with Fife? 

Bob McLellan: We had a confidential report 
some time ago on what the impact might be if tolls 
were taken off the Tay bridge. Our response was 
along the lines that the management and 
maintenance of the bridge would still require to be 
carried out, irrespective of the future 
arrangements. All that we could offer at that stage 
to the people employed in the tollbooths was that 
they would be considered as public sector 
employees and they would be able to compete 
against others for any available job.  

Cathy Peattie: But there has been no 
discussion about working with the people who 
might be about to lose their jobs. Skills will still be 
needed, and there is a concern that the skills 
might be lost. Has there been no discussion with 
Fife Council so far? 

Bob McLellan: I have not been involved in any 
discussion on the maintenance and management 
of staff of either bridge, but I am aware that 
approaches have been made. 

The Convener: Did you want to add anything, 
Mr Laing? 

Ken Laing: The question was specifically about 
FETA, but I know that, in the case of the Tay 
bridge, Dundee City Council was approached and 
gave support. We also received a report at the Tay 
Road Bridge Joint Board just a day or two ago, 
which suggested that the issues are being 
resolved and there is no need to look outwith the 
joint board. 

Cathy Peattie: That is why I asked about the 
Forth bridge. I understand that the situation for the 
Tay bridge is different. 

The Convener: I thank all our witnesses very 
much. I am aware that we have overrun slightly on 
our expected schedule, but that is well worth doing 
when the evidence is gone into in such detail. 

I suspend the meeting for a short break. 

15:47 
Meeting suspended. 
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15:54 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I welcome our third panel: 
Richard Dixon from WWF Scotland; John Lauder 
from Sustrans Scotland; Paul Tetlaw from 
TRANSform Scotland; and Stuart Hay from 
Friends of the Earth Scotland. I give the witnesses 
the opportunity to introduce themselves briefly and 
to add anything that they want to say before we 
begin questioning. 

Paul Tetlaw (TRANSform Scotland): I am the 
chair of TRANSform Scotland. I thank the 
committee for the opportunity to speak to it. 
TRANSform Scotland is the national sustainable 
transport alliance. It is a membership organisation 
that is made up of all major public transport 
operators, including train and ferry operators, 
several local councils, all the major environmental 
groups, several consultancies and car clubs. 

Stuart Hay (Friends of the Earth Scotland): 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak. My 
organisation has been involved with this issue in 
some form or another for a good 10 years. The bill 
is an alarming development because of its 
implications for the environment and I look forward 
to putting some of those points on the record. 

John Lauder (Sustrans Scotland): Sustrans is 
a sustainable transport charity. Our main driver is 
encouraging people to make short journeys by 
walking and cycling, but we have a wider 
perspective. The bill’s thrust to retain the private 
motor car as the major means of transport 
concerns us and we would like a greater switch to 
public transport. 

Richard Dixon (WWF Scotland): As members 
might expect, I came here by train from my office 
in highland Perthshire. When I cross the Forth rail 
bridge, I look at the beautiful structure and realise 
that part of my ticket price paid for the bridge’s 
considerable maintenance bill. Painting that bridge 
is estimated to cost £10 million a year and there is 
lots more to do than just that. I travelled on a 
cheap day return, so I was subject to sensible 
demand management. As a rail passenger, I feel 
that it is sensible and fair to pay for the 
infrastructure and to be subject to demand 
management—although the way the time is going, 
my cheap day return will have to be upgraded. 

Here we are debating a bill that seems to do the 
opposite of what I described. It rules out any 
possibility of demand management on one of our 
major pieces of infrastructure and it transfers the 
cost of that infrastructure from the people who use 
it to general taxation. That is a backwards step. 

The most important point is the message that 
that sends, as John Lauder suggested. The 
Government and potentially the Parliament are 

telling Scotland’s citizens, “It’s okay to drive. We’ll 
continue to support car driving. Don’t worry about 
all that other nonsense about modal shift—you’ll 
be okay in your car, mate.” 

The Convener: Richard Dixon began by giving 
a general position on the bill, which is appreciated. 
I offer the other witnesses the opportunity to do 
that and to speak about consultation. This week 
and last, the committee has heard the trade 
unions and local authorities express concern that 
the Government has not formally consulted or had 
dialogue with them since it announced its 
proposals for the bill. I assume that the same is 
true of the environment and sustainable transport 
organisations. Will you confirm that? Is the 
process acceptable to you as stakeholders? 

Stuart Hay: What you describe is the case: we 
have not been involved in any prior consultation. 
We responded to earlier studies such as the tolled 
bridges review, but that evidence has been 
disregarded in producing the bill. 

Paul Tetlaw: I am not aware of any formal 
consultation. We responded to a debate on bridge 
tolls in Parliament in May by issuing to all MSPs a 
briefing paper setting out some arguments—we 
have also submitted that briefing in evidence 
today—but we did so on our own initiative. 

John Lauder: I have nothing to add. 

David Stewart: The Scottish Government has 
made several arguments for abolishing tolls, one 
of which is equity with the abolition of tolls on the 
Erskine bridge and on the Skye bridge in my neck 
of the woods—the Highlands and Islands. 
Economists, environmentalists, people who 
promote sustainability and people who are 
interested in modal shift make other arguments. 
What is your view on the equity argument? 

16:00 
Richard Dixon: It is a remarkable argument. It 

is sad that the only major argument that Dundee 
City Council and Fife Council were able to 
advance to you was, “They’ve had it, so we want 
it.” It is bizarre that they could not come up with an 
even seemingly technical justification for the 
removal of the tolls from the bridges that affect 
them. 

It was a populist move by the previous 
Administration to remove the tolls on the Erskine 
and Skye bridges. The key indicator of that is that 
the announcement about the Skye bridge was 
made on 21 December—a nice Christmas present 
for the locals and a nice story for Nicol Stephen 
not many months before the UK general election. 
That is a mark of how political the move was. Alex 
Johnstone said earlier that some of these 
transport issues have been put to the political test; 
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the result always seems to go in favour of the car 
driver, against the interests of the environment 
and even, as in this case, against the interests of 
the economy. 

The equity argument is a rather insane one—we 
have done something silly in the west, so let us do 
the same silly thing in the east. That is, at bottom, 
what the equity argument is. The Erskine bridge 
was probably the worst bridge in Scotland to 
remove the tolls from, as it has the most spare 
capacity to fill of any of the big bridges. In 
removing the tolls, the Government sent the clear 
message, “Fill that capacity up, boys.” That is what 
is going to happen elsewhere. The decision on the 
Erskine bridge was probably the worst of them. 
The first decisions were bad enough and now we 
are into phase 2. 

It is pathetic that the equity argument is all that 
the councils can come up with. It is very hard to 
believe the argument that simply because 
something has been done in the west, we should 
do it in the east. After all, we do not apply that to 
football, for instance. 

Paul Tetlaw: Richard Dixon told us that he 
came here today by train on an off-peak ticket. 
Had he travelled at peak times, he would have 
paid a peak fare to cross the Forth railway bridge 
either north or south. 

It is suggested that the only tool that we have 
that might manage demand, the toll, should be 
taken away. Not long ago, we were talking about 
just the reverse—variable tolls that might help to 
manage the demand for use of the bridge. That 
seemed an eminently sensible thing to do and the 
direction in which we ought to be going elsewhere, 
broadening out that concept. Now, we are talking 
not only about not doing that but about throwing 
away the idea of tolls altogether. 

A point was made earlier about the need for 
equity between car users and public transport 
users. It is suggested that the cost of maintaining 
the bridge should be transferred from the users to 
the general taxpayer. That means that the least 
affluent, who are not car users, will pick up the tab 
for something that is used by the more affluent car 
users. That seems a much more important equity 
argument than the one that we heard earlier. 

Stuart Hay: The report on the study into the tolls 
states that the study 
“was unable to find any real evidence of significant social 
impact resulting from the existence or removal of the tolls.” 

There is no real evidence of social equity issues. 
On geography, there are all sorts of different costs 
depending on where people live in the country, of 
which tolls are just one. The policy to remove the 
tolls is the thin end of the wedge. People in 
Edinburgh face a lot of extra costs that people in 

Fife do not, but we are not saying that we are 
going to even out all those—unless the 
Government is saying that everybody should pay 
the same wherever they live. 

Des McNulty: In the previous session of 
Parliament, we passed legislation to require 
strategic environmental assessments on 
programmes, projects and policies. The 
Government is suggesting that this is a purely 
financial bill and that therefore a strategic 
assessment is not necessary. In view of all the 
evidence that you have seen, is that a plausible 
position for the Government to have taken? 

Stuart Hay: There is a big issue here. Before 
the Government takes a step that has major 
implications for the whole of transport policy in and 
around the Forth, including the local transport 
strategy, which must be rewritten to take account 
of the change, there should be a requirement on it 
to undertake a strategic environmental 
assessment to determine the best policy option. 
Unfortunately, that is now going to be a paper 
exercise because the decision has been taken 
through the financial part of the bill. 

Des McNulty: I want to ask the question on 
mitigation that I put to members of the previous 
panel. Considerable amounts of money have been 
spent on public transport improvements in Fife and 
on attempts to improve bus patronage levels 
among those who travel between Edinburgh and 
Fife. However, as far as we can see, those 
improvements have not reduced the amount of 
vehicle traffic using the Forth road bridge. Given 
that removing the toll will add a further incentive 
for people to use their cars more frequently—and, 
by implication, provide a disincentive for people to 
use public transport—would you be in favour of 
further mitigation measures to try to push people 
back on to trains and buses? Do you feel 
frustrated that more and more money will need to 
be spent on such mitigation measures for us 
simply to stand still? On the one hand, the 
Government claims that it wants to do something 
about climate change but, on the other, its policies 
will mean that in practice more money will be 
spent on things that favour the driver. 

Richard Dixon: You are absolutely right that we 
are very frustrated by the proposal. It will be a 
double whammy. The proposed abolition of tolls 
on both bridges will only encourage greater 
numbers of people to make the crossing using 
cars rather than public transport. At the same time, 
it will remove a revenue stream that could have 
been used—as was sometimes the case in the 
past—to fund the alternatives. Therefore, we will 
be hit twice. 

At the moment, we are probably running to 
stand still. We are working hard on mitigation 
measures, but those are not really stopping the 
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growth in traffic on either of the bridges. However, 
that will be doubly hard once less money is 
available and people have the added incentive of 
not having to pay a toll to get across the bridges. I 
am sure that John Lauder will say a bit more about 
some of the things that we should do. Of course 
we should invest in mitigation measures as much 
as possible, given that we will be stuck with the 
situation if the bill is passed.  

On climate change emissions, the toll impact 
study that was carried out by the consultants not 
only provides some figures for the percentage 
increase in traffic on the bridges but turns those 
figures into a CO2 number of around 9,000 tonnes 
extra per year. To answer Patrick Harvie’s earlier 
question on what that would mean in monetary 
terms, Sir Nicholas Stern’s estimate of £50 a 
tonne would suggest a cost to society of about 
£0.5 million a year. Of course, that is the extra 
cost on top of that which is imposed by all the 
existing traffic on the bridge. An extra cost of £0.5 
million a year would be imposed by the extra traffic 
that would result from abolishing the tolls. 

I agree with Des McNulty that this is the key 
challenge for the SNP Administration. It is also a 
key challenge for the committee and the 
Parliament in helping the Administration to run 
Scotland. The Administration has made very good 
promises on climate change, which the committee 
will consider, but transport is clearly the issue on 
which the Administration acknowledges that it will 
have the most difficulty in reconciling its very good 
ambitions on climate change with the realities of 
running Scotland. Clearly, the bill takes us in the 
wrong direction. It sends a signal to the public that 
car use will be encouraged and less emphasis will 
be placed on public transport. This is one of the 
crunch points for the new Government in trying to 
reconcile those two things. 

Transport is a crucial area. The Scottish 
emissions data that were released today show that 
transport accounts for about a fifth of Scotland’s 
emissions, so transport is a big sector. Quite soon, 
transport will overtake the electricity sector as the 
biggest sector for emissions. Transport emissions 
have also been growing fastest, as they have 
grown by 10 per cent between 1990 and 2005, 
according to the figures that were released today. 
Transport is the big challenge, as it is the big 
emissions sector that is growing. It also presents 
the Government with a big conflict with its 
ambitions on climate change. 

The bill is a test of intention and message. If it is 
passed, but the committee encourages ministers 
to say something sensible to indicate that it is not 
a signal just to drive a car, and if other positive 
transport measures follow it, some of the 
contradiction will be headed off. 

Des McNulty: It is an axiom in politics that we 
should watch what people do, rather than listen to 

what they say they will do, especially if they say 
that they will do it with a target of 2050. How 
credible is the posture of making lavish promises 
on climate change, pitched 30 or 40 years in 
advance, when the Government’s first steps are to 
remove the tolls from the Erskine bridge— 

Rob Gibson: The previous Government did 
that. 

Des McNulty: I meant to say the Forth and Tay 
bridges. The Government has also made 
commitments to road building. It is not possible to 
reconcile those measures with its promises on 
climate change; there is a basic contradiction 
between the two. I will not use the word that the 
Presiding Officer called unacceptable last week, 
but it is a case of saying one thing and doing 
something else. You should take a strong view on 
that. 

Richard Dixon: You will be reassured to hear 
that we are keeping score. So far, the score is 2-1 
against. We are pleased that the issue of oil 
transfer in the Forth was addressed. The 
Government opposed trams in Edinburgh, but 
fortunately the Parliament pushed the scheme 
through. Now tolls are to be abolished. The SNP 
has made a good proposal on climate change, but 
so far its actions are taking it in the opposite 
direction. We will keep watching, keep making a 
noise about the issue and keep taking it up in 
forums such as this and with ministers and parties, 
whenever we get the chance to do so. 

Paul Tetlaw: Des McNulty asked whether a 
strategic environmental assessment would be 
appropriate. It would, but the right approach would 
be to have a wider strategic assessment of 
transport in the area. An additional Kincardine 
bridge and the Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine line are 
already under construction. Surely, in response to 
the challenges of climate change, congestion and 
unhealthy lifestyles, we should assess transport in 
the area in the round to identify the steps that we 
should take. That means looking at how heavy 
goods transport, car transport, different aspects of 
public transport, walking and cycling can play a 
fair role, rather than picking off populist, short-term 
issues—forgive me for saying that—in isolation. 
We need a structured assessment in the round, 
because we are dealing with long-term issues that 
deserve a long-term strategy. 

Stuart Hay: My comments relate to the policy 
context of the bill. The transport strategy that the 
previous Scottish Executive published focused on 
three priority areas. One was to improve journey 
times—to make travelling around Scotland 
quicker, easier and more reliable. The bill does not 
do that, as it increases congestion and journey 
times. The second priority, which we strongly 
support, was to reduce emissions. Again, the bill 
will have a strong adverse impact in that area. The 
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final priority was to ensure that Scotland has high-
quality public transport choices. The bill fails on 
that count, because money that would have been 
available for investment in public transport will be 
used to subsidise car owners. 

The climate change strategy talks about 
“integrating climate change routinely into policy 
development across all sectors and at all levels”, 

but the bill ignores the issue completely. The 
strategy also talks about “Promoting good 
governance”, but the large amount of evidence 
that the bill will have a negative impact on 
emissions has been ignored. The key principle of 
“Living within environmental limits” has also been 
ignored, as emissions will increase under the bill. 

The climate change programme also talks about 
“Achieving a sustainable economy”, but from what 
I read in the toll impact study, the abolition of tolls 
will have a negative overall net present value of 
more than £0.5 billion—that does not even include 
the full environmental costs. 

16:15 
John Lauder: My colleagues have covered 

most issues. Stuart Hay mentioned the national 
transport strategy, which was published at the end 
of last year. The strategy has not been mentioned 
by the current Government and it would be 
interesting to know where that sits. 

We have not considered the bill’s knock-on 
effect on congestion in communities around the 
bridges and in commuter corridors. There is no 
doubt that increased congestion prevents people 
from making short journeys by bike or on foot, 
because the streets are busy, noisy and polluted. 
Congested streets are not friendly places to be. 

The fundamental issue is that the bill does 
nothing to put down a marker of the Scottish 
Government’s intention to take carbon emissions 
seriously. Retention of the tolls would encourage 
people not to use private motor cars all the time 
and to use public transport for appropriate 
journeys. We do not want people to think that we 
are attacking private motorists; we are saying that 
people should make appropriate decisions about 
the journeys that they make. The bill does not 
challenge people’s perceptions about how they 
travel and contains nothing that will stop people 
reaching for the car keys every time they make a 
journey. 

We must also consider the cost to our economy 
of inactivity, in particular as a result of obesity. 
Dedication to the private motor car leads to 
inactivity. People do not want to break away from 
their cars; they want to use them for every journey. 
The proposal to scrap tolls sends a wider signal to 
society. 

The Convener: Several witnesses said that 
strategic environmental assessment should be a 
requirement, but the Executive’s bill team said that 
it is not a requirement. Is that right? Is the 
Executive in the clear on that? 

Stuart Hay: SEA might not be a requirement, 
given the financial programmes loophole in the 
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005. 
However, local transport strategies, which 
underpin everything and will be drastically affected 
by the bill, should be reviewed and a SEA should 
be done on the policy implications. The logical 
approach would be to do the SEA first, in the 
context of the local transport strategy, and to 
consider whether the removal of tolls is a sensible 
option. Given the current situation, it will be difficult 
to do that. 

The Convener: Is the Executive exploiting a 
loophole in the legislation? 

Stuart Hay: Yes. 

Rob Gibson: The toll impact study found that, 
for both bridges, the removal of tolls would be 
likely to increase local and global traffic emissions 
and traffic noise, and would have an adverse 
environmental impact under the STAG criteria. 
However, we heard that there are no measures of 
environmental impact in the STAG criteria. 

Richard Dixon: There was a remarkable 
revelation from the first panel of witnesses, when 
that question elicited the response that 
environmental measures were given no weight in 
the decision. That was stunning. 

Quite a lot of environmental information is before 
us. An interesting difference of opinion was 
revealed during questions to the second panel of 
witnesses. Witnesses from the City of Edinburgh 
Council expressed concern about air pollution, but 
witnesses from Dundee City Council and Fife 
Council seemed not to be concerned about the 
issue. However, the toll impact study found that 
Fife and Dundee are likely to suffer greater 
increases in air pollution than are predicted for 
Edinburgh. There are already problems in those 
areas. A witness from the City of Edinburgh 
Council said that the council has two air quality 
management areas. Last year, air quality in those 
areas failed to meet international standards on 
nitrogen dioxide. Air quality in two areas in 
Dundee also failed to meet the standards, but the 
gentleman from Dundee City Council did not 
appear to be concerned about that. Similarly, air 
quality in an area in Dunfermline failed to meet the 
standards, but the gentleman from Fife Council did 
not appear concerned about that. By taking the 
tolls off the bridge we are going to prolong our 
breach of European air quality directive standards, 
yet only one of the three councils appears to be 
concerned about that.  
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Rob Gibson: Do any of the other witnesses 
wish to comment on my question? 

Stuart Hay: It is quite surprising that the STAG 
appraisal does not yet take such issues into 
account, especially now that climate change is on 
everyone’s agenda. We have been trying to track 
down accurate CO2 figures for a lot of transport 
projects over a number of years, but we have 
failed to do so.  

The net present value of the proposal tells us 
that it will give a poor return on public investment, 
even without the inclusion of the factors that we 
have discussed. That is frustrating for 
organisations such as ours, which have spent 
years campaigning for public transport proposals 
that have positive net present values but have still 
been knocked out. This might be the first time in 
history that a project that has a negative net 
present value in terms of economic benefit has 
been put forward by the Government.  

Rob Gibson: I am not going to comment on 
what you have campaigned about—what I have to 
say on the subject might be very limited.  

The point is that the impact study says that the 
removal of the tolls might add less than 0.1 per 
cent to the levels of CO2 across Scotland. The 
gentleman from Dundee, Mr Laing, suggested that 
there are many other roads into Dundee that also 
create pollution and, presumably, the situation is 
the same in Edinburgh. Why are you getting so hot 
under the collar about the bridge tolls when the 
numbers of cars entering Edinburgh and Dundee 
by other roads are far greater than the numbers 
that enter by the bridges? 

Richard Dixon: The bridges are important 
avenues by which people access the two cities. 
We know that many people who live in Fife drive 
into Edinburgh. That population will be influenced 
by the removal of tolls. Of course there are other 
roads that bring traffic into Edinburgh and Dundee, 
but we are not, at the moment, discussing 
proposals that relate to them. The proposal that 
we are discussing is one that will significantly 
increase the amount of traffic, particularly in 
Dundee.  

The Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk 
Road Assessment report that was done in the 
previous decade identified crossings of rivers as 
particularly significant factors in the creation of 
new traffic. If you build a new bridge, you generate 
much more traffic than you would if you built the 
same length of road somewhere else and if you 
make a bridge more attractive by taking away tolls, 
you will generate more traffic than you would if you 
had done something similar elsewhere, because a 
bridge is a key part of any infrastructure network.  

That is the factual side; the other side concerns 
the symbolic importance of bridges. As we saw in 

the Dunfermline West by-election and the debate 
about the Skye bridge tolls, bridges are iconic 
things that people relate to and around which 
debates form. This debate is important to us 
because we can bring home to people the 
contradiction between a climate policy that says 
that we are going to reduce emissions and a 
transport policy that does not seem to be aiming to 
do that at all.  

Rob Gibson: So, at the price of a tax on the 
geography of where you live—because this 
country is not round; it is ragged and has islands—
you are prepared to say that the argument about 
this bridge is more important than giving people 
carbon rations in relation to their modes of 
transport. Nothing that we say about the equity 
argument holds any sway with you at all. Basically, 
you are saying that people can just be 
disadvantaged and not travel.  

Richard Dixon: No, that is not what I am 
saying. We are here to talk about the tolls on 
these two bridges because that is what the bill is 
about. We are not stating that this is our highest 
priority. If I talked to you about something else, 
you would not listen, because you are dealing with 
the bill. There are many other issues relating to 
climate change and many other means by which 
we might address it. I think that all the groups here 
have a mature attitude to transport equity. For 
instance, although all of us would be concerned 
about flights from Edinburgh to London, the growth 
in those flights and the CO2 emissions that are 
involved, we are much less concerned about 
flights to the islands, which are clearly part of a 
lifeline service, part of keeping a community going 
and the only option for many things.  

We have a mature geographical take on equity 
issues around Scotland. My point on equity was 
limited simply to the fact that two bridges have lost 
tolls and the only argument that two of the three 
councils could put to you was, “We should have 
the same, thank you very much, because that’s 
fair.” 

Rob Gibson: So, basically— 
The Convener: I think that there is a 

supplementary question on island flights in 
particular. I will come back to you after that. 

David Stewart: It is a minor point. Mr Dixon, do 
you agree that there is a technical reason why 
flights to the islands cause less environmental 
damage? Most of the island services are turbo 
prop planes, which emit less CO2 than normal jets. 

Richard Dixon: Yes, indeed. That is right. If we 
came to a debate about island living, we would 
say that we should not give a completely free ride 
to flights, because ferries are an option, but none 
of us would say anything against the continuation 
of flights to the islands, whereas we might take a 
position that flights to London should simply stop. 
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Rob Gibson: From what I understand, you have 
a basically mature attitude to geography—apart 
from towards the people who live in Angus and 
Fife. Would not linking the abolition of bridge tolls, 
which is an equity issue, with a climate change bill 
make it much easier to have a fair starting point 
from which the citizens of Scotland can ration their 
emissions? Will not abolition of the tolls have such 
a small impact that it will not really send any signal 
at all? 

Stuart Hay: We have to consider everything in 
the round. Tolls abolition is one proposal and the 
increase in emissions might be 0.1 per cent, but 
the M74 extension will lead to a 3 per cent 
increase when it comes on stream and the 
Aberdeen western peripheral road will lead to a 
0.3 per cent increase. When we add all those up, it 
becomes quite a big figure. 

Cutting carbon emissions is difficult: it is 
perfectly feasible, but the longer we leave it the 
harder and more expensive it becomes. The 
difference in respect of the increase in emissions 
from abolishing bridge tolls is that it is an 
unnecessary increase. Those emissions do not 
exist at the moment, so there is no cost of cutting 
them. In fact, we would save money by keeping 
the tolls because we would be able to invest that 
money in public transport to cut emissions 
elsewhere. We are turning a win-win situation into 
a lose-lose situation, which seems to be madness. 

Paul Tetlaw: I return to the point about equity 
and whether we are focused solely on the Forth 
and Tay bridges. As Richard Dixon said, that is the 
debate at the moment, but 18 months ago the 
issue under discussion—although not in 
Parliament—was variable tolls on the Forth road 
bridge, which I said was eminently sensible and is 
the way we should go everywhere. We have a 
good starting point from which to roll that out 
elsewhere, so why throw it away? 

Keeping tolls and introducing variable tolls would 
give people in Fife who travel south a financial 
benefit. We heard earlier that 80 per cent of cars 
that come over the bridge have just one person in 
them. If we were to introduce and strengthen 
mechanisms that encourage people to think 
differently about how they travel, we would 
encourage more people to share cars, encourage 
more families not to have two cars and encourage 
people to adopt fitter lifestyles altogether. It might 
sound perverse, but those measures would give 
the people in Fife who travel south the opportunity 
to be first in line to adopt a better and less costly 
lifestyle. However, we are going to take that 
opportunity away, which will take us back to 
square one with encouraging such changes 
throughout Scotland. Where will we then start with 
that? 

John Lauder: That is the crucial question. At 
some stage, we must make a start with cutting 

carbon emissions. It does not seem to me at all 
logical to increase them and then to have to go 
back to try to reduce them. 

16:30 
Richard Dixon: You have heard the broad point 

about not the car passenger but wider society 
paying for the bridges. That is an equity issue on 
which the bill seems to be taking us in the wrong 
direction. The toll impact study says that removing 
the tolls will mean that a cost of £0.5 billion over 
the study period will be imposed on society. That 
is expressed in net terms as £10 million a year of 
extra costs, mostly to Scottish businesses. If we 
are concerned about equity, surely we should 
keep the tolls on the Forth and Tay bridges and 
put them back on the Erskine bridge and, perhaps, 
the Skye bridge, although the situation is different 
there. 

The Convener: I am afraid that that is not within 
the scope of the bill. 

Des McNulty: Have you done any work that 
would tell us to what extent removing the tolls will 
set us back in achieving our carbon targets, both 
within the immediate three or four-year period and 
up to 2050? What additional hurdle are we 
creating? 

Richard Dixon: As Stuart Hay said, one could 
do modelling on the total package of transport 
projects that might happen over the next 10 years 
and decide what it would mean for future climate 
change emissions. No one has done that yet. The 
previous Executive commissioned work on 
projections of future climate change emissions, 
which the Government—as it now is—has not yet 
published. That work might contain some of that 
information. Apparently, it contains a number of 
different transport scenarios, but given that it has 
not been published—we have been waiting for 
some time—we cannot tell what level of detail it 
contains. We do not know whether it refers to 
particular road schemes or to tolls on bridges. It 
would be interesting to see it. 

As far as I am aware, although specific work has 
been carried out in the toll impact study and the 
related studies, there is no big picture of what 
Scotland’s emissions will be like if we either 
remove or keep the tolls, and how much extra 
effort we will have to make in other parts of the 
economy to meet the 3 per cent annual reduction 
target or the target to reduce emissions by 80 per 
cent by 2050. 

Des McNulty: We are focusing on the bill—not 
the full package of transport measures. What 
would be your attitude if the Government said that 
although it had agreed the 3 per cent target, it 
could not meet it because it had, as its first act, 
taken tolls off the bridges? Do you think that the 
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organisations that you represent would find such 
parenthesising, if you like, in any way acceptable, 
given what else the Government has said about 
climate change? 

Richard Dixon: That would be completely 
unacceptable and would be a clear betrayal of the 
people who voted for the Scottish National Party 
on the basis of its manifesto commitments. Our 
interpretation of the manifesto is that it set a long-
term target for 2050, but it also said that the SNP 
would reduce climate change emissions from 
Scotland by 3 per cent a year. Our interpretation is 
that over the four years, the SNP Government—if 
it serves a full term—should reduce Scotland’s 
emissions by 12 per cent. The Government is only 
just starting, so it might not do quite that much this 
year, but by the end of the four years, the right 
figure has to be reached, or it will not have 
delivered what it promised. The manifesto 
certainly did not say, “We’ll achieve 3 per cent 
unless we build a big road or take some tolls off a 
bridge”; it said, “We’ll achieve 3 per cent.” We 
want to hold the Government to that promise. 

Des McNulty: Can you quantify the implications 
of removing tolls on the 12 per cent reduction 
target? What reduction would we now need to 
achieve in order to meet that target? Would it be 
15 per cent? 

Richard Dixon: The toll impact study, which 
uses the traffic predictions—we know that the 
Forth traffic predictions are lower than in previous 
studies, so they might not be correct—predicts 
that there will be an extra 9,000 tonnes of CO2 a 
year, which is about 0.1 per cent of Scotland’s 
emissions. In relation to the 3 per cent target, that 
figure is quite small, but abolishing tolls would 
send a symbolic message that would encourage 
greater car use throughout Scotland. 

As we move forward and try to meet the 3 per 
cent target every year, we will become ever 
keener to find even 0.1 per cent to save. If we lock 
an increase in today, in 20 years we will be 
wishing that we had not, because we will need that 
0.1 per cent to make our 3 per cent target for that 
year. 

The Convener: I want to pursue that point. Am I 
right that, if there is a further delay before annual 3 
per cent reductions begin to happen, even a small 
0.1 per cent increase will be cumulative and we 
will require a deeper cut in the future? 

Richard Dixon: That is correct. Of course, the 
longer we wait before we start our 3 per cent 
reductions, the higher that percentage will have to 
be—it will become 4 per cent eventually if we want 
to meet our 2050 target. That is why we assume 
that the current Government must start today and 
produce a 12 per cent reduction in its first four 
years in government. 

Stuart Hay: I can put the debate in context. I did 
some quick calculations this morning: we are 
talking about 9,000 tonnes of CO2 equivalent. In 
2003-04, the Government’s microrenewables 
programme—the Scottish community renewables 
initiative—displaced 555 tonnes. We would have 
to multiply by 16 times what that multimillion 
pound programme did that year to match the 
increase. 

I would have liked to find an equivalent for 
transport, but the problem is that we are not 
currently getting from the Executive clear CO2 
figures on the different elements. 

John Lauder: Sustrans figures show that the 
national cycle network last year saved 44,000 
tonnes of carbon dioxide from 35 million journeys 
that were made throughout Scotland. I met the 
minister for a chat last week, and he reckoned that 
that was 0.1 per cent. All the people who are 
pedalling are doing it for naught, because we are 
going to increase the levels. 

The Convener: There is some debate over the 
figures. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: You might have 
covered some of this in your previous answers. 
What action would you like the Scottish 
Government to take to address transport issues 
across the Forth and Tay as opposed to abolishing 
tolls? Variable tolls have been mentioned already 
but—putting that to one side because of time—are 
there other options? 

Paul Tetlaw: I am in danger of repeating a little 
of what I said earlier, but I would like there to be a 
more strategic approach to consideration of the 
transport infrastructure in the area, including the 
different types of transport, the different bridges 
further up the Forth, as well as the bridges at 
Queensferry and the rail infrastructure. To 
consider all that in the round seems to be a 
sensible way forward. If we are going to take away 
tolls—a demand management measure—we could 
consider another demand management measure, 
which is the reallocation of road space to public 
transport users. That might eat into the figure of 80 
per cent of cars crossing the Forth bridge having 
just a single person in them. 

John Lauder: A simple and practical solution 
might be to consider links to stations from 
communities and to improve path networks. A 
quarter of all car journeys are less than 2 miles, 
which is eminently walkable or cyclable. A quick 
study of the stations that serve the lines would be 
well worth while in respect of encouraging people 
not to drive their cars to those stations and giving 
them a better and more practical solution for 
getting to the station and taking that public 
transport journey. 

Alison McInnes: I want more detail on that. If 
the tolls are abolished, what provision for public 
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transport do you want to see in the redesigned 
approaches to the two bridges? That was touched 
on earlier. Perhaps there could be a dedicated bus 
space. 

Paul Tetlaw: We heard earlier witnesses from 
the various councils talk about the success of 
some dedicated bus lanes and how they have 
increased bus use. If we give buses such priority 
so that motorists see buses whizzing past them 
while they are sat in a traffic jam, it sends 
important signals—the opposite of those that 
would be sent by taking tolls away. Such moves 
tend to work on a subconscious level. 

Word of mouth is also important. If people tell 
friends and colleagues that the experience of a 
journey by bus or train was better and quicker, it 
helps to spread the message. A raft of different 
measures can be taken to change the mindset and 
to encourage people to decide that public 
transport is a more attractive option. Pricing 
mechanisms must form a key component. As I 
said, people who choose to cross the Forth by 
train must pay almost twice the fare if they travel 
at peak times, which is a disincentive. 

Stuart Hay: We have not looked into the matter 
as much as we might otherwise have done 
because we will be lucky to get all the 
programmed improvements if the revenue stream 
is cut. We must consider the implications of that. 
Many improvements are programmed, but the 
chances of any additional improvements going 
ahead will be greatly diminished by the proposals 
in the bill. 

John Lauder: I would encourage employers to 
produce travel plans for their staff, which would 
give staff the option of considering other methods 
of getting to and from work, rather than relying on 
the private motor car. 

Richard Dixon: If the bill is passed and more 
traffic and congestion are created, that will create 
a new audience, sitting in traffic jams thinking, “I 
wish there was a second Forth road bridge.” It is 
the beginning of a slippery slope. 

The Convener: Perhaps some of them will be 
tempted to think, “I wish I could pay £1 to have a 
shorter queue.” We will not know that for a while, 
however, if Parliament decides to pass the bill. 

I thank all the witnesses for their evidence. They 
have been sat here for quite some time, but we 
are grateful for the opportunity to question you.  
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18 September (4th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3)) – Written Evidence 
 

SUBMISSION FROM DUNDEE CITY COUNCIL  
 
Summary 
Dundee City Council is grateful for the opportunity to present evidence for consideration by 
the Committee in reviewing the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. Dundee City Council 
has consistently argued that removing the need to collect tolls at the present toll plaza, 
located within the centre of Dundee, would have a positive effect in reducing congestion and 
the resultant air pollution within the city centre. During the evening peak periods traffic on the 
bridge regularly queues back from the toll plaza onto the inner ring road causing this strategic 
artery to ‘lock up’ at key junctions around the city centre area. All traffic, including public 
transport, seeking to leave or cross the city, and not associated with the bridge, gets caught 
up with significant subsequent delays and congestion. This directly impacts on access to the 
main rail and bus stations. 
 
The monitoring of air quality in the vicinity of the bridge approach ramps has highlighted 
elevated levels of air pollution and queuing of vehicles on the approach ramps is considered 
to be one of the factors contributing to elevated levels of air pollution and the subsequent 
congestion around the city centre area. 
 
Removing the need to collect tolls at the current toll plaza will have an immediate positive 
impact on congestion and air quality in Dundee’s city centre. Any longer term growth in traffic 
crossing the bridge as a consequence of removing the tolls will require to be managed and 
ideally controlled, by the introduction of measures to create modal shift to more sustainable 
forms of travel. The adjoining local authorities along with the Bridge Board, Regional 
Transport Partnerships and Transport Scotland will be required to work in partnership to 
develop intervention strategies to reduce congestion, including encouraging the greater use of 
car sharing and public transport. It is to be hoped that the Scottish Government will work 
along with these organisations in ensuring that funding is in place to assist in the 
implementation of such mitigation measures. 
 
Traffic Modelling 
Traffic modelling by Dundee City Council using a Paramics model shows that the bridge tolls 
cause queues to develop causing congestion throughout Dundee city centre and beyond, 
especially during the week day evening peak. As part of the work done for the Dundee 
Central Waterfront project, it can be demonstrated that removing the process of collecting 
tolls has a significant impact on reducing congestion in the city centre. This modelling work 
was validated on 28 March 2006 when the collection of tolls was removed as a consequence 
of industrial action. The city centre area was closely monitored and congestion during the 
evening peak was found to be significantly reduced. Traffic counts on the bridge confirmed 
that a similar number of vehicles crossed the bridge in each direction on that day. 
 
The Paramics traffic model was further developed to replicate the proposed arrangements 
required for the Dundee Central Waterfront master plan proposals. This modelling 
demonstrated that future traffic flowed well through the central waterfront area when tolls 
were removed. When tolls were retained the entire city centre area was observed to lock-up.  
 
Air quality is directly related to congestion and it is concluded that by removing the tolls an 
improvement in air quality would be anticipated in those areas currently suffering toll queue 
related congestion.  
 
Future Traffic Growth 
The Toll Impact Study undertaken on behalf of the Scottish Government was published a few 
weeks ago and it would be inappropriate to comment directly on this piece of work. However 
the impact of removing the tolls from the Tay in terms of predictions on future traffic growths is 
highly debateable. As part of the Road Traffic Reduction Act monitoring regime, Dundee City 
Council has established a cordon of traffic count sites around the city centre area and counts 
all traffic entering and exiting the city. Between 2001 and 2005 the total number of vehicles 
entering the city centre on an average day increased by 5%. Over the same period, traffic on 
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the Tay Road Bridge increased by 7%. This means that traffic on the only tolled road entering 
the city has increased more than on the non-tolled roads. This suggests that the current 
charge of 80p per crossing (south bound only) is not a significant factor in the decision to use 
the bridge or not. This was borne out by some of the research undertaken as part of the Toll 
Impact Study. This does not in itself prove or disprove that traffic growth will significantly 
increase as a consequence of the removal of the tolls but highlights the need to exercise 
caution in the interpretation of any results from the modelling work undertaken as part of the 
study to predict future traffic growth. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
In the event that traffic volumes do grow significantly as a consequence of the decision to 
remove tolls from the Tay, properly planned and funded mitigation measures will be required 
to manage such increased demand. As part of the development of the Regional Transport 
Strategies for both TACTRAN and SESTRAN, interventions have been developed to 
encourage modal shift and reduce congestion, these include: 
 
- Doubling rail frequency by introducing Dundee-Edinburgh semi-fast, as proposed in 

Scotland’s Railways; and 
- Tay Bridge South, Park and Choose facility. 
 
Recognising the economic, accessibility and environmental impacts of the current situation, 
SESTRAN and TACTRAN are taking forward a jointly funded STAG appraisal of the proposed 
Park and choose facility situated at the southern end of the bridge. 
 
In addition, physical improvements to certain road junctions associated with the inner ring 
road and the Central Waterfront will be critical to accommodate future traffic growths. 
 
It is important that the above measures are developed in partnership with all of the 
appropriate agencies and that funding is provided to help ensure that any potential congestion 
created as a future consequence of the decision to remove the tolls, are mitigated. 
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SUBMISSION FROM CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL 

 
Introduction 
 
The City of Edinburgh Council welcomes the opportunity to present evidence to the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee during its consideration of the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. The Council acknowledges that the main objective of the Scottish 
Government in introducing this Bill into Parliament, as its first piece of legislation, is the 
removal of the remaining tolls from the Forth and Tay Road Bridges as soon as practicable. 
Notwithstanding this fact, the Council has a number of concerns regarding the potential 
environmental impact of increased traffic levels, congestion and pollution as a result of 
removing all charges. 
 
The recently published toll impact study suggests that the removal of tolls may result in a rise 
in the number of vehicles using the Forth road bridge of around 10%. This report indicates 
that this may lead to increased global and local traffic emissions as well as localised negative 
impacts in terms of noise, vibration, visual and driver amenity. a 
 
Impact of Toll Removal.   
 
Concerns about Increased traffic levels and falls in public transport use 
There is likely to be a significant increase in traffic over the bridge. This will lead to the peak 
period extending and queues lengthening. There will be an immediate effect but also over the 
longer term periods of congestion will extend and traffic queues will grow more quickly than if 
tolls had been in place.    
 
Increased traffic will cause more wear and tear on the bridge, particularly if HGV numbers 
increase. Resulting congestion may also lead to reductions in economic efficiency and 
competitiveness. a 
 

Public transport use is likely to fall due to reduced price competitiveness with car use and, in 
the case of buses, due to possible increased congestion.  
 
Falls in public transport use and new car trips will lead to a net increase in traffic into 
Edinburgh, in turn leading to increases in congestion and pollution in west Edinburgh. This 
should be seen in the context of recent successes in increasing cross-Forth public transport 
use including the Ferry Toll Park and Ride 
 
The removal of tolls removes the main means of managing future traffic growth over the 
bridge, and a major source of potential funding for cross-Forth transport projects.  
 
If a second crossing is provided, the lack of tolls will encourage rapid traffic growth over the 
bridge which will markedly increase the severity of additional congestion and pollution impacts 
on Edinburgh. 
 
Environmental Concerns  
 
Removal of tolls from the Forth and Tay bridges is forecast to increase Carbon Dioxide 
emissions by around 9000 tonnesa. Clearly a significant proportion of this will be attributable 
to removal of the Forth Tolls. 
 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is the air pollutant of greatest concern in Edinburgh and levels in the 
city are mainly caused by motor vehicles 
 
Particulate pollution (PM10) levels are also causing concern at ‘hot spots’ in and around the 
city centre. Sources of particulate pollution in the Edinburgh area include, though are not 
limited to, emissions from traffic. According to the World Health Organisation, there is no safe 
limit for exposure to particulates. 
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Deterioration in air quality may occur in areas of existing poor air quality but potentially also in 
other areas of relatively good air quality due to increased traffic congestion. 
 
Out with toll removal considerations, ongoing monitoring indicates that worsening level of NO2 
will require the declaration of further Air Quality Management Areas and/or the expansion of 
existing areas.  There are already identified NO2 concentrations in the city centre and at St 
John’s Road. 
 
With the removal of tolls, the Council anticipates that  NO2 air pollution is likely to get worse 
and PM10 levels are likely to rise.  
 
Other environmental concerns include noise and vibration issues for communities such as 
South Queensferry and, to a lesser extent, other areas of the city that will experience 
increased traffic. 
 
Staffing Issues for FETA 
 
A review is underway to develop the new organisational structure which will be required to 
resource the amended role and functions of the authority.  It is anticipated that between 35 
and 40 posts will be removed from the current structure and the FETA Board has already 
approved a number of reports and protocols that will be used to cover the transition process.  
The trade unions have been fully consulted in the preparation of these documents and in the 
review process. 
 
Other proposed changes will remove a significant element of the wider strategic 
responsibilities which were incorporated into the role of General Manager and Bridgemaster.  
Accordingly at its meeting on 31 August, the FETA Board approved the recommendation that 
this post should be made redundant. 
 
Mitigation of Impact of Toll Removal and Potential Costs 
 
Summary of Potential Issues and Potential Mitigation 
 
 Problem Potential mitigation 
A Congestion on bridge approaches and in Edinburgh; 

increases in Carbon Dioxide (CO2) emissions  
Bus priority measures on the A90 
corridor. More Par&Ride in Fife. 

B Increases in noxious air pollution on bridge 
approaches and in Edinburgh 

Clean bus engine technology.  
 

C Increase in wear and tear on the bridge None realistically 
D Reduction in public transport use Reduction in cross-Forth rail fares 
E Removal of main means of managing traffic growth 

over the bridge  
None realistically 

F Removal of major funding source for cross-Forth 
transport projects  

Earmarked Scottish Government 
funding  

G Periods of congestion will extend and traffic queues 
will grow more quickly  in future 

None realistically though see A. 
 

H If second crossing built, lack of tolls will increase the 
severity of additional impacts on Edinburgh.  

Traffic management on any second 
crossing. 

I Staffing:  changes to current FETA arrangements Taking forward proposals for 
redeployment and redundancy 

 
 
 
Potential Cost of Mitigation: 
This is not an exhaustive list, but initial considerations include:- 
 
Bus priority 
Robust bus priority measures (involving bus lanes and signal priority) would be needed on the 
approaches to the bridge and on the A90 corridor within Edinburgh. These should help 
safeguard public transport’s share of travel and therefore help reduce congestion. Measures 
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are already under development for the Fife approaches including additional Park and Ride.  
On the Edinburgh approaches, significant civil engineering would be required to deliver the 
necessary bus priority measures; costs would be likely to be in a range from £10M to £20M 
 
Public transport use 
The Scottish Government could reduce cross-Forth rail fares to maintain the competitive 
position of rail vs car use. Costs would be significant (estimated at a maximum of £1.5m to 
£2.0m per annum b) although the net cost would be considerably less that the cost of toll 
removal. There is no readily deliverable means of reducing cross-Forth bus fares.   
 
Air Quality  
Though buses make up a small proportion of total traffic their NOx emissions are significant 
and amenable to reduction. Investing in the cleanest available diesel technology for buses on 
the corridor would incur significant short-term costs, likely to be of the order of £1m. 
 
Traffic management in 2nd crossing scenario 
If a second crossing is built, lack of tolls will increase the severity of additional impacts on 
Edinburgh due to increased traffic.  Costs to ameliorate this impact through traffic 
management and encouraging use of public transport have not been identified.  
 
Summary 
 
The Council is concerned over the negative impacts of toll removal and the ways in which 
these impacts can be ameliorated.  
 
The recently published ‘Toll Impact Study’, prepared for the Scottish Government, concluded 
that removal of tolls will increase traffic, reduce the competitiveness of public transport and 
increase congestion.  This in turn will increases in Carbon Dioxide emissions and noxious 
pollution. It should be possible to mitigate some of these impacts as set out above and it is 
recommended that, should toll removal proceed, serious consideration should be given by the 
Scottish Government to funding these mitigating measures as a matter of priority.  
 
References 
a:  Scottish Government’s publication: ‘Toll Impact Study. August 2007 
 

b:  Cost calculations use an estimate of internal Scottish rail journeys crossing the Forth Rail 
Bridge calculated using Table 8.6 of Scottish Transport Statistics No 24, 2005. £1.5M is 
based on Edinburgh to Fife flows only, £2.0M on all cross-Forth rail travel internal to 
Scotland. These figures will be conservative as they assume NO increase in passenger 
numbers in response to the price cuts. 
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SUBMISSION FROM FIFE COUNCIL  

 
Extract from Fife Council minutes - 2 March 2006 

 
BUSINESS BROUGHT FORWARD BY THE PROVOST AS A MATTER OF URGENCY 

 
 The Provost agreed, in terms of Standing Order 14(b), that in light of the Scottish 

Executive announcement of 1st March, 2006 on the future of road charges in 
Scotland which would leave the Tay and Forth Road bridges as the only bridges 
subject to tolls and to allow the Council to respond as a matter of urgency, the 
following motion be considered at the meeting.   

 
 Motion 
 Councillor A. McGovern, seconded by Councillor M. Rumney, moved as follows:- 
 
 “Firstly, that Fife Council and Dundee City Council lead a campaign to remove tolls on 

the Forth and Tay Bridges.  Secondly, that we actively seek the support of the people 
of Fife and Dundee in our campaign.  Thirdly, that we actively seek the support of all 
public and representative bodies in Fife and Dundee and fourthly, that we seek the 
support of all MSPs, MPs and all of Scotland’s Councils.” 

 
 Amendment 
 Councillor E. Riches, seconded by Councillor A. Martin, moved, as an amendment:- 
 
 “That a full strategic investigation be carried out covering the whole of the east of 

Scotland into all issues which arise including -  
 

• the need for, and effect of, new public transport 
• the case for a new or replacement bridge 
• how any proposals would be funded 
• whether or not tolls would be necessary” 

 
 Vote 
 It was agreed that the vote be taken by calling the roll. 
 
 For the Amendment - 9 
 
 Councillors S. Black, T. Brett, E. Gunstone, J.A. Liston, G. McMullan, A. Martin, 

E. Riches, James P. Simpson and J. Tolson. 
 
 For the Motion - 56 
 
 Councillors W. Aitken, D. Arnott, F. Ballantyne, H. Blyth, W. Brand, J. Brennan, 

A. Brown, P. Callaghan, J. Cameron, W. Clarke, I. Connelly, J. Connelly, T. Dair, 
M. Doig, P. Douglas, G. Duff, D. Edward, R. Edwards, P. Grant, T. Gunn, 
E. Jardine, G. Kay, W. Kay, A. Keddie, M. Kennedy, A. Kenney, C. Latto, 
G. Leslie, A. Lowe, A. McGovern, J. Mackenzie, A. Maxwell, F. Melville, 
K. Morrison, A. Paterson, A. Patey, J. Philp, F. Purdon, S. Randall, A. Ritchie, 
A. Rodger, D. Rougvie, M. Rumney, W. Sangster, A. Sawers, M. Scott-Hayward, 
John Simpson, A. Soper, M. Taylor, A. Thomson, D. Torrance, A. Watters, 
M. Whitehead, L. Wood, M. Woods and R. Young. 

 
 Decision/ 
 The Council agreed in terms of the motion. 
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SUBMISSION FROM SCOTTISH ENVIRONMENT LINK 

 
Scottish Environment LINK is the umbrella body for the environment movement in Scotland. 
Involving 34 member bodies representing a spectrum of environment and associated culture 
heritage interests, we have a cumulative individual membership of around 500,000 people 
across Scotland. We welcome this opportunity to coordinate a panel of environment 
organisations to give evidence on the environmental impact of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill. Our panel brings together representatives with expertise on climate change, 
sustainable development, and sustainable transport from LINK member bodies and a closely 
affiliated organisation – TRANSform Scotland.  
 
LINK believes that our current patterns of transport are unsustainable. Between 1993 and 
2003, traffic volumes on Scotland’s roads increased by 18%. Last year, according to 
government figures, they rose again by 3%, reaching their highest ever levels. Carbon dioxide 
emissions from transport represent 23% of the UK’s total emissions, and rose by 8% between 
1990 and 2004. Last month saw the publication of the government’s toll impact study, 
commissioned by the previous administration. It concluded that removal of tolls from the Forth 
road bridge would cause the number of vehicles using the bridge to increase by 10%, and 
similarly on the Tay bridge vehicle numbers would increase by 40%. This would have serious 
implication for the Scottish government’s commitment to carbon emissions reductions, as well 
as the traffic stabilisation targets.  
You may be aware of a briefing paper published earlier this year by TRANSform Scotland, 
stating the case against the removal of tolls from the Forth and Tay Road Bridges. The 
briefing paper is included as part of this written evidence. Areas of particular concern to LINK 
and Transform Scotland are:  

 • the likelihood of increased greenhouse gas emission due to abolition of the tolls on 
the Forth and Tay Bridges and the implications for the proposed carbon emissions 
budgets in the forthcoming climate change bill  

 • the alternative sustainable transport opportunities which could be delivered for the 
same cost as abolishing the tolls  

 • the traffic mitigation measures which will be needed if bridge tolls are abolished, to 
ensure traffic stabilisation targets are met and emissions are reduced  

 

We intend to cover these issues in more detail during our oral evidence session on the 18
th 

September.  
Scottish Environment LINK Transport Sub Group and Transform Scotland September 2007  
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SUBMISSION FROM TRANSFORM SCOTLAND 

 
Introduction 
 
TRANSform Scotland urges MSPs to oppose proposals for the removal of tolls from the 
Forth and Tay Road Bridges. Any proposals of this kind would, firstly, represent a financial 
subsidy from the general taxpayer to car commuters and the road haulage industry, and 
secondly, worsen traffic and environmental conditions in South-East Scotland. 
 
There has been no increase in the overall price of road use in recent years: this is recorded, 
statistical, fact. As such, we see no sound reasons for the removal of road charges such as 
bridge tolls. 
 
At the same time, climate change emissions from transport continue to rise unchecked. There 
is no prospect of Scottish governance addressing Scotland’s disastrous environmental record 
if action is not taken to increase, not decrease, the price of road transport. Reductions in the 
price of road use can only further damage the future prospects for public transport and the 
environment. 
 
TRANSform Scotland supports the decision of the then transport minister, in the Tolled 
Bridges Review statement of 01/03/06 that tolls should remain on the Bridges because of the 
role of toll charges in road traffic demand management. 
 
TRANSform Scotland considers that the removal of bridge tolls would worsen Scotland’s 
environmental record and undermine the nation’s attempts to reduce climate change 
emissions. 
 
Arguments against removing bridge tolls 
 
It would have a regressive impact in tax terms 
Removing bridge tolls would require the general taxpayer to pay for bridge maintenance: this 
would represent a transfer of funds from non-road users to road users. This would represent a 
transfer from the less affluent (i.e. non-car owners) to the more affluent (i.e. car owners). 
 
It would worsen congestion 
Removing bridge tolls would act as encouragement to increase road use: this will increase 
levels of traffic and congestion on the bridges. 
 
The Scottish Executive-commissioned Tolled Bridges Study: Phase One TMfS Model runs 
final report found that removing bridge tolls would increase traffic levels on the Forth Road 
Bridge by 15% southbound and by 20% northbound (i) while FETA’s response to the Scottish 
Executive tolled bridges review indicated that the removal of Forth Bridge tolls would increase 
traffic levels by 21%. (ii) This would have a severe negative impact on congestion levels. 
 
It is understood that part of this forecast increase in traffic levels would be as a result of trips 
being made via the Forth Road Bridge rather than via the Kincardine Bridge. This would be a 
perverse response, especially in the context of the Scottish Executive’s action to increase 
road capacity at the Kincardine Bridge by the construction of a second road bridge. Action 
should be taken to remove traffic flows from the Forth Road Bridge, not to increase them. 
 
In the case of the Tay, the Executive’s Tolled Bridges Review: Phase Two Report states: 
Wednesday 23rd May 200 
“Modelling indicates that the existing congestion problems on [the] Tay [Bridge] would be 
exacerbated without tolls, and that increased tolls could help to ease congestion problems.” 
(iii) 
 
It is very clear from the available evidence that removal of tolls on either bridge would lead to 
increased congestion, with resultant negative economic impacts. 
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It would reduce the transport sector’s coverage of its external costs 
Road users do not cover their external costs. Road taxation covers only one-third to one-half 
of road users’ external costs (iv). 
 
Removing bridge tolls would further reduce the contribution of the road sector to meeting its 
external (environmental, social and economic) impacts. 
 
Contrary to the frequent statements by motoring organisations of the “hard-pressed motorist”, 
the simple fact is that over recent decades the real price of motoring has not increased. 
 
Private motoring is more affordable today than it was 20 years ago, while the price of public 
transport has risen: since 1980, bus and rail fares have risen by 37% in real terms (v). Future 
projections suggest that without action being taken, that the price of private motoring will fall 
by 29% between 2000 and 2010 and a further 24% by 2025 (vi). 
 
There have been no increases in taxes on petrol over the last two years. Increases in fuel 
duty planned by the Treasury have been scrapped in response to rising oil prices and 
pressure from motoring and road haulage groups. In Scotland the percentage of fuel price 
that is taken up by taxes is lower today than it was in 1996 (vii). 
 
It would worsen Scotland’s ability to meet existing Scottish Climate Change 
Programme commitments 
The transport sector is one of the main contributors to climate change. There is now 
widespread acceptance that climate change is real, that it is already having damaging 
impacts across the planet, and that these impacts will worsen. Despite a now high level of 
awareness of this issue, there is however little evidence that the Scottish transport sector is 
taking measures to reduce emissions: car use and road freight levels continue to increase, 
while progress on vehicle efficiency is limited at best. 
 
About TRANSform Scotland 
TRANSform Scotland is the national sustainable transport alliance, campaigning for a more 
sustainable and socially-just transport system. Our membership includes bus, rail and 
shipping operators; local authorities; national environment and conservation groups; 
consultancies; and local transport campaigns. We campaign for a more sensible transport 
system, less dependent on unsustainable modes such as the car, the plane and road freight, 
and more reliant on sustainable modes such as walking, cycling, public transport and freight 
by rail or sea. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE FROM STEER DAVIES GLEAVE  
 

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC AND OTHER IMPACTS 
 
Introduction 
This note summarises the various impacts of removing tolls from the Forth and Tay Bridges 
identified and appraised in Steer Davies Gleave’s Toll Impact Study Final Report, August 
2007. The results presented are for the ‘Base Reassignment’ scenario, however it is noted 
that all conclusions drawn from these results are equally applicable to the alternative 
‘Reduced Reassignment’ scenario also set out in the report. 
 
Travel Time Impact 
The main source of travel time impacts is the Transport Model for Scotland (TMfS) – inputs 
for the study were provided by Transport Scotland who is custodian of the model. TMfS is a 
strategic model and the representation of the road network has limits on the level of detail 
included, for example in Dundee city centre. A more accurate representation of the impact in 
central Dundee and over the Tay Bridge was obtained by using a Paramics micro-simulation 
model, including more local network detail. The models were used in combination to calculate 
the impact of the removal of bridge tolls. The first year modelled was 2010 when in terms of 
car journeys: 
 
• Travel time from Edinburgh to Dundee increases by 6 minutes 
• Travel time from Dundee to Edinburgh increases by 2 minutes 
 
Transport Economic Impacts 
The impact of changes in travel patterns were captured through a STAG Transport Economic 
Efficiency appraisal, a calculation of the ‘value for money’ of the proposal. The results 
presented below are present values across a sixty year appraisal period in 2002 market 
prices – calculated in accordance with STAG and HM Treasury Green Book Guidance. User 
Charges represent travellers’ perceived benefit from removing the tolls, including benefit for 
those put off using the bridges by the toll. The total is therefore different from the public sector 
lost toll income. 
 

• Private Sector Impacts Car and Public Transport Users 
o _ User Travel Times    Cost of   £510 million 
o _ User Charges    Saving of  £235 million 
o _ Vehicle Operating Costs  Cost of   £25 million 
o _ Accidents     Cost of   £25 million 
o _ Transport Operator Revenues   Loss of   <£5 million 
o Net Impact     Cost of  £325 million 

 
• Public Sector 

o Toll Income     Loss of   £250 million 
o Operating Costs    Saving of  £25 million 
o Tax Impacts     Gain of   £35 million 
o Net Impact    Loss of £ 190 million 

 
• Overall Impact 

o Sum of Private/Public Impacts  Cost of  £515 million 
 
Economic Activity Impacts 
The outputs from the transport models formed the basis of an assessment of the impacts on 
the local economy of removing the tolls. An Urban Dynamic Model was build representing the 
relationship between transport and economic activity in towns, cities and across regions. It 
considers the changing attractiveness of defined zones as locations for jobs and homes as a 
result of changes in transport patterns. The model’s outputs include estimates of the number 
of jobs-filled and residents living in each area. In general terms the model shows that: 
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• Jobs Filled Increase in Edinburgh City, Dundee City, Perth and Kinross, Fife 
• Residents Net migration to Fife as a result of improved access to cheaper property 
• Commuting Increase in Fife residents accessing jobs outside Fife (principally in Edinburgh) 
• National Impact Increase of 136 jobs filled, of which 112 are non-manual 
 
Other Impacts 
The results of the models were considered in terms of their environmental and social impacts, 
in line with STAG. The impacts considered were those affected by changes in the flow and 
composition of traffic as follows: 
 
• Noise and Vibration  Worsen as a result of increased traffic flows on the bridges and on 

key approach routes 
• Air Quality  Traffic emissions of NOx and PM10 increase, particularly in Fife, 

Dundee and Edinburgh 
• Carbon Dioxide  Scottish annual emissions from traffic forecast to increase by 9,000 

tonnes (0.1%) for the 2015 model year 
• Visual Amenity  Worsens as a result of increased traffic queue lengths in the vicinity 

of the bridges and in central Dundee 
• Reliability  Decreases as a result of increased congestion on the bridges, on key 

approach routes and though Dundee city centre 
• Accidents  Number of highway accidents in Scotland forecast to increase as a 

result of additional travel distances by 25 (0.2%) for the 2015 model 
year 

• Traveller Stress  Increases as a result of increased congestion on the bridges, on key 
approaches and in central Dundee 

• Accessibility  Marginal improvement seen in community accessibility to jobs and 
services from removing tolls 

• Social Inclusion  No significant variation in views of tolls distributed across social 
groups or different locations 
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL 

 
The City of Edinburgh Council welcomed the opportunity to provide oral evidence to the 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee on Tuesday 18 September.  In 
addition to the oral evidence, which was supplemented by the attached paper provided for 
committee meeting, your attention is drawn to the following additional information. 
  
Improved cycle route from Bridge to Edinburgh 
Increased traffic is likely to worsen the already unsatisfactory conditions for cyclists on the 
A90 approach to Edinburgh. The current cycle route from the Forth Bridge and Queensferry to 
Cramond Bridge on the edge of Edinburgh is on route 1 of the National Cycle Network. It is 
also a useful commuter link. However this section is sub-standard. This leads to cyclists using 
the main A90. Over the past 10 years 1 cyclist has been killed, 4 have been seriously injured, 
and 2 slightly injured on this stretch of road. A further cyclist was killed just over 10 years ago, 
in 1996. Improving the alternative cycle route will enhance its safety and attractiveness, and 
thereby should generate significantly greater use. This would make a contribution to reducing 
congestion on the approach to Edinburgh as well as having intrinsic safety benefits. 
Feasibility work carried out looking at route improvements suggests that the capital cost 
would be of the order of £2M.  
  
For further information, please contact:- 
 
Caroline Burwell 
Senior Professional Officer  
City of Edinburgh Council 
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM TRANSFORM SCOTLAND  

 
 
In discussion after our appearance at the Committee we realised that one particular point had 
not been emphasised in our oral evidence.  
The point is that after the abolition of tolls on the Erskine Bridge traffic levels have increased 
by 23% - this clearly shows that the predictions of increased traffic flows on the Forth and Tay 
Bridges are well founded.  
 
I hope that you can include this in the evidence that the Committee is gathering. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee 

Tuesday 25 September 2007 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 14:45] 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

14:46 
The Convener: Agenda item 3 is evidence on 

the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. I point 
out to members and others that Transport 
Scotland declined our invitation to appear before 
the committee today. Members will probably agree 
that that is an unusual and disappointing 
development. I suggest that I consult members 
after the meeting to decide whether to take action 
as a result and what action would be appropriate. 
Do members agree to that approach? 

Members indicated agreement. 

The Convener: That leaves us with two panels 
of witnesses to give evidence today. I am grateful 
to the first panel for coming—we have Marjory 
Rodger, from the Confederation of Passenger 
Transport UK; Gavin Scott, from the Freight 
Transport Association; Phil Flanders, from the 
Road Haulage Association; and Alan Russell from 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce and Fife 
Chamber of Commerce and Enterprise. I welcome 
them all and ask them to make any brief 
introductory remarks. 

Marjory Rodger (Confederation of Passenger 
Transport UK): The CPT has consistently 
opposed the abolition of the bridge tolls. We did so 
in our replies to the consultations in 2004, 2005 
and 2006. We are disappointed by the bill, 
because it gives a bad message. How will we be 
able to introduce any form of road user or 
congestion charging in future? We have serious 
congestion problems that must be dealt with and 
we would like motorists to pay the real cost of 
motoring. 

To us, the bill is negative, but it appears to be 
going through, so I have another plea: we want 
bus priority measures to be put in place. At 
present, Stagecoach buses—megabus and 
Scottish Citylink—shift 21,000 single-occupancy 
car journeys off the Forth road bridge every week. 
With more bus priority measures, we can help 
relieve the congestion. We understand that 
priorities are being built into the infrastructure and 
we are told by the minister that the Scottish 
Government will fund the measures, but we would 
like reassurance that that will happen. 

Alan Russell (Scottish Chambers of 
Commerce): I thank members for giving me the 
opportunity to speak to the committee. Scottish 
Chambers of Commerce represents about half of 
the employers in the private sector in Scotland. I 
also represent the Fife Chamber of Commerce 
and Enterprise. Our written submission sets out 
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eight basic reasons why we think the tolls should 
be abolished. 

The tolls on the Forth and Tay bridges were 
originally temporary and should have been 
removed many years ago in both cases. The 
situation is neither equal nor fair. Of the tidal 
crossings in the United Kingdom, only a limited 
number—13 in total, with two remaining in 
Scotland—are currently tolled and there are 
243,000 miles of roads that are free to use. People 
have to pay to get into Fife from the north and the 
south, which is certainly unfair. The tolls are a 
restraint on trade. The Fife economy 
underperforms in relation to the Scottish economy 
in many ways, yet businesses in Fife are taxed an 
estimated £3.4 million per annum just to use the 
national road network to the north and south of 
Fife. 

We argue strongly that, if anything, the tolls 
cause congestion and that congestion causes 
pollution. We think that it is a myth that removing 
the tolls will create congestion, because we are 
sure that no more people will use the bridges as a 
result of the lack of tolls. The bridge tolls are used 
to pay for road improvements, not simply for 
bridge maintenance—the A8000 improvements, 
which have recently partially opened, are evidence 
of that. We also raise the question of the 
legitimacy of continuing the tolls. The tolls are a 
barrier to economic growth, particularly in Fife. 
There is no evidence to support the idea that tolls 
benefit the economy; if anything, they have the 
opposite effect. We could produce a range of 
evidence to prove that the tolls are detrimental to 
tourism, which is one of the major industries in 
Scotland and Fife. 

Phil Flanders (Road Haulage Association): 
The Road Haulage Association supports the 
abolition of the tolls—our members are fairly 
happy. To be fair, £2 is not an awful lot to pay, but 
the money is as well in hauliers’ pockets as 
anybody else’s. However, hauliers are concerned 
that they are not given enough importance and 
that their value to Scotland’s economy is not 
recognised. Our members would like priority 
vehicle lanes rather than bus lanes. In many 
instances, delay in the movement of freight affects 
people’s jobs and livelihoods. We urge that 
hauliers as well as buses be given priority on the 
crossing. 

Gavin Scott (Freight Transport Association): 
I will pretty much reflect what Phil Flanders said, 
which is probably unsurprising given that we both 
represent the logistics industry. Our members 
were equivocal about the tolls and their abolition, 
because £2, or a reduced rate, is absolutely 
nothing compared to the cost of operating a goods 
vehicle. The feedback from our members was that 
removing the tolls from the Tay bridge will tackle 

the particular problem with congestion in Dundee 
city centre, which will provide an advantage. 

Nobody is going to look a gift horse in the mouth 
and say, “No, we’d like to keep paying tolls, thank 
you very much, so please let us do that.” Some 
people argue against the bill, but certainly not our 
members. As Phil Flanders suggested, the mere 
act of stopping a vehicle to pay a toll—particularly 
a fully laden heavy goods vehicle—is not a green 
action, as it must then pull away again. At that 
stage, there is heavy pulling on the vehicle’s 
engine, resulting in increased emissions. 

Phil Flanders and I are not quite joined at the 
hip, but I back his plea for priority vehicle lanes. I 
get annoyed when people talk about bus lanes 
and whether we should allow taxis to use them. I 
would much rather use the expression “priority 
vehicle lane”. If we decide that a lane is for priority 
vehicles, we can then decide which priority 
vehicles will be allowed to use it. That might be 
buses, or buses and taxis, or it might include high-
occupancy cars or goods vehicles. However, if we 
start by using the expression “bus lane”, we have 
killed the argument. Some 10 per cent of the 
vehicles that cross the Forth road bridge are 
goods vehicles, but goods vehicles are a fraction 
more than 1 per cent of the vehicle population in 
the country. The number of goods vehicles that 
cross the bridge is much higher than the number 
of buses that cross it. That is why, if any sort of 
priority measures are to be introduced, we will look 
for goods vehicles to be included. 

The Convener: I will kick off with a general 
question on consultation. You will be aware that 
the Government has not carried out a formal 
consultation on the bill. Several previous 
witnesses have stated that there has been little 
informal dialogue with their organisations. Are your 
organisations satisfied with the level of 
consultation? Has the Government made any 
informal contact with you since it announced its 
intention to introduce the bill? 

Marjory Rodger: In 2004, we replied to Nicol 
Stephen, the then Minister for Transport, on the 
phase 1 consultation on the tolled bridges review. 
We replied to the tolled bridges review phase 2 
consultation in 2005 and, in 2006, to the “Tay and 
Forth Bridges Review: Factual Evidence”. We feel 
that there has been quite a lot of consultation. We 
have also had informal meetings.  

I will take the opportunity to say that if we want 
to achieve modal shift, it is a defeatist policy to 
have buses crawling behind lorries. 

The Convener: We will discuss policy aspects, 
such as modal shift, later. Has there been any 
contact since the Government announced its 
intention to introduce the bill? 
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Marjory Rodger: No. We have had no direct 
contact since then.  

Alan Russell: I am not aware of any formal 
consultation on the bill. 

Phil Flanders: The same goes for us. 

Gavin Scott: No. 

The Convener: I have a question for the 
Confederation of Passenger Transport. Various 
witnesses, including the environmental panel we 
spoke to last week, talked about the increasing 
price differential between public and private 
modes of transport and about the potential for 
journey times for bus traffic to be disrupted if, for 
example, congestion increases and the peak 
period extends. How might those factors affect 
your members’ operations? 

Marjory Rodger: I can give you only the 
passenger levels. If you have specific questions, 
we will try to collate the statistics, which all our 
members are prepared to provide. 

Ferrytoll park and ride has had a 24 per cent 
increase year on year. For the service from Fife to 
Edinburgh airport, there was a 49 per cent 
increase in passengers last year. Where we 
provide a good service on quality vehicles, we will 
get the extra patronage. What will stop that 
investment is if we cannot keep those vehicles 
moving freely. 

Alison McInnes (North East Scotland) (LD): I 
want to explore further the idea of vehicles being 
able to move more freely. Marjory Rodger said 
earlier that, although she did not want the tolls to 
be abolished, if they were abolished she would like 
priority measures to be introduced. I would like 
more information about those priority measures 
and where she would like them to be 
implemented. 

Marjory Rodger: We would like the tolls to be 
retained on the Tay bridge. Either way, however, 
we would like an effective park and ride at the 
southern access to the Tay bridge. That could 
work in the same way as Ferrytoll, by greatly 
relieving pressure and therefore preventing 
congestion in Dundee city centre. We think that 
that would be a big help. On the Forth bridge, the 
south east of Scotland transport partnership’s 
proposal, northbound at the Echline roundabout, 
has our full support. 

Alex Johnstone (North East Scotland) (Con): 
I want to check the information we are being 
given. In recent years, has there been a significant 
rise in the number of people who use public 
transport to cross the Forth road bridge? 

Marjory Rodger: Yes. 

Alex Johnstone: And has that happened at the 
same time as the total number of vehicles crossing 

the Forth bridge—and the level of congestion—
has also risen dramatically? 

Marjory Rodger: Yes. 

Alex Johnstone: So there is no evidence in that 
to suggest that increased congestion has caused 
any reversal in the number of people using public 
transport. 

Marjory Rodger: The operators have taken the 
risk of extra investment to try to make a difference. 
We have increased the frequency and number of 
vehicles crossing the bridge. Car congestion 
would have risen further if the operators had not 
taken such measures. You just have to look at 
patronage at Ferrytoll for evidence of what I am 
talking about. 

Cathy Peattie (Falkirk East) (Lab): My 
questions are for the RHA and the FTA. The “Toll 
Impact Study Final Report” states: 

“The freight transport community is not concerned about 
the financial cost of the toll.”  

However, it goes on to say that 
“congestion is a major concern.” 

I am interested in your views on the abolition of 
the tolls and the possible impact on freight 
transport of a predicted increase in congestion at 
the two bridges. 

15:00 
Phil Flanders: Most of the increase in any 

movements would be cars. I cannot see anybody 
changing their behaviour to save 80p or £1. In 
freight movements, time is as important as money. 
From the figures that I have seen, most hauliers 
avoid both bridges in peak hours. Figures from the 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority a couple of 
years ago showed that freight movements 
dropped between 7 am and 9 am and then picked 
up again. The figures for the Tay bridge probably 
show the same. Apart from those that have to be 
there because their delivery is at a certain time, 
hauliers do not want to be sitting about in queues. 
Long term, it would not be good for the industry if 
the queues got longer, but we hope that the 
removal of tolls will relieve some of the pressure, 
particularly in Dundee.  

Gavin Scott: The report from Steer Davies 
Gleave suggested that about 24 per cent of leisure 
users would be likely to increase their use of the 
Forth bridge. If I were a leisure user of the bridge, I 
would not be using it between half past 7 and half 
past 9 in the morning, or at peak times at night. 
While I accept that there might be increased traffic 
on the bridge, I question whether there will be a 
massive increase in congestion at peak times. The 
bridge is pretty well chock-a-block at those times 
anyway. As Phil Flanders has indicated, goods 
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vehicle operators do their best to avoid peak times 
because time is money, and time spent at 2mph or 
3mph in a bridge queue is extremely expensive. 

I am not denying that there might be an increase 
in traffic on the bridge. On the question whether 
congestion would be significantly worse than at 
present, I think that the bridge would be congested 
for longer periods, rather than more densely. The 
congestion peak will show as a great big long hill, 
rather than a pointy one. Significantly, our 
suggestion is that there would be no increase in 
goods vehicle movements on the bridge. The only 
way that we are going to get an increase in goods 
vehicle movements on the bridge is if the economy 
soars, because people will want to move more 
goods. Operators do not run vehicles just for the 
fun of seeing vehicles with their names on the side 
going back and forth across the Forth or Tay 
bridges.  

Cathy Peattie: The idea of a priority vehicle 
lane that was mentioned earlier seems to be a 
sensible suggestion. Could you develop that for 
me, and tell me how it would work? In the event of 
priority vehicle lanes, would we get more haulage 
traffic at peak times? 

Gavin Scott: I doubt very much that there would 
be an increase in haulage traffic at peak times 
because we have settled into a pattern now. I am 
not suggesting that things might not change 
slightly over time but, having established patterns, 
people get into that routine. Customers expect 
their deliveries at a negotiated time. I have no real 
problem with the concept of giving priority to bus 
passengers, but I get a wee bit miffed when we 
stop at that point without giving any priority to the 
other sufferers of congestion, the logistics 
industry. The problem is caused by private cars, 
particularly private cars with single occupants. I 
get as frustrated as anybody else when I see that 
sort of thing. I do my best to double or triple up, 
although occasionally I cannot. It would not be 
beyond the wit of humanity to find some system 
whereby what is being punished is the private car 
with a single occupant who could easily have 
transferred to public transport. We have to 
remember that we cannot send goods by bus; nice 
as it would be, there ain’t no alternative. Marjory 
Rodger’s operators and members would not be 
impressed if I stood at the bus stop with a pallet 
and said, “Could you take this across to Kirkcaldy 
for me please?” 

Phil Flanders: I agree with Gavin Scott. Back in 
the days of the original north-east of Scotland 
freight quality partnership, Aberdeen Council 
developed a computer model that allowed freight 
to use the bus lanes, which showed that there was 
no serious disruption to the flow. Buses still made 
the times that they were making, but it eased the 
traffic in the other lane. We are led to believe that 

such a scheme has been quite successful in 
Newcastle, as well. There are examples of how 
that could work. As Gavin Scott said, at certain 
times of the day, freight will not want to be there 
and a 24-hour bus lane that nobody else can use 
seems to be a waste of road space when people 
are desperate for the goods. 

Alison McInnes: This question is for the 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce. In evidence, 
and in your written submission, you have said that 
the tolls should be abolished for reasons of equity. 
The committee heard evidence last week, from 
WWF Scotland, that it would be inequitable to 
abolish the tolls because that would pass the cost 
of maintaining the bridge from users to the general 
taxpayers, many of whom do not use the bridge or 
do not have access to a car. How would you 
respond to that claim? 

Alan Russell: As I said earlier, businesses pay 
around £3.4 million directly in the additional 
taxation. That was shown by a survey that we 
carried out among our members in Fife. The 
performance of the Fife economy falls below the 
Scottish average on many counts, yet the tolls are 
an additional tax on businesses in Fife. They are 
also an additional tax on individuals in Fife who 
commute regularly to their places of employment: 
Dundee, Edinburgh and the surrounding areas. 
Why should businesses in Fife and the people of 
Fife have to pay extra? Maintaining the tolls 
encourages businesses to be elsewhere than Fife. 
That is a strong argument that I would like the 
committee to consider. 

The Convener: On the issue of equity and 
fairness, your written submission makes 
comparisons between the two bridges that we are 
talking about and other road bridges and stretches 
of road. Why have you not made a similar 
comparison between road users and public 
transport users to highlight the inequity in the 
prices that they pay? 

Alan Russell: We have not looked into that in 
depth. If you analyse the total road use in the 
United Kingdom and in Scotland, you will see that 
Fife is being penalised in the Scottish context. The 
basic question is why those road users should 
have to pay extra to get to where they live or work. 

The Convener: I recognise the argument that 
you are making in relation to road users in one 
part of the country and road users in another part 
of the country. However, you are saying that you 
have not made a similar comparison between road 
users and users of public transport. 

Alan Russell: The users of public transport—for 
example, buses that cross the bridges—do not 
have to pay the tolls. 

Marjory Rodger: Yes, they do. 
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Alan Russell: Well, they do in the longer term, 
yes. However, the vast majority of the road 
network throughout the UK is free. 

The Convener: In your written submission, you 
say that 
“243,000 miles of other roads are free.” 

Do you accept that those miles of road are not free 
but are paid for by the taxpayer? Do you accept 
that they cost the same amount of money to 
maintain and operate but that they are paid for 
through general taxation rather than by the people 
who use them? 

Alan Russell: Yes, I do not disagree with that. 

The Convener: Mr Scott has accepted that, 
although we are not looking at major additional 
density of congestion, the peak congestion time on 
the bridge may be extended. That would affect 
both the road haulage industry and public 
transport, as well as private car users. What are 
the implications of an extended peak time for road 
haulage and public transport? Would road haulage 
operators avoid the bridge for longer and what 
impact would that have on them? Would there be 
a knock-on impact on public transport patronage 
at those hours of the day? 

Gavin Scott: If we are to keep the economy 
moving, the goods will have to cross the bridge at 
some point. It would be naive to think that we 
could start squeezing away from an extended 
peak period; the traffic will still have to go back 
and forth over the bridge. If there were a 
broadening out of the peak period, there would be 
a limit to how much people would try to avoid it. 
There is no doubt that there would be an increase 
in congestion at that shoulder period, and 
operators would eventually recognise that they 
had no choice, as the traffic would have to cross 
the bridge at some time. They could not keep 
avoiding, avoiding, avoiding. 

At the moment, operators try to avoid the bridge 
at peak times because of the delay in shifting 
traffic over it. If we built the peak out and made the 
congested period longer, the industry would have 
to build in more time to allow for that. A problem 
that the industry has is journey time reliability. It is 
no good saying that the journey will take half an 
hour one day and only 10 minutes the next day; 
we must build in half an hour for the journey every 
day to be sure of getting the goods to the shops 
when they are supposed to be there. We would 
have to build in an awful lot more expected 
congestion time into vehicle routines, which would 
impact on the drivers’ hours situation—the working 
time directives—and so on. 

The Convener: The cost implication would be 
significantly higher than a pound. 

Gavin Scott: Obviously, yes. 

Marjory Rodger: I agree with the freight 
industry on this issue. Passengers want 
consistently reliable services. If we are to 
persuade single-occupancy car users to get off the 
road and try public transport, they must see 
consistently reliable services. There is a real risk 
that we will not be able to increase patronage if 
there is extra congestion. Stagecoach has 
committed £4 million for 25 new vehicles for the 
Forth bridge. The company has to get a return on 
that investment, and it is trying to make buses an 
attractive, viable option. 

What Gavin Scott says applies also to buses. If 
we have to build in extra time for congestion, extra 
buses and drivers will be needed to provide the 
same level of service. If we can keep the buses 
moving, that might free up, say, four buses to 
provide other services that people consider 
socially necessary and criticise us for not 
providing. We can increase routes and provide a 
more comprehensive network if we can keep our 
buses moving freely. However, if there is heavy 
congestion, we will need more buses just to 
maintain the current timetables. We are heavily 
penalised if we do not run to timetable, and 
congestion is not an acceptable excuse. We are 
supposed to build time for congestion into our 
timetables. 

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): 
This question is for Alan Russell. You say that the 
tolls represent a restraint on trade, in the form of 
direct payments that people have to make to get to 
and from Fife. Is there any other evidence of how 
trade is restrained? 

Alan Russell: It is probably restrained in other 
ways that relate to bridges and congestion and 
what the future holds for the Forth road bridge and 
its possible replacement. The cost of moving 
vehicles over the Forth and of getting to a new 
place of work are affecting inward investment in 
Fife. We do not have statistics on that, as we have 
not looked into it in depth, but in recent years there 
has been a downturn in the number of projects 
that have come to Fife. I read a report on that 
yesterday. The burden of tolls on businesses in 
Fife, in particular, is documented in the survey that 
we carried out. The tolls affect the performance of 
Fife compared with the rest of Scotland. 

Rob Gibson: I am interested in the survey that 
you mentioned, which you received yesterday. 
Can you share any more information from it? 

Alan Russell: I was referring to a report on the 
performance of the invest in Fife partnership, 
which I do not have with me. 

15:15 
Rob Gibson: Can you provide any examples of 

restraints on trade? 
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Alan Russell: At one point, newspapers 
reported that a huge project involving Amazon and 
1,000 jobs was destined for Dunfermline. 
Dunfermline was in direct competition with a 
Welsh location, which was eventually successful. 
Many factors were involved in that decision. I do 
not doubt for a minute that the Forth crossing was 
a major factor. I am not saying that tolls were 
necessarily the main factor, but they are one 
component of the question that any firm that is 
thinking of locating in Fife must ask before coming 
to a decision. I am not saying that tolls were 
responsible for Amazon deciding to locate in 
Wales, but they were a contributory factor. 

Rob Gibson: I have a supplementary question 
about how your members work. Is the movement 
of freight more important than the movement of 
people in determining whether your businesses 
thrive? That question is germane to the arguments 
about how the bridge is used and who uses it. 

Alan Russell: Our members are affected by the 
movement of both freight and people. Many are 
freight companies and many are service 
companies that require their employees to travel to 
Edinburgh, Dundee and other places where their 
customers are. As someone who enjoyed the 
experience of commuting to Edinburgh for a 
number of years before taking up my current job, I 
know that white van man travels frequently from 
north of the river to the city centre, West Lothian 
and other areas. At peak times, almost one vehicle 
in two seems to be a white van that is going south 
of the river to service customers there. Those 
vehicles may be carrying electricians, plumbers or 
practitioners of other trades. However, anyone 
who commutes over the Forth road bridge knows 
that many service providers cross it on a regular 
basis. 

Rob Gibson: My next question relates to the 
white vans and other vehicles that create 
congestion at peak travel times. Do you dispute 
the evidence of the Forth bridgemaster, who 
advised the committee that 
“we actually process the vehicles at a higher rate than the 
bridge can accommodate”?—[Official Report, Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 11 
September 2007; c 58.] 

Your written evidence suggests that collecting the 
tolls is responsible for the congestion. 

Alan Russell: Collecting the tolls creates 
congestion, especially on the Tay road bridge. On 
the only day in the past 18 months when no one 
was collecting tolls, I left a meeting in Dundee city 
centre at 4.30 and drove over the bridge. It was 
the one occasion, Monday to Friday, when there 
were no queues at that time on the bridge or 
behind the toll booths. That says it all. 

At the Forth road bridge the equation is different, 
as a number of lanes converge on the seven toll 

booths there. At peak times in the evening, 
congestion builds up back to the toll booths, 
because seven lanes have to merge into two. If we 
take away the tolls, congestion will back up from 
the bridge. A traffic management plan is needed to 
merge vehicles from the current main three lanes 
into the two on the bridge. 

The Convener: It has been suggested that any 
alternative traffic management system that was 
put in place at peak hours to merge safely different 
lanes of traffic leading to a bridge that is carrying 
its full capacity would inevitably produce the same 
delays. Is that not the reality? 

Alan Russell: The experts could probably 
answer that question better than I can. 

The Convener: Their answer was yes, more or 
less. 

Alan Russell: I do not agree with that answer. 
The traffic management system should be able to 
filter the traffic from the main three lanes—now 
that the new A8000/M9 spur is in place—and from 
an additional lane coming from the direction of 
Bo’ness into two lanes before the bridge is 
reached. There would be congestion at peak 
times, but not to the same extent as at present. 

The Convener: However, you would not 
suggest that more traffic could be got across the 
bridges than their total capacity allows for. When 
the bridges are full, traffic cannot be got across 
them any faster. 

Alan Russell: No, it cannot. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville (Lothians) (SNP): My 
first question is directed at the Confederation of 
Passenger Transport UK. What practical or policy 
measures would you like to be implemented to 
minimise the impact of increased congestion, 
caused by the abolition of tolls, on bus services? 

Marjory Rodger: I have made clear that we are 
looking for bus priority. With the services that are 
running now, we can take 21,000 single-
occupancy cars off the road. If we could run 
services consistently and freely, we would have 
much greater incentive to run more of them. If we 
can make bus services attractive, we can supply a 
lot of what is needed to relieve congestion. The 
only way of doing that is for buses to keep moving, 
as they do on greenways in Edinburgh, while the 
queue of cars remains stationary. That will lead 
people to think that they can save time and avoid 
the frustration of sitting in a queue if they make 
their journey by bus. I do not know how some 
commuters manage to sit in queues for two hours, 
morning and night: it must be one of the most 
frustrating experiences ever. If we provide 
attractive public transport, we have an opportunity 
to make people consider switching. 
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Shirley-Anne Somerville: In an earlier answer 
you mentioned a plan for northbound traffic that 
has already been discussed. Can you provide us 
with more details of that plan? 

Marjory Rodger: I have it here. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: We have also 
discussed the improvements to the A8000. I have 
not travelled on the road, as I am a good 
committee member and take the train. Were the 
A8000 improvements a wasted opportunity? As far 
as I am aware, no bus priority was built into the 
scheme. Could that have been done? Could such 
provision still be made? 

Marjory Rodger: I am not an expert, so I cannot 
tell you whether bus priority could have been built 
into the scheme to date, but I can obtain 
information on that. However, the proposals that 
the south east of Scotland transport partnership 
has made and those that are outlined in the plan 
for northbound traffic would alleviate greatly 
problems on the northbound approach to the Forth 
road bridge and would keep buses moving to a far 
greater extent. They would also allow buses to 
pick up passengers at the bridge, so that the 
people of South Queensferry were not left without 
bus services. Buses need to be able to move to 
the left-hand side, so that they can access the bus 
stop. The proposals are well thought out and have 
our backing. They are good proposals and have 
been worked out between operators, local 
government and SEStran. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: I am slightly 
confused. If so much money has just been 
invested in changes to this part of the road 
network, why was bus priority not a key element? 

Marjory Rodger: In addition, at the moment, 
heavy goods vehicles and cars get a discounted 
rate on the Forth road bridge if they buy vouchers, 
whereas buses are penalised. There is not always 
logic in proposed solutions. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: Gavin, what practical 
or policy measures would you like to be 
implemented to minimise the impact of increased 
congestion on goods vehicles? 

Gavin Scott: I have no wish to contradict our 
friend from the CPT, but the number of buses on 
the A8000 spur, which is being upgraded, is fairly 
small. I am still agin bus lanes. I have nothing 
against buses; I am happy to use them—I came 
here from the park and ride at Ingliston. It is 
unfortunate that goods do not have a vote, 
because if they did people might pay more 
attention to their movement around the country. 
Goods vehicles suffer from congestion more than 
buses do, because there are more of them. We all 
know that the culprit is the private car, especially 
the single-occupancy private car. That is the 
problem that we must address. I am not 

suggesting that there should be no priority for 
buses, but we should consider giving priority to 
vehicles that need it, including goods vehicles. 

Alison McInnes: I would like to follow that up. I 
am concerned about the direction in which the 
debate is going. The issue is not really bus priority, 
but passenger priority. A successful public 
transport system eases congestion, which eases 
the journey of freight on the road. Really, we 
should do all that we can to ensure that those who 
use public transport can move more quickly. That 
would deal with the congestion that the freight 
industry faces. 

Gavin Scott: Let us take a hypothetical case. If 
one lane in each direction on the Forth road 
bridge—or, indeed, the Tay road bridge—was to 
be for buses only, what would happen to the rest 
of the traffic, including our members’ vehicles? It 
would be stuck with the single-occupancy cars. 
We would have a lane on the bridge that would be 
so lightly used that people would get extremely 
annoyed with it and would end up abusing it. 
There are not enough buses crossing either bridge 
to fill a lane. 

Alison McInnes: I am not sure that bus priority 
necessarily means a whole lane; it means access 
at the congested points. I would like to hear from 
the CPT on that. 

Gavin Scott: Oh, I think that Marjory Rodger 
would like to have a lane to herself across the 
bridge. 

Marjory Rodger: I would love that, but that is 
unrealistic. Of course we would love to see a 
public transport lane on the replacement crossing, 
as opposed to the extra crossing or whatever is 
coming, but, realistically, we are talking about 
priority such as Alison McInnes described. It has 
been shown that the bus priority scheme in the 
southbound direction works well and helps the 
buses to run reliably. We are looking for the same 
measures in the northbound direction. We are 
asking for bus priority on the approach to the 
bridge, as opposed to a whole lane on the 
bridge—although we would love that. 

Alex Johnstone: The toll impact study predicts 
that the abolition of tolls would have a negative 
economic effect, yet we have heard varying 
opinions from you on the extent of that economic 
effect and on whether it would exist at all. Can you 
address the claims that are made in the toll impact 
study and tell us how relevant the opinions that 
are expressed in it are to that argument? 

The Convener: No one is volunteering to 
answer that. 

Alan Russell: Can you be more specific about 
the claims to which you refer? 
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Alex Johnstone: It is claimed that the removal 
of the tolls would result in negative economic 
effects. Do you think that that is accurate, and can 
you tell us why you have come to that conclusion? 

Alan Russell: There would be a positive 
economic effect on Fife businesses. The negative 
economic effect would be on the moneys that 
currently are raised to pay for road improvements 
around the bridges. Those moneys would, instead, 
need to be raised from normal taxation. That is the 
only argument that I can see for a negative 
economic impact. 

Alex Johnstone: Let us recap. The toll impact 
study suggests that there would be a broader 
negative economic effect on the economies that 
the bridge serves. I would like your view on the 
effect on Fife and I would like the views of others, 
perhaps, on the effects on Dundee and Edinburgh. 
Would the negative economic effect apply equally 
to the economies that are involved, or would only 
certain economies be disadvantaged? 

Alan Russell: My strongly held view, which I 
expressed earlier, is that the removal of the tolls 
will have a positive economic impact on Fife. I do 
not foresee it having a negative impact on either a 
regional economy or the national economy. The 
one exception to that is the tax-raising element. 

Alex Johnstone: Does anybody else want to 
comment on that? 

15:30 
Gavin Scott: I am just reading the toll impact 

study. The findings on the Tay bridge suggest that 
there will be little difference in movements across 
the bridge. The study states that the toll on the 
Tay bridge 
“makes very little difference to the extent to which people 
will travel to work or make business trips across the 
bridge”. 

That suggests that, in the case of the Tay bridge, 
the removal of the tolls will make “very little 
difference”. However, if the tolls are removed from 
the Tay bridge, the congestion that currently 
occurs in the centre of Dundee, especially during 
the evening peak time, will be reduced. That is my 
reading of the study, although somebody else 
might read it another way. 

Regarding the Forth bridge, I am confused by 
the figures that are bandied about. The study 
states that 25 per cent of the current leisure users, 
who make up 15 per cent of the current bridge 
users—that is, 25 per cent of 15 per cent of the 
bridge users—would use the bridge more often for 
leisure purposes if the tolls were removed. That 
does not seem an awful lot of people and, as I 
said earlier, I do not think that those people would 
choose to make their leisure trips between half 

past 7 and half past 9 in the morning or between 
half past 4 and 6 o’clock at night. 

I therefore find it difficult to square the figures 
that have been produced by Steer Davies Gleave 
with the assertion that the removal of the tolls 
would adversely affect the economies of Fife, 
Edinburgh and Dundee. 

Alex Johnstone: It is interesting that you touch 
on that. If there were economic disadvantages 
from the removal of tolls on the Forth and Tay 
bridges, would different areas be affected 
differently? Might any broader economic 
disadvantage be concentrated on the south side of 
the Forth? 

Gavin Scott: You are probably right about that. 
If there was going to be an economic 
disadvantage, that might well be the case. I do not 
accept that there is likely to be an economic 
disadvantage from removing the tolls on the Tay 
road bridge. That is backed up strongly by my 
members, some of whom are based in Fife, who 
use the Tay bridge a lot more than they use the 
Forth bridge. They see a great advantage in 
removing the tolls from the Tay bridge, because of 
the reduced congestion. It has already been said 
that when the bridge staff went on strike, 
congestion was reduced. 

The Forth road bridge is a more complex issue, 
especially given that it is currently used to capacity 
a lot of the time. We currently cannot move any 
more vehicles across the bridge. I agree with 
Marjory Rodger that the only way in which we will 
achieve anything on the existing structure is 
through finding some way to manage demand that 
discourages single-occupancy cars and enables 
the more important traffic—if I can use that 
expression—to cross the bridge more freely. 

Alex Johnstone: Could someone such as I be 
justified in suggesting that the conclusions of the 
toll impact study betray an Edinburgh-centric point 
of view on the subject? 

Gavin Scott: Oh, I could not possibly comment. 

Marjory Rodger: I think that it is a sound and 
well-thought-out report. It is pretty strong. 

Rob Gibson: I have a brief supplementary 
question for Marjory Rodger. We are focusing on a 
bill that relates to only a small amount of traffic in 
the context of the overall traffic flows in Scotland, 
and you are talking about ensuring that certain 
people pay for a certain stretch of road by keeping 
the tolls. Are you suggesting that that is fair, given 
the situation in the rest of the country, where 
people do not pay to use bridges and still get in 
the way of your buses and all the rest of it? You 
are discriminating against people who cross the 
bridge out of necessity. It proves the inequity of 
the arguments for keeping the tolls that the Forth 
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bridge has been singled out for all this range of 
argument. The same range of argument could be 
applied to any other part of Scotland, yet there is 
no effort on your part to suggest how the situation 
elsewhere might be remedied. 

Marjory Rodger: As I have said, my concern is 
that we make public transport attractive and 
provide consistently reliable services. We oppose 
congestion, and we do not like the idea that a 
measure that is currently in place and is probably 
helping to control congestion is going to be 
abolished. The City of Edinburgh Council tried to 
introduce congestion charging but failed. We think 
that it will be harder to introduce any measure of 
road user charging, congestion charging or 
workplace charging if we send out negative 
messages. That issue must be addressed. 

Rob Gibson: So, it is all right to discriminate 
against the people who have to cross the bridge. 
You are saying that we should make an example 
of them. 

Marjory Rodger: I am talking about effective 
road management. 

The Convener: I think that we have had an 
answer to Rob Gibson’s question. 

Charlie Gordon: What effect would the 
retention of tolls on the two bridges have on bus 
and goods vehicle operators and on business 
more generally? 

Gavin Scott: I do not think that retention of the 
tolls would make any difference to the number of 
goods vehicles crossing either bridge. Goods 
vehicles are on the road because people ask them 
to be on the road, because they want to buy things 
in the shop or in the supermarket or from the seat 
that they are sitting on. As I have said, goods 
vehicles are expensive to run. Even Eddie Stobart 
does not run them back and forth across the Forth 
bridge for only two quid each for the fun of seeing 
his name on the side of them. Goods vehicles are 
on the road because they are satisfying the 
demand to which all of us, as members of the 
general public, subject them. As we saw a few 
years ago, there is a simple way to reduce the 
number of goods vehicles on the road—have a 
damn good recession. Do we want that? 

Phil Flanders: I agree with Gavin Scott. Freight 
movements are made because there is no real 
alternative at the moment. We have encouraged 
people to consider rail freight, which can help a bit, 
but it will never cope with demand. Most of the 
journeys that are made across the Forth bridge 
are fairly short, and quite a lot of them relate to 
construction use—they are made by the tippers 
that carry the sand, gravel, bricks and other 
materials that are needed to build the economy, in 
more ways than one. Such goods will never be 
carried by rail, because the journeys are too short. 

Most of the journeys that are made in Scotland 
stay within Scotland. 

Alan Russell: As far as the Tay bridge is 
concerned, no one can counter the argument that 
removing the tolls will have a positive impact, 
because it will reduce congestion. I agree that that 
will not be the case with the removal of tolls on the 
Forth bridge. Generally speaking, if the alternative 
for businesses was for their drivers—whose pay 
costs them a great deal more than the tolls do—to 
sit in congested traffic, they would prefer to pay 
the tolls. That said, it is still extremely unfair to 
have tolls north and south of Fife so that 
commuters and businesses that are based in Fife 
must shoulder an additional tax burden. The 
retention of the tolls would send out a strong 
message that businesses in Fife were to continue 
to be worse off than those in the rest of the 
country, which must be unfair. 

Marjory Rodger: We feel that abolition of the 
tolls will create additional congestion as a result of 
greater usage and that the peak will extend—in 
other words, the problems will get worse. That is 
why we want the tolls to be retained. 

Charlie Gordon: May I ask a supplementary, 
convener? 

The Convener: Briefly. 

Charlie Gordon: Mr Russell, you have 
highlighted what you see as the unfairness of the 
present situation for Fife. As I understand it, the 
tolls on both bridges are payable as one enters 
Fife. What would your reaction be to the imposition 
of a different type of toll on the bridges as an 
urban congestion management tool for people 
commuting into Dundee and Edinburgh? 

Alan Russell: One could see the argument for 
applying such charges to exit Fife as long as they 
were applied on an equal basis to Glasgow, Perth, 
Aberdeen and Inverness, but singling out Fife for 
such charges would not be acceptable. 

Charlie Gordon: The scenario that I have put to 
you would not single out Fife. I am trying to 
address the point that you have made, whereby, at 
present, two tolls are charged for entering Fife. Is 
that correct? 

Alan Russell: Yes. 

Charlie Gordon: Would it not address some of 
your concern about the unfair treatment of Fife if 
the tolls on the bridges applied only to vehicles 
travelling in the direction of the cities of Dundee 
and Edinburgh? 

Alan Russell: That would have the same basic 
effect, because people from Fife would have to 
pay the tolls when they commuted to their jobs. 

Charlie Gordon: But presumably you would like 
more jobs to be located in Fife, where Fifers live. 

136

178



145  25 SEPTEMBER 2007  146 

 

Alan Russell: No, because the tolls would still 
be a barrier to Fife. It does not matter whether 
they apply on exit from or entry to Fife. 

The Convener: Thank you very much. We have 
overrun slightly. I thank all the witnesses for 
staying with us to give evidence. In particular, I 
thank Gavin Scott for being the latest witness to 
tell the committee how he arrived at the 
Parliament today, which seems to be a habit of our 
witnesses. 

I suspend the meeting briefly while we change 
over to the next panel of witnesses. 

15:39 
Meeting suspended. 

15:42 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I welcome our second, and 
final, panel. Professor Alan McKinnon is from 
Heriot-Watt University, Dr Iain Docherty is from the 
University of Glasgow and Professor David Gray is 
from the Robert Gordon University. 

I will kick off with a general question. I am sure 
that you will be aware of the conclusions of the toll 
impact study on the environment, congestion 
levels and value for money. In general, do you 
agree with the study’s findings? Do you have 
anything to add at this stage? 

Professor Alan McKinnon (Heriot-Watt 
University): I oppose the abolition of the tolls. I 
should explain that I am a professor of logistics 
whose research is on the freight side, so I bring a 
freight perspective to the discussion. It seems to 
me that, on the benefit side, freight operators 
would make a very small financial saving but, on 
the disbenefit side, they could be adversely 
affected by the traffic congestion that would be 
caused. I take a less sanguine view of the effects 
of the abolition of the tolls on the freight industry 
than that taken by the representative of the 
haulage industry on the previous panel. Many 
freight operators these days want flexibility in their 
logistics—they want to be able to operate their 
trucks at any given time. Increasingly, they must 
make on-time deliveries at factories, warehouses 
and shops, so it is a bit complacent to say that 
most freight vehicles will travel in the inter-peak 
periods and therefore will not be adversely 
affected by the congestion. 

The Forth bridge, in particular, is working at 
close to full capacity. Even only a marginal 
increase in traffic on that link could have severe 
effects on the reliability of companies’ delivery 
operations. A concept that I do not think has been 
raised in the committee’s discussions so far—I 

have read the Official Reports of previous 
evidence sessions—is that of generalised cost, 
which is much discussed by transport economists, 
whereby one does not simply look at the financial 
costs of operating a vehicle, but one attaches 
monetary values to travel time, reliability and 
accident involvement. It seems to me that if one 
were to calculate the generalised cost to the 
haulage industry in Scotland of removing the tolls, 
it would almost certainly produce a negative result. 
The loss of reliability and the extra travel time that 
would be caused would more than offset the 
benefits of removing a £2 toll from the bridges. 

15:45 
Professor David Gray (Robert Gordon 

University): I had a quick read of the Steer 
Davies Gleave report, and I looked at the 
summary in some detail on the train down, before I 
walked here. It seemed to be a fairly solid report, 
and I had no major disagreements with it. The 
point was made earlier that the report suggests 
that there would be economic disbenefit in 
abolishing the tolls. My understanding is that there 
would be economic benefits, but that those would 
be outweighed by the loss of revenue from 
abolishing tolls. Otherwise, the report was a fairly 
solid piece of work. 

The Convener: Do you want to add anything 
further regarding your position on the bill? 

Professor Gray: My position is slightly unique: I 
should declare an interest, as I was subsidised by 
the Scottish Executive for 18 months to work on 
the national transport strategy. 

The Convener: I will let you leave it there if you 
want. 

Dr Iain Docherty (University of Glasgow): I 
also declare an interest, as a non-executive 
director of Transport Scotland. Bearing in mind 
earlier comments, what I say this afternoon should 
not be taken to be anything other than my own 
views. 

I am probably the least carbon-neutral witness 
on the panel, having just arrived from Toronto a 
few hours ago. It was not an entirely frivolous use 
of carbon—I was representing the University of 
Glasgow at some official events. I will try my best 
to get in the right time zone. 

I am generally agnostic about the removal of 
tolls on the two bridges. The toll levels are quite 
low, and they do not have a huge overall impact 
on the level of traffic. I do not know the numbers 
off the top of my head, but I estimate that the 
amount of extra traffic generated by the removal of 
the tolls on the Forth bridge is probably only a few 
months’ worth—at most a couple of years’ worth—
of background growth, which we would expect to 
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see anyway. Removing tolls will not make a huge 
impact on the overall level of congestion or on 
carbon emissions over the medium term. 

I have worked with some of the people who 
wrote the Steer Davies Gleave report. It is a solid 
piece of work—it uses standard transport 
economic appraisal methodologies to come up 
with an answer that we all find to be fairly secure: 
that the overall economic impacts are relatively 
marginal but can be identified and are different on 
each bridge for local reasons.  

The Convener: You mentioned the low level of 
the toll. What is your view on the suggestion made 
to us earlier that the toll has a symbolic value and, 
although it is at a low level, the removal or 
retention of it would have an impact that is higher 
than might be calculated simply by deciding 
whether people can afford to pay 80p or a pound? 

Dr Docherty: That is often said about tolls. I 
remember a debate a few years ago about the 
Mersey tunnels, in which the competing local 
authority jurisdictions on either side of the river 
gave the same arguments as we heard from the 
earlier panel about disincentives to people locating 
and doing business on one side of the river as 
opposed to the other. There may be a symbolic 
effect, but I have never seen any research that 
quantifies it accurately and robustly, so it must be 
taken with a pinch of salt. 

The equity argument that we have heard so 
much about is, in large part, a red herring. The 
transport system does not give equal access to all 
parts of the country—by definition, it cannot do 
that. Some parts are better served than others. It 
is more expensive to use the infrastructure to get 
to certain parts of the country than to others. Fife, 
because its land prices are relatively cheap for the 
south-east of Scotland, is well served by 
expensive infrastructure that is relatively cheap at 
the point of use. A pound is not exactly a large toll, 
so the equity arguments that we have heard are 
really overplayed. For an equity consideration, you 
should look at how much an Edinburgh to 
Glasgow rail ticket costs and how much of the rest 
of Scotland’s rail network that line subsidises, and 
ask questions on the link between the actual 
location of economic activity and where people 
pay fares on the public transport network. That 
would be a more interesting issue to consider than 
a relatively small bridge toll. 

The Convener: Thank you. We will move on to 
the equity argument in further questions. 

Cathy Peattie: Do the witnesses think that it is 
likely that the abolition of tolls on the Forth and 
Tay road bridges would lead to a modal shift by 
commuters from bus and train to private car? 

Professor Gray: The shift would be marginal on 
the Forth road bridge, because it is almost at 

capacity at peak time. People who shifted mode 
would need to have fairly flexible working hours 
and not to be bothered about any continuing 
congestion in Edinburgh. 

I am not so sure about the Tay road bridge, 
where some modal shift might take place. As Iain 
Docherty said, how much extra shift would take 
place above and beyond the background traffic 
increase is open to question. Significant traffic 
increases are occurring across the network 
anyway, so the extent to which there would be 
significantly more modal shift after the abolition of 
tolls is open to question. 

Dr Docherty: I agree. Any effects would be 
likely to be relatively small in the context of the 
overall picture of traffic growth and modal split, 
particularly at the regional level of the SEStran 
area. 

Professor McKinnon: I am a freight specialist, 
so I will not hazard an answer to a question on 
passenger transport. 

The Convener: The toll impact study suggested 
that, instead of many public transport users 
shifting to using the private car, people such as 
existing private car users who work at home one 
day a week would be more likely to travel every 
day or to make more journeys. Do you agree? 

Professor Gray: An extra pound a week is fairly 
minimal against the overall cost of owning and 
running a vehicle. Bridge use may increase at the 
margins, but I would be surprised if travel 
behaviour changed significantly as a result of 
abolishing the tolls. 

Rob Gibson: The City of Edinburgh Council has 
suggested that cross-Forth rail fares should be 
reduced if tolls are abolished and that policy and 
practical measures would need to be taken to 
reduce congestion, should that be greater than at 
present. Should rail fares be reduced as a 
consequence of the bill? What other methods 
might be used to reduce congestion? 

Dr Docherty: Reducing rail fares would change 
the modal split—more people would use the train 
in comparison with other modes, particularly the 
private car. If that is a policy objective, reducing 
rail fares is a good thing to do. 

However, I sound the note of caution that we 
should not become too obsessed with modal split. 
We need to keep sight of the other policy objective 
of reducing the need to travel. The debate about 
the future of tolls, particularly on the Forth road 
bridge, where the congestion and pressures are 
greatest, seems to lose sight of that. The debate is 
not just about facilitating the movement of more 
and more people across the river but in a slightly 
more sustainable or less damaging way. We must 
think carefully about why we have created the 
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economic structure and why we have the land 
uses that require many people—and an increasing 
number of them—to make that journey. 

Professor Gray: I tend to agree with Iain 
Docherty. We have a national transport strategy, 
one of whose first objectives is to foster economic 
growth by increasing the reliability of journey times 
and reducing their length, and improving access 
and connectivity. I imagine that removing bridge 
tolls would improve connectivity by making access 
to Dundee and Edinburgh marginally easier, but I 
doubt whether it would improve journey times, 
because of the resulting congestion. 

I would love to cut rail fares across the whole 
network, given how much coming down from 
Aberdeen today cost me. Cutting fares would be 
good, but it would cost money. It would be up to 
the Government to decide how much revenue was 
required to do that. I am for the measure, but it is 
subject to capacity constraints. 

Professor McKinnon: I will give a freight 
perspective. I do not think that removing the tolls 
would cause a modal shift of freight to rail. As 
speakers on the previous panel said, tolls 
represent a very small percentage of the total cost 
of operating a truck. The average freight journey 
by road in Scotland is of about 80km. I reckon that 
a bridge toll is only about 2 or 3 per cent of the 
cost of operating a vehicle. As a result, removing 
the toll will not cause much of a shift to other 
transport modes, particularly given that, as I said 
in my introduction, any such move will have to be 
counterbalanced by the cost of operating vehicles, 
because congestion will increase, transit times will 
lengthen, operators’ journeys will be less reliable 
and so on. The generalised cost of road freight will 
probably rise, but not to such an extent that there 
will be a shift to alternative modes. That is a non-
issue. 

Rob Gibson: So do you think that, instead of 
being mostly long-distance traffic, much of the 
traffic that uses the bridge travels within the 80km 
range that you mentioned? 

Professor McKinnon: I do not have that 
information. The figure that I quoted was for the 
whole Scottish road network. Most freight 
movements by road are of relatively short 
distances and fall within 80km. 

Rob Gibson: It would be interesting to find out 
whether the situation on the bridge was any 
different from that in the rest of the network and 
whether, in fact, long-distance traffic was being 
snarled up. 

Professor McKinnon: Indeed. I will see 
whether we can extract the relevant figures from 
our database. 

Rob Gibson: That would be helpful. 

It is clear from the arguments that have already 
been made that abolishing the tolls will not 
necessarily help to achieve the national transport 
strategy’s three key outcomes. Surely the strategy 
is itself constrained by the fact that we do not yet 
know whether any new—or replacement—
crossing will reduce congestion. Surely the 
strategy has to take into account the fact that, for a 
while, there will be a second crossing that might, 
in due course, become the sole crossing. 

Professor Gray: You might need to qualify your 
statement that the national transport strategy has 
been constrained. It might well have been, but it 
very much sets the tone for follow-up strategies 
such as the strategic projects review through 
which, I guess, the new Forth crossing will be fast-
tracked. The strategy’s three high-level objectives 
are to improve connectivity and reduce and 
provide more reliability to journey times; to reduce 
transport emissions; and to improve passengers’ 
experience of journeys. 

There is no reason why a new crossing, no 
matter whether it has multiple occupancy vehicle 
lanes, cannot meet those objectives. Building a 
new bridge is not necessarily at odds with the 
national transport strategy, as long as it forms part 
of a range of policies that aim in the same 
direction. 

Rob Gibson: So the range of policies—not just 
any one policy—will make the difference. 
However, as you will have heard from our previous 
witnesses, people have placed a high symbolic 
value on retaining tolls as a means of sending a 
message. Surely the national transport strategy is 
not about symbols, but about trying to find a way 
of integrating the system. 

Professor Gray: I realise that Dr Docherty is 
fairly agnostic about the matter, but I tend to agree 
that our ability to deliver the national transport 
strategy is not dependent on the practical—or 
even symbolic—significance of retaining tolls. The 
main point is the package of policies that we put in 
place to attain our strategic objectives. Abolishing 
tolls has its benefits and disbenefits. It might well 
benefit those who cross the bridges every day, but 
the people of Dundee and Edinburgh might have 
to put up with the marginal social cost of more 
congestion and more emissions. 

Professor McKinnon: I helped to develop the 
freight elements of the strategy and I can honestly 
say that tolls did not feature prominently in 
people’s thinking in the scoping study that we 
carried out last year for the Scottish Executive, 
which included a fairly extensive consultation 
exercise involving focus groups, postal 
questionnaires and interviews to find out the key 
issues of interest to freight users and providers in 
Scotland. The Forth bridge was mentioned 
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because of the fear that HGVs might be banned 
from using it from 2013. 

Professor Gray: The issue of tolls did not 
feature prominently in the national transport 
strategy itself. 

16:00 
Professor McKinnon: Road user charging will 

have to play an important part in the longer-term 
development of transport policy. We should 
condition road users—private car owners as well 
as business users—to understand that they will be 
required to pay for transport infrastructure. The 
removal of the tolls is taking us in the wrong 
direction: it is a retrograde step. We should find 
more sophisticated ways to toll. There was a lot of 
discussion with the previous panel about 
prioritising essential traffic by putting in extra 
lanes. One way to prioritise is by using the price 
mechanism—that is how we should be thinking, 
rather than trying to scrap the tolls at this stage. 

Rob Gibson: I will not get into the arguments 
about equity that have been made because we are 
choosing one particular part of the country—but 
please go on, convener. 

The Convener: I will bring Alex Johnstone in, 
and then I might have a go at the equity 
arguments. 

Alex Johnstone: Rob Gibson used the word 
“symbolic” to describe the nature of tolling and its 
removal. I will be more practical—I will talk about 
the straightforward political element rather than 
the symbolic element. Given that you appear to 
believe that the most significant economic issue is 
that the revenue from the tolls will be lost, do you 
agree that replacing the toll money with taxpayers’ 
money is an appropriate political decision for any 
Government to make, and that therefore a 
legitimate political decision has been made? 

Professor Gray: It is a political decision—the 
Government can do that if it wishes to. As the 
economic effects of either abolishing the tolls or 
retaining them are reasonably marginal, the 
decision will not lead to the downfall of Scotland’s 
climate change programme or cause 
unsustainable congestion—which exists anyway—
in Edinburgh and Glasgow. It might add to or 
detract from those things at the margins, but if that 
is the wish of the Scottish Government—and at 
least two of us are fairly agnostic about it—that is 
what it can do. 

Alex Johnstone: So you take the view that the 
economic impacts are fairly marginal to the 
argument? 

Professor Gray: That was the conclusion of the 
toll impact study, which said that there were some 
fairly marginal positive impacts from abolishing 

tolls, but that those would be outweighed by the 
loss of revenue. The net loss of revenue will have 
to be paid for from somewhere else, and that is 
ultimately a political decision for the Scottish 
Government. 

Alex Johnstone: I will wade in on the same 
point that I have made during the previous two 
meetings: the political impact of the decisions that 
have been taken in the past. The usual answer 
that I get is, “That is a question for a politician,” but 
I will try it again to see where we get.  

Many of those who have given evidence to us 
would like to take us back into all the arguments 
that we had over road pricing and congestion 
charging in relation to the Transport (Scotland) Act 
2001. They would like to rehearse many of the 
arguments that took place both during the 
referendum that was held in Edinburgh about city 
entrance charges and as part of the political 
campaign that arose during the Dunfermline East 
by-election. Do you think that politicians should 
take heed of the way in which the public reacted to 
those arguments when they were presented in 
those contexts? Do you believe that it is important 
that we take into consideration the fact that people 
appear to have rejected those arguments in a 
political context? 

Professor Gray: That is a poisoned chalice. 
Dr Docherty: All transport infrastructure and 

transport services are partly paid for by the users 
and partly by general taxation. The positioning of 
the dividing line between the shares from those 
two sources of revenue is a political or 
governmental decision, which is made differently 
at different times for different routes and different 
services all over the country. Equity is a myth, 
because different modes—the railways, the buses 
and the private car—are all paid for slightly 
differently from a different mix of revenue funding 
and sources.  

I was struck by what Ken Livingstone said, when 
he came to Edinburgh shortly before the 
referendum, about the politics of trying to 
introduce wider congestion charging or road 
pricing: he said that it is a real test of leadership. 
Many road users feel intuitively that it is a very 
unpopular idea, largely because the benefits are 
difficult to discern or almost invisible.  

We can go back further than the referendum and 
the Dunfermline East by-election and look at what 
happened during the fuel tax protests in 2000. 
People behaved in a remarkably un-British way; it 
was probably the biggest transport story of the 
decade simply because of the strength of feeling 
among ordinary people. People do not like to be 
asked to pay more money for something that they 
already do; that is an axiomatic fact of life. 

Conditions change and people now pay more in 
real terms for their fuel than they did in 2000; the 
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change was slow and people did not really notice. 
Today, we do not have the same kind of political 
balance as we had then. However, although fuel 
prices are no longer as painful a political issue, 
road pricing probably still is, and any Government 
has to balance that. 

I am also quite agnostic about the concept of 
national road pricing because a lot of the 
academic research on it suggests that it is 
potentially damaging to the environment, in that it 
makes people divert or travel at different times to 
avoid congestion, which increases the overall 
amount of car traffic on the roads. A national road 
pricing scheme might therefore turn out to be 
counterproductive in terms of carbon emissions. 

Our urban economies are not strong enough—
they are not as strong as London’s economy—to 
support an urban congestion charging scheme 
that would deliver the economic benefits that we 
have seen in London, which is a fantastically high 
value economic location. However, we might well 
get there very soon. 

Professor Gray: May I follow up on that? 

The Convener: A lot of what has been said is 
about slightly longer-term issues, which is very 
interesting, but I ask everyone to try to link any 
other comments back to the proposals that are in 
front of us. 

Professor Gray: Okay. I was going to say 
something about local road user charging in 
Scotland. Whether there is enough congestion to 
justify it here, in comparison with the south-east of 
England, is questionable. 

On national road charging, it depends what you 
want to do with it. If you want to move traffic 
around the network more efficiently by using 
revenue-neutral charging, that is politically easier 
to deliver than full social cost charging, in which 
drivers pay the costs imposed on society of 
congestion and emissions and which is less 
politically possible to deliver. Delivering on climate 
change objectives means that motorists will have 
to be charged more for using the network than 
they are charged at present, and that is very 
difficult to deliver politically. 

As Iain Docherty said, the national road user 
charging that is under consideration and which 
could be delivered is probably not a great thing for 
the environment because all it does is make traffic 
flow more efficiently, so there might be a net 
increase in emissions. 

Alison McInnes: I want to go back over some of 
what has been said, if that is appropriate. Steer 
Davies Gleave gave evidence on the impact of 
road tolls, and the witnesses today have all 
acknowledged that the toll impact study was 
robust. However, the rest of your evidence today 

has used words such as “marginal” and “at the 
edges” as if the impact of removing the tolls would 
not be significant. Steer Davies Gleave talked 
about the overall negative impact being quite clear 
and definite. Will the witnesses explore that a bit 
further and clarify what they have been saying 
today? 

Professor Gray: The negative impacts might be 
clear and definite, but that does not mean that 
they will be hugely substantial. That is the short 
answer. 

Professor McKinnon: I am not a traffic 
modeller, so I cannot give an independent 
assessment of the Steer Davies Gleave forecasts, 
although I know that others have come up with 
lower traffic forecast figures. Congestion levels on 
the Forth road bridge are so high that even a 
marginal increase of 5 or 6 per cent could have a 
detrimental effect because traffic flow becomes 
more unstable the closer we get to saturation 
point. 

I was also interested in the point made earlier 
that the growth in leisure traffic will account for 
much of the predicted increase, and that that will 
occur in the interpeak period. However, it was then 
said that a lot of freight is moved during the 
interpeak period, so removing the tolls could also 
have a knock-on effect on freight traffic levels. I 
agree with the central message in the SDG report, 
which is essentially that, as a result of this 
measure, we will be spending public money to 
achieve a net disbenefit. That conclusion is sound.  

Professor Gray: I have not seen a figure for the 
length of time that it will take for the general 
increase in traffic going into Dundee and 
Edinburgh to match the predicted increase as a 
result of the abolition of tolls. If, as Iain Docherty 
suggests, we are talking about only months or a 
couple of years, that would explain the lack of 
enthusiasm about opposing the proposal. 

Dr Docherty: Like any other transport economic 
analysis, the report considers a specifically 
defined question and applies standard transport 
economic analysis to determine what the net 
benefit or disbenefit will be. It is quite clear, in this 
case, that there will be a net disbenefit overall. 
However, in the scale of the economy of Scotland 
as a whole or the economy of the south-east of 
Scotland, the impact is marginal. David Gray is 
right to say that there is a clear negative impact on 
the economy but that that impact is rather small, 
even in transport terms. We are speculating about 
the average annual growth in passenger car miles 
in the south-east of Scotland. Statistics suggest 
that there has been a 1.5 per cent, 2 per cent or 3 
per cent growth in recent years, which means that 
a matter of months of background growth is 
equivalent to the additional effect that would be 
produced by the removal of the tolls. In other 
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words, after a short length of time, we would not 
notice the difference.  

The Convener: I would like to ask the same 
question in a slightly different way. We have 
already identified that the decision to remove 
tolls—or, rather, to raise the funds from general 
taxation instead of from bridge users—rather than 
making rail and other public transport fares 
cheaper is a political decision about how 
taxpayers’ money is used. You argue that the 
impact on traffic levels of that political decision 
might equate to only a few months or years of 
background traffic growth. However, would it be 
reasonable to suggest that, if you were hunting 
around for a bunch of political decisions that you 
could make in order to reduce journey times, 
reduce emissions from transport, improve 
connectivity and so on, the removal of tolls from 
these bridges might not be the first political 
decision that you would make? 

Professor McKinnon: That would be my view, 
certainly. It has been argued that the removal of 
the tolls will provide a boost to the Fife economy. 
However, it has also been argued that there will be 
no increase in freight traffic. There is an inherent 
contradiction between those two positions.  

Earlier, a question was asked about whether the 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce represented 
freight users or passenger users. If you were 
expecting the economy to expand, you would also 
be expecting a mix of freight and traffic to grow. 
However, we have been told that it is unlikely that 
freight traffic will expand much. If that is the case, I 
question how great the economic benefits will be 
to Fife.  

Further, I take the view that the money that is 
being taken from the public exchequer to remove 
the tolls could be spent in other ways that would 
probably have a greater impact on the economic 
prosperity of Fife. However, it seems as if no 
comparison of the effectiveness of various 
economic development ideas has been made. 

Dr Docherty: Your logic is sound, convener. It 
would be curious to try to implement the objectives 
of the national transport strategy by removing the 
tolls. Having said that, however, I think that there 
is a suite of policy interventions that my colleagues 
and I would be keen to argue for that would not 
pass the test of immediate political support. I 
would be a bit wary about singling out this political 
decision as being any worse than any of the 
others that Governments have made. 

The Convener: However, it might be more 
profitable to be debating the implementation of 
some of those other measures rather than this 
one. 

Dr Docherty: Quite. 

Alex Johnstone: You suggested that the impact 
of the removal of the tolls might be only the 
acceleration of the development of traffic by a few 
months. We are concerned about modal shift, 
which we discussed with the previous panel, as 
there is a suggestion that removing the tolls might 
put more private cars on to the Forth bridge. 
Would you see that as simply a blip in the 
statistics before a continuing move from car to 
public transport going over the bridge, or would 
you see it as changing the trend in the long term? 

16:15 
Dr Docherty: I am not 100 per cent sure. Not 

being a modeller, and therefore not knowing the 
ins and outs of the mathematical techniques that 
are used to forecast such things nor the work that 
has been done on similar changes that have 
happened, I cannot give you a confident answer. 
Having said that, I know that in such 
circumstances there tends to be a relatively long 
adjustment period. People will change their 
behaviour and try new things when new 
opportunities arise, so there may be a spike in 
additional traffic early on. However, that will settle 
down again as people’s work and leisure travel 
patterns become more stable to take account of 
the new generalised cost and new opportunities 
that are presented by there not being any tolls. 

In a way, congestion is self-regulating, and it is 
intriguing that the west Edinburgh area—the 
southern bridgehead—is both very congested and 
the location for a lot of planned economic and 
property development. I do not think that the SDG 
report takes that into account, as it essentially 
forecasts what will happen under current 
conditions. In the longer term, modal split or 
congestion could get significantly worse if we do 
not do anything to address the traffic continuing to 
go over the bridge while lots of additional 
developments in west Edinburgh generate new 
traffic that is attracted over the bridge from Fife. 
That problem will apply to all directions—on the 
bypass round to the east and on the routes that 
lead west, including the M8 and A71. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: The Forth Estuary 
Transport Authority and the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board are currently self-financing and, as we have 
mentioned, the abolition of the tolls will make them 
dependent on Scottish Government funding. What 
impact, if any, will that have on the future 
management and maintenance of the bridges? 

Professor Gray: It depends on how large the 
grants are. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: FETA has told us 
that it does not think that the change will have any 
impact on the maintenance of the bridge. Do you 
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support or disagree with that? Or do you not think 
that it is an issue? 

Professor Gray: It is very difficult to crystal ball 
gaze at likely spending review figures and future 
budget allocations from finance ministers to the 
transport sector. I guess that, if the economy 
slows down and we go into recession, there will be 
a squeeze on public sector finance and, if I was in 
charge of a bridge that did not receive its funding 
through tolls, I might be slightly concerned that my 
funding would be cut. However, that would be the 
same across all aspects of Government spending. 
Not being the finance minister, I would find it 
difficult to say how that will pan out in the future. 

Dr Docherty: I would look at that in a slightly 
different or complementary way. If the 
organisations no longer have a ring-fenced source 
of funding to do their job, we then ask the obvious 
governmental question of whether we need 
separate organisations to manage the bridges. 
Would a national transport agency be able to do 
the job just as well, using the skills and expertise 
of the people currently in FETA and the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board? Would we need separate 
institutions to run the bridges? If I remember 
rightly, much of the reason for the current 
governmental structure was linked to the 
legislation to empower them to collect tolls in the 
first place. There may be a grain of self-interest at 
play. 

Charlie Gordon: What effect might the abolition 
of tolls on the Forth road bridge have on the 
funding of the proposed replacement Forth 
crossing? 

Professor Gray: The phrase “drop in the ocean” 
springs to mind. 

The Convener: Does that cover it, or are there 
any other views? 

Professor Gray: That covers my thoughts. 

Dr Docherty: I agree. The costs of a new 
crossing are likely to be substantial. A more 
interesting question—although it might not be for 
today’s discussion—is how we might fund such a 
new piece of infrastructure and whether it might 
require to be tolled. 

The Convener: That is on our list. 

Dr Docherty: It is a serious question. I am 
speculating about how a set of crossings over the 
Forth might work, because we do not know yet 
what the final make-up of that will be. If there is a 
commitment to have a free-access road crossing 
over the river and if we end up with more than one 
because we have a replacement crossing and the 
existing one is fixed—whatever that means—or, 
as it has less traffic on it in future, it can be 
stabilised and the engineering task of keeping it 
open is less difficult, it becomes an interesting 

question how we toll or charge in combination 
across those two pieces of infrastructure. It is a 
difficult question because decisions about what 
might be done have to be made—or, at least, 
scenarios drawn up—before it is decided what 
kind of crossing we want and how it will be funded. 
Without knowing what the revenue sources will be, 
it is hard to make a decision on what to build and 
how to fund it. Those are difficult decisions that 
need to be made in short order because we all 
know about the timescale for procuring and 
building a replacement crossing. 

Charlie Gordon: So you think that there would 
need to be new revenue sources for a new Forth 
crossing and that it could not be accommodated 
by traditional capital grants. 

Dr Docherty: I have an interesting alternative 
take on the equity issue—I emphasise that this is 
my personal view. If the outcome of building a new 
crossing is that, in essence, Fife has two new road 
links to the south that are free, we could easily 
hear people in every other part of Scotland 
arguing about equity. Therefore, rather than 
people being penalised to get into the kingdom, 
everybody else might be looking jealously at the 
level of transport service that Fife has. 

Let us not kid ourselves: it would be an 
expensive business to build a new crossing. 
Simply because it would be a replacement 
crossing, any standard transport economic 
analysis is unlikely to say that it would create a 
huge net benefit to the economy, because we 
would be replacing like with like. It would cost a lot 
of money that could be invested in another project 
that would give a much higher return—another 
transport project or any other element of 
Government spending. We have to be careful 
about the package of Forth crossings that we end 
up with over the long term and how we fund them. 

Professor McKinnon: It is instructive to 
consider the example of the replacement crossing 
on the Severn, where fairly substantial tolls were 
imposed, particularly on trucks. Many hauliers 
found it more economical to travel via Gloucester 
than to cross the bridge, so there might be lessons 
to be learned from that. I think that that bridge was 
much cheaper than the second Forth crossing 
would be. 

The Convener: Are there any other final 
comments, or do the witnesses want to mention 
any other issues that have not been covered? 

Professor McKinnon: I have one minor point, 
which I do not think has been mentioned. 
Companies and hauliers that are based in Fife 
often avoid paying the toll because, if they are 
serving the central belt, they head south over the 
bridge and route their vehicles in such a way that 
they go to the west and come back over the 
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Kincardine bridge. Therefore, it seems to me that 
the removal of the tolls will have no effect at all on 
the operations of many freight operators. That is 
worth considering. 

Professor Gray: Fortunately, I have my recent 
statistical bulletin with me and can confirm that 
traffic growth across the network is running at 
exactly 3 per cent—which is rather a lot higher 
than I thought—and traffic levels are 16 per cent 
higher than 10 years ago. The abolition of tolls 
needs to be put in the context of that fairly sharp 
rise in traffic levels. 

The Convener: I thank all our witnesses for 
their evidence. We will suspend briefly to allow 
them to leave the committee. 

16:24 
Meeting suspended. 
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SUBMISSION FROM ROAD HAULAGE ASSOCIATION  
 
The Road Haulage Association is the primary trade association representing the hire-or-
reward sector of the UK road freight transport industry. The association comprises 9,500 
member companies, operating between them 90,000+ commercial vehicles and employing 
some 250,000 staff. Members’ range from single vehicle owner-drivers right through to multi-
national fleet operators. As well as lobbying European, UK and devolved government bodies 
and the authorities on behalf of the membership, a major part of the association’s remit is to 
ensure that the road freight sector has the knowledge and ability to operate in a safe, legal, 
efficient and environmentally aware manner.  
 
As a member driven organisation we have consulted with haulier members in the area and 
their views are reflected below. RHA welcomes the abolition of the tolls and believe that this 
will benefit the Fife economy. The cost for trucks is not a major issue and although most were 
happy to pay, they are just as happy to not pay.  
 
As far as freight vehicles are concerned they are not on the road for fun and there will be no 
increase in freight movements caused by the abolition of tolls. No freight operator will change 
his route to save a couple of pounds that will only cover the cost of about 4 miles worth of 
fuel. 
 
There will be some freight growth due to economic activity over the next few years and due to 
the lack of alternative modes for most of the goods, this will lead to more truck movements. 
Unlike car drivers who do have choices.  
 
The Forth Bridge will still be highly congested at peak times particularly northbound, as any 
regular traveller will endorse. We do have concerns that freight will continue to be treated as 
less important than buses and would ask that serious consideration be given to implementing 
a “priority vehicle lane” rather than a “bus lane”. This was a recommendation from the 
Transport and Local Government Committee’s Freight Inquiry last year. However, the Tay 
Bridge congestion will drop at the southbound approaches in Dundee and will benefit the city 
with lower levels of emissions in the longer term when repairs are complete and both lanes 
are in use.  
 
One issue that many do not consider is the human cost to those who will be made redundant. 
Many of the toll collectors have had verbal abuse since the abolition announcement and this 
is undeserved. These people were only doing their jobs and did it to the best of their ability.  
Many other staff who will be surplus to requirements have dedicated a large part of their 
working life to ensuring the bridge was maintained and operated at as safe a level as 
possible. Their professionalism and dedication deserves recognition.  
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SUBMISSION FROM SCOTTISH CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE  

 
For Whom the Bridge Tolls  

THE CASE FOR SCRAPPING TOLLS  
ON THE FORTH & TAY BRIDGES  

 
"All merchants shall have safety and security .... for buying and selling free from all evil 

tolls”  
Magna Carta 1215  

Introduction  
 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce presents written evidence in support of the Bill for the 
removal of bridge tolls in Scotland. This evidence will be reinforced in person at the 
forthcoming Committee meeting on Tuesday 25 September 2007.  
This evidence sets out the case for removing the bridge tolls in order to bring about a more 
equitable and economic solution that would benefit the local, regional and national economy. 
The evidence is supported by the network of Chambers of Commerce in Scotland which 
represents over 50% of all private sector jobs in Scotland.  
The Chambers of Commerce movement has been established for over 225 years in the UK 
and the principles of free movement of goods and services in the interests of economic and 
social development date back much further as noted in the opening quote from the Magna 
Carta in the 11

th 
century. This principle remains a cornerstone of all commercial regulation to 

this day.  
 
The Tolls were Temporary  
 
The road bridge across the Firth of Forth linking Fife to Lothian opened on 4th September 
1964. It is a tolled bridge. Tolls were to cease when the construction cost was paid off. This 
happened by May 1995, but the authorities in a series of orders had the life of the tolls 
extended to 1998, then 2003, and then 31 March 2006. The argument was that the income 
was necessary to fund maintenance. On the 1 March 2006, the Transport Minister told MSPs 
that he was keeping the tolls. Then on the 9 March the Minister "signed" the Order to extend 
the tolls for at least 4 years. This was despite widespread protests from councillors, MSPs, 
businesses and the public. The toll for cars since May 2005 is 100p. Since 1 September 
1997, the toll is only payable northbound (going from Lothian to Fife).  
 
The Tay road bridge crosses the Firth of Tay from Fife on the south bank to the city of 
Dundee on the north bank. It opened on 18th August 1966 and is run by a joint board of 
Dundee (6 members), Fife (5) and Angus (1) councils. The toll for cars is 80p. Since 1 June 
1991, the toll is only payable southbound (going from Dundee to Fife). As with the Forth Road 
Bridge tolls were to cease when the construction costs had been met. According to the 
2004/05 accounts there were 4,471,000 crossings southbound. The total crossings figure for 
2007 will be about 9.0 million. The tolls income for the year ended 31 March 2005 was £3.6 
million. Expenditure excluding refurbishment probably averages about half of the income.  
 
Though the bridge only cost £4.8 million to build, the debt on it at 31 March 2005 was £13.1 
million. In effect the original cost of the bridge must have been paid off long ago, and the debt 
relates to work done on the bridge since it was opened - on this basis the debt might never be 
paid off. There are also reserves of £2.1 million which could be used to offset losses or used 
for further work on the bridge. So in effect the promise to ‘cease tolls when the bridge was  
paid for’ has been continually reneged upon. 
 
Inequality and Fairness  
 
There are around a hundred tidal crossings in the UK, but only thirteen are tolled. Curiously a 
very limited number of roads are tolled:  

 • Bridges ( a small proportion only)  
 • One motorway (M6 Toll)  
 • Some (very) minor stretches of carriageway  
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 • Zones – at the moment this consists of one street in Durham and the Inner London 
Congestion charging zone  

 
243,000 miles of other roads are free.  
 
The tolls and the Forth and Tay impose a particular burden on the residents and businesses 
of Fife as they have to pay to cross both the Tay to get North and the Forth to get South. This 
is especially galling when the Erskine Bridge and Skye Bridge tolls have both been removed.  
 
Successive governments claim, quite rightly, that it is the economy which is the top priority as 
it drives all aspects of wellbeing which we cherish in a developed economy and civilised 
society.  
 
The dis-benefits of tolls go beyond Tayside to affect the whole Scottish economy and act as a 
drag on development and prosperity.  
 
Scotland is a country that faces challenges in competing on a global basis as we are located 
on the Western fringes of the European continent and we have an extensive coastline. Tolls 
on bridge crossings present an additional financial and psychological impediment to our 
economic growth and prosperity.  
 
Removal of bridge tolls will be a significant step to enhancing the growth prospects and 
confidence in the local, regional and national economy.  
 
Restraint of Trade  
 
The financial gain from the bridge tolls is tiny compared to Scotland’s £26bn annual budget. 
Removal of the tolls would send a strong positive signal that Scotland is open for business.  
At present, the residents and businesses of Fife suffer an additional cost and restraint on free 
trade and movement. A Fife Chamber of Commerce survey revealed that Fife businesses 
make on average 27,500 return journeys per week over the Tay and Forth Road Bridges. In 
total, Fife businesses make direct payment of tolls of £1.4 million per annum. The additional 
cost of deliveries to and from Fife businesses represents an estimated indirect cost in excess 
of £2 million.  
 
This shows that Fife businesses have a total additional tax burden of at least £3.4 million for 
the privilege of using the national trunk road network – of which the Tay and Forth Road 
Bridges are an integral part. How do we explain to Fife businesses and Fife consumers the 
reasons why they should be so unfairly taxed?  
 
The Congestion Myth  
 
We are continually advised by environmental lobbyists that the tolls are an essential element 
for fighting congestion. However it is the tolls at Forth and Tay which cause congestion, 
especially at evening rush hour.  
 
No-one currently able to cross the Forth Bridge can be sensibly diverting via the Kincardine 
Bridge as the delays caused by construction work will cost them far more than the £1 toll at 
the Forth.  
 
Far more pollution and therefore environmental and health damage is caused by vehicles 
sitting in congested queues than would be caused by any slight increase in traffic caused by 
ending the tolls. Evidence to this effect can be found on the National Association Against Tolls 
(Scotland), whose website (http://www.notolls.org.uk/index.htm ) gives further detail on this 
point, which we also endorse.  
 
Bridge Tolls Paying for Roads  
 
It appears that bridge tolls are being used to fund roads, giving a false impression that 
somehow the costs of running the bridges is very much higher than it actually is.  
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The following extract from the Forth Bridge accounts for 2005/6 illustrates how a £7.6m 
surplus was wiped out by a £6.1m contribution to the A8000.  

 

 
 

2005/06 2004/05  
£'000  £'000  
REVENUE INCOME  
Tolls  11,677 9,556  
Interest  852  807  
Other  145  111  
Total  12,674 10,474  
REVENUE EXPENDITURE  
Bridge Maintenance  1,425  1,249  
Traffic Operations  726  707  
Toll Collection  1,171  1,080  
Administration  1,446  1,195  
Consultants etc  332  364  
Pensions adjustment  -56  -81  
5,044  4,514  
REVENUE SURPLUS for year  7,630  5,960  
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE *  13,539 7,117  
CAPITAL INCOME (A8000)  8,081  
TOTAL for year  2,172  -1,157  
SURPLUS B/F from previous year  16,471 17,628  
SURPLUS C/F to next year  18,643 16,471  
* Breakdown of Capital expenditure  
A8000  6,132  730  
Toll Equipment etc  4,285  682  
Main Tower Access Platform  1,637  790  
Main Cable Inspection  1,229  926  
Surface Main Span South  48  3,387  
Other  208  602  
13,539  7,117  
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Questionable Legitimacy  
 
Previous litigation has called into question the legitimacy of the tolls, and this question has 
never been resolved. Earlier cases were ended by out of court settlements as private 
individuals faced with the prospect of paying all legal costs. This has restricted the debate as 
documented on the NAAT website.  
 
Questions of natural justice remain on why one region is taxed in this way when others are 
not so taxed?  
 
Economic Case  
 
It is clear that tolls are a barrier to economic growth and should be ended at the earliest 
opportunity. After extensive research we cannot find one claim that tolls benefit the economy. 
Rather, they are bad for business, bad for employment and bad for regeneration in an area 
with deep rooted issues of social inclusion. In short, it is damaging for the area and for the 
Scottish economy. It is time to change the situation and that means removing the tolls 
immediately.  
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25 September (5th meeting, 2007 (Session 3)) – Supplementary Written Evidence 
 

SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM THE CONFEDERATION OF 
PASSENGER TRANSPORT  

 
 
The Confederation of Passenger Transport (CPT) was grateful for the opportunity to give 
evidence to the Committee on Tuesday in regard to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) 
Bill.  As stated during the session, we would be very willing to supply data to substantiate any 
statistic quoted by CPT. 
 
I received the impression that Shirley-Anne Somerville MSP was requesting that CPT made 
the proposed Bus Priority plan available to the Committee.  The Plan I had with me – and 
enclosed with this letter today - was the Martin Gallacher of South Queensferry Action 
Group’s proposal which is very similar to the SEStran proposal (for which we have yet to see 
an actual plan).  Martin Gallacher’s proposal gives good representation of the Toll Plaza area 
but the bus lane needs to extend back towards Edinburgh to beyond the intersection of the 
A90 and M9 spur.   
 
I would also like to reiterate that congestion on the Forth Bridge especially is a people 
problem, and the prime cause is the rise in single occupancy car users at peak.  Every effort 
must be made to try to persuade these motorists to consider other means of making at least 
some of their journeys.  Freight – which at 2% of total traffic is not the cause of congestion - 
cannot assist with solving it.   Attractive bus and coach services, linking into well placed park 
and ride sites, can ease congestion levels.    
 
I should have stressed that safety is paramount and there is a need to get five lanes of traffic 
(three on the A90 and two at Echline Roundabout) down to two lanes for the Bridge itself.  By 
devoting one lane to buses and coaches to give passengers priority, and allowing the people 
of South Queensferry to access services, eases the process considerably and makes it safer 
for all users.   
 
I was taken aback by Rob Gibson MSP’s accusation of CPT discriminating against the 
motorists using the Bridge by advocating retention of the tolls.   CPT’s aim is to provide the 
best possible bus and coach services for all the residents of Scotland and our significant 
number of tourists – an essential sector for economic growth. 
 
On grounds of fairness, almost one third of Scotland’s households does not have access to a 
car and rely on efficient public transport.  They have no other means of accessing either work 
or leisure opportunities. 
  
Over the last decade, CPT’s members have invested over £400 million in new accessible 
buses and coaches – with emphasis on cleaner engines and emissions reduction.   
Carbon footprints should be calculated per passenger and not per vehicle.  One double- deck 
bus can take 75 cars off the road, giving a potential annual saving of 67,200km.    
 
CPT would be pleased to have the opportunity to address any concerns any Member of the 
Committee may have in regard to any aspect of bus and coach services provision. 
We would also be happy to brief Members on the work being undertaken to implement the 
seventeen points of the National Transport Strategy’s daughter document, the Bus Action 
Plan. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM PROFESSOR ALAN MCKINNON  

 
 
Average journey length of freight traffic crossing the Forth Road Bridge 
 
Initial analysis, undertaken by staff in the Statistics, Logistics, Aviation & Maritime Division of 
the Department for Transport, indicates that the average length of freight journeys across the 
Forth Road Bridge is probably greater than the average for all HGV trips starting and/or 
ending in Scotland. A number of assumptions and approximations have been made during 
this analysis and are detailed below, however initial results show that the overall average 
journey length of an HGV travelling northbound over the Forth Road Bridge is 174 km 
compared with other northbound journeys not using the bridge averaging out at 55 km. 
 
Neither of these average journey lengths can be directly compared with the overall average 
length of haul for HGVs in Scotland of 80 km, which I quoted in my answer to the Committee.   
 
More research, involving surveys of lorries actually crossing the bridge, would be required to 
verify this conclusion. 
 
Assumptions and approximations 
 
The analysis concentrated on journeys to destinations north of the Forth Road Bridge which 
were likely to be routed over the Bridge and all journeys ending north of the Forth Estuary but 
which were unlikely to have travelled over the Bridge. 
 
The analysis excluded multi-drop journeys. This is because the Continuing Survey of Road 
Goods Transport, from which the data originate, records only the collection and delivery 
points and not the route the vehicles follow between these points.  Assumptions have had to 
be made about the likelihood of vehicles travelling between particular origins and destinations 
crossing the bridge.  It has only been possible to do this for journeys moving in a northerly 
direction.  
 
Given the limited sample sizes in a single year, data for the period 2004-2006 have been 
aggregated - giving a total sample for this analysis of around 500 freight journeys. 
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15:03 
On resuming— 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

The Convener: I welcome our second panel of 
witnesses for the afternoon: Stewart Stevenson, 
the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change; David Patel, deputy director of 
the transport directorate; and Chris Rogers, the 
team leader for tolled bridges. They are here to 
speak to our second item, which is stage 1 
evidence taking for the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill.  

Does Stewart Stevenson want to make any 
opening remarks? 

The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson): If I may, 
convener. I am grateful for the opportunity to 
appear in front of the committee. I have followed 
earlier evidence-taking sessions and noted the 
evidence that has been put before the committee. 
Indeed, I listened carefully to what the cabinet 
secretary just said on the subject as well. 

I will use these opening remarks to reassure the 
committee about the bill and some of the issues 
that were raised in the earlier evidence-taking 
sessions. In the debate on road bridge tolls on 31 
May, I said that it was the Government’s intention 
to discuss the simplest method of removing the 
bridge tolls with the two bridge boards and to 
introduce legislation to that end in September. We 
have done that. I also said that it was my 
expectation that the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 
would remain as road and traffic authorities and 
would retain responsibility for the management 
and maintenance of their respective structures. 
That is the case.  

When I appeared before the committee on 11 
September, Alex Johnstone asked me whether the 
sections of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 that 
empower traffic authorities to introduce road user 
charging schemes could be repealed as far as 
FETA was concerned. I agreed that I would 
examine that point. The Government continues to 
look into what form such an amendment could 
take. I hope that that is helpful to the committee, 
and you will hear more later. 

There has been considerable consultation on 
and discussion of tolls in Scotland in recent years. 
The views are in the public domain. The 
Parliament debated the subject regularly and 
voted in favour of removing the tolls, with 120 
votes supporting. We have introduced a simple 
and specific bill that acts on that broad agreement 
to remove tolls from the Tay and Forth road 

bridges. We have consulted the two bridge boards 
thoroughly on the bill’s effects and, in particular, 
on the financial, staffing and traffic management 
implications. It is crucial that staff are treated with 
dignity, and my officials have kept me informed of 
the boards’ discussions with staff and the unions. 
Discussions between the boards and my officials 
will continue in the coming months. We have also 
consulted the adjoining local authorities—in 
particular, Dundee City Council and the City of 
Edinburgh Council—directly on points on which 
their responsibilities are affected, particularly 
where traffic management is concerned. 

Prior to introducing the bill, we published the toll 
impact study that the previous Administration 
commissioned. I note that there has been 
considerable debate on that study in committee 
evidence-taking sessions. Some people take the 
view that the bill could have significant impacts, 
while others take the view that the effects of 
removing 80p and £1 tolls would be marginal. 
Some people even believe that removing tolls will 
be beneficial to traffic flows, especially on the Tay 
road bridge. I will certainly want to monitor the 
actual impacts rigorously. We will continue to 
invest in public transport and to address the 
growth in traffic that has been taking place steadily 
for a number of years. 

I would be grateful if the committee would bear 
in mind a few points on the toll impact study. The 
study indicates that any additional commuting from 
Fife into Edinburgh would be offset by less 
commuting from elsewhere. It also predicts that, in 
the longer term, there would be some 1,000 extra 
employed Fife residents working in Edinburgh or 
Dundee. Understandably, the Government 
welcomes that predicted widening of the 
employment opportunities as part of its wealthier 
and fairer agenda. 

The majority of the congestion impacts that are 
quoted in the toll impact study are in the off-peak 
periods. That implies some increase in individual 
journey times rather than queues, as the roads are 
rarely used to capacity outside peak periods. I 
recognise the concerns that have been expressed 
for the protection of the environment if the number 
of journeys across the Forth and Tay increases. 
However, the potential impacts are modest and, 
as with any of our individual proposals, should not 
be viewed in isolation but should be considered 
alongside our full programme of commitments. 
The Cabinet Secretary for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth referred earlier to our 
substantial programme of announcements last 
week on public transport and the rail network. 

The Government did not accept the toll impact 
study’s policy conclusions. The tolls on the two 
bridges were introduced for the users to pay for 
their construction. The legislation that introduced 
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them was not introduced with a view to restraining 
the bridges’ use and was not introduced for all 
eternity. The fact that Fife residents have been 
paying the tolls for 40 years cannot reasonably be 
ignored. Mr Swinney said in response to the study:  

“While I note the consultants’ conclusion that congestion 
may increase as a result of the decision to lift tolls on the 
Forth and Tay bridges, the government is clear that it would 
be an injustice to the communities of Fife, Tayside, and the 
Lothians to keep tolls when elsewhere in Scotland they 
have been removed. 

We will instead continue to invest in initiatives which 
reduce congestion, such as improved Park and Ride 
facilities, and improved rail, bus and cycle links.” 

I finish with a comment from Tricia Marwick, 
which I also quoted in the debate of 31 May. She 
said: 

“The debate is about fairness. Scotland has nearly 30 
road crossings of tidal waters, but only two are tolled and 
both are in Fife. Why does no other part of Scotland have 
any tolls when we in Fife have two?”—[Official Report, 8 
February 2007; c 31888.] 

The Convener: I point out to members that we 
have received supplementary evidence from 
Government officials, which has been circulated. I 
remind members that the questions that were 
previously intended for Transport Scotland have 
been sent in written form to the minister. 

You addressed some of your remarks to the 
issue of consultation. You mentioned how much 
the proposal has been debated, but a number of 
witnesses told us that there has been no contact 
of any kind—not only no formal consultation 
process but no informal dialogue—since the 
Government announced its intention to introduce 
the bill. Why has there been no such contact? 

Stewart Stevenson: There has been 
substantial consultation. The toll impact study that 
the previous Administration initiated sought 
responses from all local authorities that were 
affected, and four authorities provided responses. 
We discussed the effect of the bill with FETA and 
the TRBJB. At the most recent election, we made 
removal of the tolls a key part of our manifesto 
offering to the electorate. The proposal has been 
discussed widely and the views of a wide range of 
stakeholders have been heard. We debated the 
proposal in Parliament, where 120 of the 129 
members voted to support it and no one opposed 
it. I recognise that the convener and his party 
colleague abstained on the motion that was before 
the Parliament. 

It is clear that we have engaged on the issue 
over a period of time. We are building on the 
actions of the previous Administration and have 
brought forward this simple measure on the basis 
of equity for the people of Fife. Nothing in what we 
propose today will be a surprise to anyone who is 
engaged in public debate in Scotland. 

The Convener: Other members have questions 
on several issues, including that of equity. You 
mentioned the debate of 31 May. You may have 
the numbers wrong—there could not have been 
129 votes in favour and two abstentions. However, 
the motion to which a majority of MSPs agreed on 
31 May required that there should be 
“consultation aimed at bringing forward proposals leading 
to the removal of the tolls as soon as practicable” 

and that because 
“any additional vehicle traffic increases congestion 
problems in Edinburgh and the wider region, existing 
commitments to trams and Edinburgh Airport Rail which 
have already been scrutinised … should not be arbitrarily 
delayed or cancelled and that all future major transport 
project proposals be properly costed, evaluated and 
prioritised.” 

The motion also mentioned specifically funding 
options for the replacement Forth crossing. None 
of the detail that the motion requested has been 
provided. The Government is not yet able to 
answer questions on the funding of the 
replacement Forth crossing, and there has not 
been the consultation that the Parliament sought 
in the motion. 

Stewart Stevenson: I will not address the issue 
of the replacement Forth crossing today, as our 
focus is on the abolition of tolls, which is a purely 
financial arrangement. We have sought to bring 
forward 
“proposals leading to the removal of the tolls as soon as 
practicable”. 

The consultation that we undertook with the 
bridge boards was aimed at ensuring that our 
proposals in the bill are consistent with the proper 
management of the bridges and the proper 
financing of the crossings. We wanted to ensure 
the proper future maintenance of the bridges and 
their safe operation. I believe that we have 
discharged our obligations on toll abolition 
contained in the motion that was agreed to. As you 
have quite properly identified, the motion mentions 
a number of other issues, which the Government 
will of course address in a number of other ways 
at a later date. 

15:15 
The Convener: Forgive me, minister, but the 

motion that the Parliament agreed to—which you 
have cited as one reason why no further formal or 
informal consultation is needed—is very clear. It 
clearly states that the Parliament 
“further requires that the government's proposals”— 

that is, the proposals to remove the bridge tolls— 
“set out clearly what the financial consequences of the 
removal of tolls on the transport budget are and outline 
funding options for the vital replacement Forth crossing”. 

Those requirements have not been fulfilled. 
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Stewart Stevenson: We have clearly set out 
the financial implications of the bill, but I will be 
happy to answer detailed questions if members 
feel that we have not addressed those. Earlier, the 
cabinet secretary informed the committee about 
the work that we are undertaking on the funding 
options for the replacement crossing. There is, of 
course, no material connection between the 
replacement crossing and the bill that is before the 
committee. As the cabinet secretary indicated, the 
financing options for the replacement crossing and 
the decisions that the Government makes on that 
are matters that we will bring to Parliament. 

The Convener: Do you suggest that the 
committee should make no comment on the fact 
that a string of witnesses have told us that they 
have had no contact from the Government on the 
issue? 

Stewart Stevenson: I would not instruct the 
committee on what it should say—the convener 
would rightly rein me in if I were to do that—but I 
will say that we have had really quite extensive 
discussions. We continue to be open to hear any 
material facts about the bill, which is a tightly 
drawn bill with a narrow focus. My officials have 
had regular meetings with the two boards and I 
have met representatives of the boards and the 
management of the two bridges to ensure that our 
proposals are consistent with managing the 
crossings safely and in an operationally optimum 
way. Of course, we have also considered the 
finance and how staff will be affected by our 
proposals. 

Cathy Peattie: Several witnesses, including 
representatives of the Scottish Trades Union 
Congress, have raised concerns that the bill 
includes no firm date for the abolition of tolls and 
that that uncertainty is having a negative effect on 
bridge staff. Given the minister’s comment about 
the need to treat with dignity the people who work 
within the system, I will pursue that issue a bit. 
When will the tolls be abolished if the bill is passed 
by Parliament? 

Stewart Stevenson: That is a perfectly 
reasonable question, but the deputy convener has 
in a sense answered her own question. The 
progress of the bill is dependent on the 
parliamentary process. We are looking to have the 
bill on the statute book before the turn of the 
year—that is our objective—but we are in the 
hands of Parliament in that regard. It would be 
unwise of me to go beyond that, given that there is 
another process for approving the order thereafter. 
At the earliest possible opportunity after the bill is 
passed, we will seek to make an order to abolish 
the tolls. Because of the parliamentary processes, 
I cannot give the actual date on which the abolition 
will take place. However, I can give an absolute 
assurance that we are determined that they will be 

abolished at the earliest possible moment that is 
consistent with the proper parliamentary process 
after royal assent. 

Cathy Peattie: Do you understand the 
workforce’s concerns about the uncertainty? Have 
you agreed to meet representatives of the bridge 
workers to discuss their concerns? 

Stewart Stevenson: My understanding is that 
the workers and management have now agreed. I 
ask Chris Rogers if he would like to— 

The Convener: Before you bring your officials 
in, I remind you that the question was whether you 
have met the representatives of the workforce. 

Stewart Stevenson: I answered an oral 
question from John Park on 6 September. I have 
said that I am more than willing to meet those who 
work on the bridges to discuss the safe operation 
and the running of the bridges. It would be 
unhelpful for me to intervene until the 
management and the staff have agreed terms. 
Once they have done that, I will meet anyone on 
matters of importance affecting the bridge, 
including this issue. 

Cathy Peattie: There was a request from the 
trade unions to meet you in order to discuss this 
issue. It is October now and, as I have said, the 
uncertainty is difficult for the people who are 
working on the bridges.  

Stewart Stevenson: I am happy to meet the 
unions on that subject, once the terms between 
the employers and the unions have been signed 
off. If that has not yet been done, it is on the brink 
of being done. I am willing to discuss the subject, 
but I will not be able to give the unions an answer 
other than the one that I have given you. I will 
guarantee to the committee and to the employees 
themselves that they will be treated with dignity 
and respect, as befits the contribution that they 
have made to two major parts of Scotland’s 
transport infrastructure. 

Cathy Peattie: I hope so, because at the 
moment the employees do not feel that they have 
been treated with dignity or respect, or that 
anyone is listening to them. We will watch this 
space. 

The Convener: The feeling of being treated with 
dignity and respect is not going to be engendered 
by the unions being told, “Not yet,” when they ask 
to meet you. The committee wrote to you making 
the point that it would be useful for members to 
know in advance of the close of our stage 1 
consideration whether you had met the unions. 
Why have we not yet had a reply to that letter? 

Stewart Stevenson: I beg your pardon. I am 
afraid that I missed the— 

The Convener: Why have we not yet had a 
reply to our letter indicating that it would be useful 
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to know in advance of the close of our stage 1 
evidence taking whether you had met the unions?  

Stewart Stevenson: It is important to recall that 
the bridge boards are the employers. It is not 
appropriate for the Government to intervene in the 
detailed discussions that should properly take 
place between the employers and the staff. 
However, as soon as an agreement has been 
reached, I am happy to meet the workers on the 
bridges. I cannot say for certain when that will be 
possible, but I stand ready to do so.  

The Convener: I hear the answer that you have 
given to the previous question about when you are 
willing to meet the unions. Meeting the unions 
would not necessarily be an attempt to intervene 
in the process but would be merely a signal that 
their concerns are being taken seriously. I was 
asking why we have not had a reply to our letter to 
you asking what your position was on the matter. 

Stewart Stevenson: None of us has, 
apparently, seen the letter. We are aware that it 
has been received, and we will deal with it as 
rapidly as we can.  

The Convener: The committee seems to be 
experiencing a number of breakdowns in 
communication with the Government. I will move 
on, as we are not going to get much further on that 
at the moment. 

It has been predicted that the additional 
congestion that is expected to arise as a result of 
the abolition of tolls will increase greenhouse gas 
emissions. We have heard some suggestions that 
that will be a relatively minor effect, but the 
minister will understand how a Government that 
justifies various minor effects in the wrong 
direction will be perceived. It does not necessarily 
give people confidence in the Government’s ability 
to achieve its longer-term climate change 
objectives. How do you reconcile the 
Government’s climate change objectives with 
minor steps in the wrong direction? 

Stewart Stevenson: We ask that our plans are 
looked at in the round for their overall effect. Last 
week, I made a statement to Parliament that was 
essentially about EARL but which talked about a 
substantial and wide range of measures that will 
improve public transport offerings right across 
central Scotland. We have also previously 
committed to signalling improvements that will 
improve journeys by rail from Fife, and in drafting 
the bill we have considered bus priority lanes and 
multi-occupancy vehicle priority. The overall 
positive effect of last week’s announcements on 
the balance sheet is likely to be substantially 
greater than the negative effect of abolishing tolls 
on the two bridges. 

The Convener: Since devolution, a common 
criticism has been that additional public transport 

spend does not necessarily reduce the levels of 
road traffic. Road traffic levels have continued to 
increase despite additional public transport spend. 
The new Government’s approach has been to talk 
about a balance sheet. When are we going to see 
that so that we can tell whether the Government’s 
proposals are negative in isolation but positive in 
combination? 

Stewart Stevenson: We will be in a position to 
make some statements on the matter in relation to 
our climate change programme. 

The Convener: Do you mean according to the 
timescale for the proposed climate change bill? 

Stewart Stevenson: Yes. 

Alex Johnstone: When did you receive the 
report of the toll impact study and how did it inform 
the preparation of the bill? 

Stewart Stevenson: My officials will ensure that 
I give a consistent answer. The toll impact study 
was seen at the end of June. Given that it was a 
manifesto commitment, we came to the issue of 
the tolls with a view. We knew of the existence of 
the toll impact study, which has helped to inform 
our understanding of the effect of what we 
propose and the measures that we need to take. 

Alex Johnstone: To what extent were you able 
to take into account information or results of 
studies within the toll impact study before the bill 
was drafted? 

Stewart Stevenson: The bottom line is that, in 
drafting the bill, we focused on the narrow 
objective of addressing the injustice of tolls for the 
people of Fife, who must pay tolls both to the north 
and to the south although the rest of Scotland 
does not suffer the same impost. 

The study suggests that there will be an 
increase in off-peak utilisation of the bridges, 
which may lead to longer journey times. However, 
our basic motivation is to address an inequity. We 
have an extensive network of monitoring 
equipment to the south and north of both bridges 
as well as on the roads leading off them. We will 
ensure that we have a good, accurate 
understanding of the effects of the removal of the 
tolls and that we are able to respond to any 
unexpected effects that may arise from the lifting 
of the tolls. 

Alex Johnstone: I am anxious not to overstep 
the mark with this question. During the course of 
the committee’s scrutiny, I have addressed the toll 
impact study from various different directions to 
see where I can get with it. Is it your view that the 
toll impact study is a reasonable piece of work, 
which came up with traffic modelling predictions 
and other results that were not unexpected? 
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15:30 
Stewart Stevenson: The toll impact study was 

done under the direction and terms of reference of 
the previous Administration. It largely confirms 
what one might expect. A range of possibilities 
emerges from the study—the modelling resulted in 
a range of predictions. In a sense, the study’s 
results are not unexpected. 

The study helps us in that it predicts 1,000 extra 
jobs in Fife. It also suggests that traffic congestion 
in Dundee will reduce, because traffic will not be 
queueing to pay the toll—different effects are 
predicted for the two bridges. The study is based 
on a reasonable set of assumptions, although 
other assumptions could have been made. The 
statistical approach that is taken in the study is a 
not unreasonable way of looking at what will 
happen when we abolish tolls. 

Alex Johnstone: If we agree that the toll impact 
study is reasonably accurate and that its results 
fall within the range that we might have expected, 
the next stage is to consider exactly what impact 
the changes will have. Is it reasonable to say that 
the study suggests that there will be no significant 
or enormous change in the behaviour of people 
who use the bridges as a direct result of the 
removal of tolls? 

Stewart Stevenson: As I said, the study makes 
a range of predictions, not a single prediction, as 
is quite proper in a study of that kind. One witness 
who gave evidence to the committee suggested 
that, against a background of an increase in traffic, 
the effect of removing the tolls could be as little as 
two or three months’ worth—although it might be 
longer—of background growth. The point is that 
removal of the tolls will not overwhelm the 
system—we know that. 

The toll impact study makes the important point 
that traffic utilisation will rise largely in the off-peak 
period, when there is capacity to accommodate 
more traffic. Journey times will increase slightly. I 
will allow myself to be corrected on this, if I must, 
but I think that journey times could increase by in 
the range of 43 seconds to two minutes on the Tay 
road bridge and by a little more than that on the 
Forth bridge. As some witnesses told the 
committee, the impact will not ultimately be 
substantial. 

Alex Johnstone: Is it reasonable to suggest 
that in many cases impacts are incremental, not 
decisive? 

Stewart Stevenson: That is quite a good way of 
putting it, Mr Johnstone. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: We have discussed 
the toll impact study’s prediction of increased 
congestion. However, witnesses have told the 
committee that congestion might not increase. 

There seems to be confusion about the study’s 
conclusions. Will congestion increase 
significantly? 

What impact will there be on the economy? The 
evidence from the toll impact study and 
organisations such as the Federation of Small 
Businesses Scotland and Scottish Chambers of 
Commerce is contradictory. 

Stewart Stevenson: It seems clear that 
increased utilisation of the Forth bridge will largely 
be off peak, as I said. It is suggested that 
congestion on the Tay bridge might reduce, simply 
because, given the location of the toll booths 
almost in the city centre, removal of the tolls will 
stop traffic queuing in Dundee as it waits to go on 
to the bridge and reduce congestion for through 
traffic. When we rise above the detail of the 
statistics and consider what is likely to happen on 
the ground, it is clear that there will be a mixed 
picture of effects and that congestion will reflect 
itself primarily in longer journey times rather than 
in longer queues. 

In increasing off-peak use of the Forth road 
bridge, we are not talking about reaching the point 
of capacity. There will still be capacity after the 
predicted increases. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: The second part of 
my question was about the impact on the 
economy. 

Stewart Stevenson: The study suggests that 
there will be 1,000 extra jobs in Fife. That will be 
welcome in Fife, which had a significant 
commitment to the electronics industry and 
therefore paid some significant prices as the well-
documented difficulties with that industry were 
experienced. For the people of Fife, as well as 
broad equity—the argument for which drove our 
proposal to abolish the tolls—we are delivering the 
economic benefit of greater access to 
employment. That will be welcome. 

The Convener: There is a debate on the extent 
to which the Government accepts the toll impact 
study’s findings on pollution, congestion, economic 
impact and so on. Previously, you stated that the 
objective is to contain traffic on the existing Forth 
crossing at 2006 levels. Today, we heard from 
Transport Scotland that no other independent 
assessment of the likely impact has been 
undertaken, so the toll impact study is all we have 
to go on. How can you convince us that traffic will 
be contained at 2006 levels despite the abolition of 
tolls? 

Stewart Stevenson: We have to seek to 
contain traffic at 2006 levels. I make the point 
again that the increased utilisation will be at off-
peak times. At the busiest times, which, 
incidentally, are earlier than the busiest times on 
other parts of the road network, we are looking at 
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little or no change. There will be greater off-peak 
utilisation, but we are also looking at measures. I 
think that you heard about the work that the south-
east Scotland transport partnership is doing with 
Transport Scotland—if not, you are hearing about 
it now—to increase access for buses on the M90 
and speed their passage. We are looking at 
providing priority, if we can, to multi-occupancy 
vehicles, and at ensuring that public transport has 
greater access on northbound trips. The quality of 
the bus offering is improving. 

All that work is directed at ensuring that we can 
maintain service levels and that people who use 
the bridge at present can continue to do so. The 
work is also directed at capping use at a 
sustainable level. 

The Convener: You accept the factual findings 
of the toll impact study, if not the policy 
recommendations, so you know that your proposal 
will take us in the wrong direction. There will be 
increased traffic levels on the bridge. However, 
you are giving us a commitment that traffic in the 
future will reduce to 2006 levels. When you 
discuss the policies that you will put in place to 
achieve that, you can express them only in terms 
of what you are looking at. How can the committee 
be content that you will be able to achieve a 
reduction to 2006 levels? 

Stewart Stevenson: Last week, Iain Docherty 
made reference to the fact that the increase that 
we might see is equivalent only to two or three 
months’ worth of background growth in traffic. 

I return to the proposition of making public 
transport a more attractive option. That is about 
ensuring that we are able to get more trains 
across the rail bridge; improving the timekeeping 
and length of the trains—their carrying capacity; 
improving offerings on the bus services; and 
improving and expanding the successful Ferrytoll 
park-and-ride service. All those measures 
contribute to the improvement in public transport 
offerings, which are directed at increasing the 
number of people we can transport across the 
various crossings by various means, but will 
nonetheless mitigate the effects of the suggested 
few months of natural background increase in 
traffic following the bill and abolition of the tolls. 

David Stewart: You mentioned congestion and 
off-peak times. I am sure that you are aware of the 
evidence that we have heard, particularly about 
the Forth from the bridgemaster, that at peak 
times the bridge is already at capacity and that the 
toll plaza is, in effect, the traffic management 
system for the bridge. Do you not accept that, with 
increased congestion at peak times when the tolls 
are gone, all that will happen will be much greater 
queueing in the lead-up to the Forth bridge, but 
without a toll plaza in its current form? 

Stewart Stevenson: We might not have a toll 
plaza, but we are certainly encouraging FETA to 
consider—I know that it is doing so—measures 
that will enable it to control access to the bridge in 
a similar way to ensure that capacity and 
utilisation are managed for traffic heading north as 
well as south. The toll plaza is no material 
restriction on traffic heading south to Edinburgh—it 
is only a northbound constraint. FETA is looking at 
alternative measures. For example, there are 
already bus priority traffic lights for traffic coming 
into the city and similar methods are among the 
measures that are being considered to ensure bus 
priority for traffic heading north when the toll plaza 
has been removed. Although I am not making a 
commitment, I am saying that one of the outcomes 
might be that we can improve priority for certain 
parts of public transport, such as buses, in an 
environment in which the toll plaza has been 
removed and FETA has put in place other ways of 
controlling the traffic. 

Alison McInnes: You listed a number of 
attractive suggestions that would help you to meet 
the commitment to maintain traffic at 2006 levels. 
Is it essential that those suggestions be put in 
place before the tolls are lifted? 

Stewart Stevenson: The bridge is running at 
capacity at peak hours, so it will not carry any 
more traffic at peak hours when we lift the tolls. I 
welcome the member’s observation that we have 
presented a number of attractive options; they will 
be implemented over time. We continue to look at 
the options; we have long-term options for 
improving public transport capacity on the rail 
network, shorter-term options to prioritise public 
transport and shorter-term options for multi-
occupancy vehicles. Our responses not only to the 
removal of tolls but to the steadily growing 
utilisation of the M90, the A90, the adjacent roads 
and the bridge are both short and long term. We 
would have to put in place many of those 
measures in any event and I return to the fact that 
the effect of abolishing the tolls will be 
comparatively modest in drawing the timeline 
closer. 

Alison McInnes: We heard from the 
bridgemaster that the Government was going to 
fund the redesign of the toll plaza and the new 
road layout. Given what you have said this 
afternoon, do you agree that it would be entirely 
inappropriate for the Government to fund any 
redesign of that road layout that did not include 
bus priority measures? 

15:45 
Stewart Stevenson: We have agreed that we 

will pick up the tab for all the effects of the 
abolition of tolls—redesign and so on—that are 
necessary for FETA and the Tay Road Bridge 
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Joint Board. At the end of the day, it is up to the 
City of Edinburgh Council and FETA to pursue the 
subject that you mention. However, if it is part of 
the effects of our abolishing tolls, we would expect 
to reflect that in our commitment to FETA. 

Alison McInnes: Let me push you a bit further. 
Do you not think that there would be a missed 
opportunity—and perhaps a failure of leadership—
if the Government were to spend significant 
amounts of money without insisting on bus priority 
measures? Whether or not FETA and the City of 
Edinburgh Council can finally agree on a scheme, 
surely it is for the Government to suggest that any 
redesign should include such measures. 

Stewart Stevenson: Discussions on the subject 
are already under way. FETA is the roads 
authority for the area concerned, so it is up to 
FETA to pursue those measures; I know that the 
measures are on its radar, and I would expect that 
it will make the best possible speed on the subject. 

I have been pressed on when the tolls will come 
off, and I return to equity for the people of Fife. We 
will seek to abolish the tolls as quickly as we 
reasonably can. I expect the various authorities to 
progress with the various measures that I have 
described as quickly as they reasonably can, and I 
know that they are doing that. 

Alison McInnes: Perhaps I can phrase the 
question differently. Will the Government fund a 
road layout that does not include bus priority 
measures? Will you ask the authorities to go back 
to the drawing board if such measures are not 
included? 

Stewart Stevenson: FETA is responsible for 
the area in front of the bridge. We have said that 
we will fund what FETA reasonably proposes as a 
response to the changes that derive from the 
abolition of tolls. It is up to FETA, and it is actively 
engaged in discussing the subject. I know what 
FETA is discussing, but I will not know the exact 
detail of its plans until it brings them forward. It is 
important that I do not step on FETA’s toes in that 
regard. 

The Convener: Let me have one last crack at 
this. Can we have an assurance that we will not 
see the Government funding the redesign and 
then other revenue sources being used to 
redesign the layout again later to include bus 
priority measures, cycle links or other such 
aspects? 

Stewart Stevenson: I hope that you heard me 
say that discussions are already in course. We will 
certainly examine bus priority with FETA—the 
subject is being discussed. That discussion also 
involves the City of Edinburgh Council and, at the 
north of the bridge on the M90, Transport 
Scotland. All the players are party to the 
discussion. I am not in the slightest bit anxious to 

spend more money than I have to; I am anxious 
that we get it right in a oner. 

The Convener: In short, you cannot give us an 
assurance about the prospect of wasted money on 
a wasted redesign. 

Stewart Stevenson: We will not waste money. 

Rob Gibson: Three key strategic outcomes are 
set out in the national transport strategy. Minister, 
how do you consider that the decision to abolish 
the tolls meets them? 

Stewart Stevenson: The abolition of the tolls is 
based on simply the argument of equity for the 
people of Fife and the users of the only remaining 
estuarine crossings in Scotland that people have 
to pay for. In fact, it has always been a matter for 
the people of Fife that both toll plazas require 
people to pay to get into Fife while they can leave 
for nothing. In abolishing the tolls, we are relying 
on equity for the people of Fife and we are seeking 
to ensure that the effects of the abolition of tolls 
are consistent and integrated with our work on 
transport throughout Scotland. 

Rob Gibson: I hear what you are saying. We 
have received evidence from the National Alliance 
Against Tolls, which said that the equity argument 
is the most important. However, Iain Docherty said 
that equity is a red herring because no transport 
system gives equal access to all people living in all 
parts of the country. Some witnesses suggest that 
the abolition of tolls would create inequality 
between road users and the general public, 
through the use of general taxation to fund the 
bridge. Others suggest that the equity argument is 
outweighed by economic and environmental 
arguments. 

Stewart Stevenson: The trunk road network 
reaches all corners of Scotland and, of course, it is 
provided by general taxation. Inevitably, there will 
be variation in people’s ability to access the 
network. However, when we invest public money 
in roads, railways or any other part of the public 
transport system, we consider need, the value to 
local communities, and our strategic objectives. 
Putting economic development at the heart of 
Government strategy involves having a transport 
network that supports all parts of Scotland 
according to their needs. In the central belt, issues 
arise because of high volume; in other parts of 
Scotland, needs are different but we still require 
trunk roads of good quality. 

Rob Gibson: Is accessibility a plus point in your 
programme? 

Stewart Stevenson: Yes—accessibility to our 
trunk road network. Also, it is not right that a 
financial impost should be placed on people in one 
particular part of Scotland—Fife—when they want 
to return home after making a visit to Dundee or 
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Edinburgh. The situation has been unfair for a long 
time. The tolls were originally brought in not as a 
restriction on people’s ability to travel, but as a tax 
to pay for the construction of the bridges. Forty 
years on, it is time to right that wrong. That is what 
the bill will do. 

The Convener: Is equity a strategic transport 
objective for the Government? 

Stewart Stevenson: In all that we do, we have 
to seek to deliver the equity that we can. An 
attribute of joined-up Government is that we can 
look at a range of objectives. To be fair, I should 
say that any Government does that. There are 
very few one-dimensional policies, if I may put it 
that way. 

We are delivering equity for the people of Fife 
through a project that relates to the transport 
network. Of course, the Government has to 
consider other ways of delivering equity as well. 

The Convener: I understood that transport 
policy was not one-dimensional but three-
dimensional, and that the three dimensions were: 
improving journey times and connections; 
reducing emissions; and improving quality, 
accessibility and affordability. The proposed 
measure falls at two of those hurdles. First, it will 
increase journey times by extending the peak 
period. Time is money, so if people are spending 
more time in traffic jams, that is money; if people 
are spending more money on fuel because their 
journey takes longer, that is money too. Secondly, 
if the bus operators are right when they say that 
buses will spend more time sitting in traffic jams, 
the quality and accessibility of public transport will 
be reduced. The policy will also increase 
emissions, although you argue that the increase 
will be modest. 

You answered a question on the transport 
strategy by making the equity argument. That is 
surely an admission that this measure fails on all 
of the Government’s strategic transport objectives. 

Stewart Stevenson: I return to suggestions that 
were made earlier. If congestion in Dundee city 
centre is reduced, there is a good chance that 
journey times will be reduced too. Emissions will 
certainly be reduced, because less traffic will be 
queueing. 

The Convener: Have you accepted the overall 
findings of fact in the toll impact study? 

Stewart Stevenson: I am pointing to the 
diversity of impacts in different parts of the 
network. When a change of this kind is made, 
some things will be moved round. I am quite 
confident that emissions will be less concentrated 
in the centre of Dundee. The quality of life will be 
improved in Fife. 

As I indicated, journey times, particularly at peak 
time—which is the most critical time for crossing to 

Edinburgh—are unlikely to change substantially. It 
is perfectly clear that the strategy will have 
different impacts and different objectives, but I 
think that, at the end of the day, the proposal has 
been widely welcomed in Fife and in the 
Parliament. 

The Convener: Surely a transport policy that 
had equity as one of its strategic objectives would 
look dramatically different. Instead of simply 
concentrating on one particular element of 
transport infrastructure—in this case, bridges—it 
would look, for example, at the equity between 
public transport costs and the costs of private car 
use and at the equity between different areas of 
the country. However, equity is not a fundamental 
strategic objective for much the same reason that 
Professor Docherty suggested; it would be an 
impossible ask, given the inherent costs of running 
a complex transport network. 

Stewart Stevenson: I suspect that the convener 
might be teasing me slightly in light of last week’s 
very substantial announcement, which set out an 
investment in the rail network of perhaps up to £1 
billion and which will deliver substantial equity to 
people across the central belt. In Inverness, we 
are improving the frequency and reducing the time 
of journeys; in Aberdeen, we are improving the rail 
network infrastructure to reduce journey times; 
and we are improving journey times to the south 
and south-west of Scotland, again in respect of 
infrastructure. Moreover, the road equivalent tariff 
study that we are undertaking is delivering equity 
for people in the islands, and its impact will 
increase as things develop. As for the suggestion 
that we are not treating people across Scotland 
with equity—which was made after looking at only 
one comparatively modest part of our transport 
activity—I believe that we have probably not seen 
for a considerable time a Government that is quite 
this ambitious to deliver equity in transport for the 
people of Scotland. 

The Convener: Will that include equity for public 
transport users? 

Stewart Stevenson: Of course. As you know, 
this minister is a regular and enthusiastic user of 
public transport. Informally, I have calculated that, 
since becoming a minister, I have used the train 
on a greater number of occasions than I have 
used the Government car—although not 
necessarily on official business. 

The Convener: We have to move on, but I will 
wait and watch with interest for the minister’s 
innovative ways of using public revenue to reduce 
the cost of public transport for many people in Fife 
and elsewhere. 

Alison McInnes: How do you respond to the 
suggestion that has been made to the committee 
that the people of Fife might benefit more if you 
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invested the revenue that you are using to finance 
the abolition of tolls in other transport initiatives or 
economic development? 

Stewart Stevenson: There is not much 
evidence that the people of Fife agree with you. 
Our proposals to abolish tolls have received a very 
wide welcome, and I am quite confident that the 
people of Fife are very much behind us on this 
subject. Indeed, support crosses political and 
social divides. People are very enthusiastic about 
it. The pressure that was put on me earlier in the 
committee’s deliberations—to some extent by the 
deputy convener—indicates enthusiasm for 
ensuring that we abolish tolls at the earliest 
possible date. 

Alison McInnes: That might well be the case, 
but you have not answered my question. Would 
the money that you will invest in removing the tolls 
be better spent on economic development or other 
transport initiatives, which would create more 
benefit for the people of Fife? I want to hear your 
views on the matter, not the views of the people of 
Fife. 

Stewart Stevenson: The question presents a 
bit of a false choice. In the past week, we have 
announced plans that will ensure that we are able 
to engage more effectively with economic 
development throughout Scotland. Fife will be one 
of the beneficiaries of that approach. 

In any event, you appear to be setting out the 
rather uncomfortable idea that the people of Fife 
should pay a special tax that people elsewhere do 
not pay and which, in part, pays for economic 
development elsewhere in Scotland. The bottom 
line is that, in the interests of equity, we are 
removing a tax—and that is the right word to 
use—on the people of Fife. In evidence to the 
committee, Alan Russell said: 

“The tolls are a restraint on trade.” 

He went on to say that 
“businesses in Fife are taxed an estimated £3.4 million per 
annum just to use the national road network”.—[Official 
Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee, 25 September 2007; c 129.] 

16:00 
The Convener: Have any measures been 

planned to mitigate the negative impacts of the 
abolition of tolls? I am talking about pollution, 
congestion and the potential economic impact. 
What discussions have been held with 
stakeholders such as local authorities or indeed 
the voluntary sector, which owns and operates a 
number of, for example, cycle links in Scotland, 
about any mitigation measures that will be 
implemented? 

Stewart Stevenson: Officials are certainly 
aware of the measures that councils are taking. It 

is not clear that there will be significant 
environmental impacts; the study that is before the 
committee and elsewhere indicates that there will 
be a very small net increase in emissions and air 
pollutants. The percentages are very marginal 
indeed. However, it is important to measure and 
manage all pollutants, and I am confident that the 
local authorities will discharge their duties in that 
respect. 

The Convener: The Government’s decision to 
fund the redesign of the toll plaza seems to imply 
that it has a sense of responsibility, given that it 
has made a political decision at national level. 
Does that sense also apply to mitigation measures 
such as funding for cycle links to enable 
sustainable commuting from Fife to Edinburgh? 

Stewart Stevenson: The very high quality cycle 
links on the existing crossing will not be affected 
by our proposals. 

The Convener: On the existing crossing, yes, 
but once cyclists get off the bridge they still have 
to get into the city, and the cycle links are not 
regarded as safe and attractive. Will the 
Government commit funding to mitigation 
measures including cycle links? 

I draw the minister’s attention to the written 
evidence that we have had from Spokes, which 
includes reference to a commitment made by John 
Swinney: 

“We will continue to invest in initiatives which reduce 
congestion, such as improved park and ride, and improved 
rail, bus and cycle links.” 

Is there a commitment to put Government 
money into the mitigation measures? Will that 
include getting commuters to use a bicycle 
wherever possible when commuting from Fife to 
Edinburgh? They find it difficult to do that at the 
moment. 

Stewart Stevenson: Convener, you know of my 
cabinet secretary’s enthusiasm for cycling; I heard 
him express some disappointment that his 
ministerial duties are reducing his time in the 
saddle. 

As part of the comprehensive spending review 
and determining the local authority settlement, we 
will be happy to talk to local authorities about that 
subject. 

The Convener: You said “happy to talk to”, so 
there is no commitment. 

Stewart Stevenson: How can I make a 
commitment until I have specific proposals? 

The Convener: The same question could be 
raised in respect of the redesign of the toll plaza, 
but you are able to make that commitment. 

Stewart Stevenson: That specific item is 
FETA’s responsibility and it clearly has to do the 
toll plaza redesign as part of the abolition of tolls. 
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I repeat that if a case is to be made, I wish to 
hear it. This is part of the local authority settlement 
process and we are happy to talk about mitigation 
as part of the comprehensive spending review. 
However, I reiterate that the crossing has a first-
class set of cycle lanes that can also be walked for 
that matter, although walking from Kirkcaldy to 
Edinburgh every day might be a bit perverse. 

The Convener: If all one wanted to do was 
cycle up and down the bridge every day, that 
might be enough. 

David Stewart: Is there a danger that the 
abolition of tolls could have a negative knock-on 
effect on other modes of travel, such as rail which, 
as you know, has strong environmental 
credentials? Is there a danger that rail will seem 
less attractive and that the public will use their 
cars instead? Do you share the view of the City of 
Edinburgh Council that cross-Forth rail fares 
should be reduced when the tolls go? 

Stewart Stevenson: You will be aware that 
there has been a significant year-on-year increase 
in the uptake of rail travel. Our plans to invest 
further in the rail network—in frequency, capacity 
and speed—will create significant opportunities for 
further modal shift. I am sure that people will move 
to rail travel. Given that we are improving 
capacity—and everything else I mentioned—in the 
rail service, there is likely to be a far more 
significant move to rail than on to a road bridge 
that is at capacity at peak times. The move will 
continue to be in quite the opposite direction to the 
one you suggest. 

After nearly 40 years of pretty continuous 
decline, bus utilisation has increased in the past 
couple of years. That increase pre-dates the 
introduction of the national concessionary fare 
scheme. I am confident that we are beginning to 
see a move towards public transport. It is certainly 
this Government’s intention to continue to support 
that. 

David Stewart: You will know that we are at 
capacity in terms of infrastructure, seating and 
signalling on the Forth rail bridge, too, at peak 
times—you made that very point when you gave 
evidence previously. The point that I am making is 
that there is a danger of a transfer from rail to 
road. 

I welcome your positive comments about 
speeding up rail. One of our worries is that rail 
times for journeys north have hardly changed in a 
generation, which is not good enough. I would 
welcome any commitments you make on that. I 
understand some of the constraints around 
signalling and stock, but you have not answered 
my question about the transfer from rail to road. 

Stewart Stevenson: Given that the bridge is at 
capacity at peak times, we expect an increase in 

rail utilisation at peak times—the toll bridge study 
suggests that. We are undertaking signalling 
improvements on the rail bridge, which will double 
the number of blocks that are available. That will 
provide a theoretical doubling in capacity. In fact, 
one cannot realise all that, but we can get a 
significant increase just by putting in another 
signal. We have improved the junction just north of 
Inverkeithing and there are other improvements. 
As we improve services in the central belt and 
electrify rolling stock in the rest of the network, rail 
will simply become a much more attractive option. 

I very much welcome Mr Stewart’s comments 
about the need to improve services to the north. I 
share that belief, which is precisely why we are 
acting to improve services to Inverness and 
Aberdeen. 

The Convener: I want to pursue the point about 
modal shift. You talked about increases in public 
transport usage. If that were accompanied by a 
decline in road traffic levels, perhaps it would be 
okay to describe it as modal shift, but we have 
been seeing modal spread, not modal shift, have 
we not? 

Stewart Stevenson: I return to what we are 
seeking to do to improve modal shift. I reiterate my 
points about multi-occupancy vehicles being 
prioritised on the bridge to reduce the number of 
cars, if not necessarily the number of people. We 
are improving the public transport offering in a 
wide range of ways and I am confident that, as 
more people use it, we will see modal shift. As I 
have engaged as Minister for Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change—which makes 
one think about things differently—I have 
experienced modal shift and I know that other 
people have, too. This is an ad hominem debate. 

We are determined to deliver on modal shift, 
which is why we are focusing on improving the rail 
network and the speed at which buses can move 
over significant distances—and why we have the 
policies we have. 

The Convener: We will discuss buses in a 
moment, but I want to be clear on this point. As we 
consider the impact of abolishing tolls in the 
months and years to come, will the Government 
be satisfied that it is achieving modal shift simply if 
public transport use increases, even if road traffic 
also increases? 

Stewart Stevenson: We have more to do in 
public transport to address the climate change 
agenda. We can do it in lots of ways, but 
improving public transport is a key part of that. I 
return to the point that that is why we seek to 
make the investments that we are making. 

Alison McInnes: You referred to existing 
schemes that successfully encourage modal shift 
to buses in the area that is involved. Organisations 
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such as the Confederation of Passenger Transport 
UK have expressed concern to the committee that 
increased congestion arising from the abolition of 
tolls—however small that increase is argued to 
be—would impact on those successful schemes. 
The CPT has requested the construction of a park-
and-ride facility to the south of the Tay road bridge 
and bus priority measures at the southern 
approach to the Forth road bridge. What is your 
response to the CPT’s concerns? Will the Scottish 
Government support the construction of the 
additional facilities that have been proposed? 

Stewart Stevenson: I understand that SEStran 
and tactran are considering that idea, but I am 
unaware of any proposals to the Scottish 
ministers, unless I am told otherwise. We are 
looking at that. 

We are enthusiastic about further park-and-ride 
sites. Ferrytoll park and ride has been 
spectacularly successful and increasing its 
number of spaces by 500 is being considered. 
Ingliston park and ride is expanding. Sheriffhall 
park and ride, which is south of the river, is due to 
open shortly, as is Straiton park and ride. Park and 
rides at Lothianburn and Wallyford are also under 
discussion. 

I very much encourage tactran and SEStran to 
make best speed with park and ride, which is a 
spectacularly successful innovation that sustains 
modal shift. Mrs McInnes will be aware of the 
park-and-ride schemes in the north-east that have 
proved successful. It is time that we had more 
park and rides for the Tay crossing, as we have 
not had them. 

Alison McInnes: I share your enthusiasm for 
park and ride—the first interurban park and ride in 
Scotland is in my home town—but my question 
was about CPT’s plea for protection of the 
success of existing schemes. 

Stewart Stevenson: I engaged with people on 
that subject at the CPT UK (Scotland) conference 
last week. I return to bus priority lanes and, if 
appropriate, using extra signals such as those that 
give priority to buses on the A90. That is precisely 
the sort of measure that we must take and which I 
am keen to support to ensure bus journey times. If 
the convener will forgive me, I would like to 
mention that the Edinburgh airport bus link takes a 
consistent 30 minutes or less from the centre of 
Edinburgh to the airport because of the priority 
that buses are accorded. We want the same 
success to be repeated with many other journeys 
that can be made by bus. 

Cathy Peattie: Representatives of the freight 
industry have suggested priority measures for 
goods vehicles, similar to those for buses. Do you 
intend to introduce or consider such measures to 
ease the passage of goods vehicles over the 

bridges following the abolition of tolls, if Parliament 
agrees to that? 

16:15 
Stewart Stevenson: It is interesting that about 

80 per cent of the goods traffic that crosses the 
Forth does so at the upper Forth crossing. I have 
met the Freight Transport Association and the 
Road Haulage Association in the past three 
weeks. Neither of them focused on the issue in the 
hour-long meetings that I had with each of them. 
They were more concerned with matters that do 
not touch directly on the bill—in particular, they 
want to ensure that their interests are reflected in 
decisions that will be made on the replacement 
crossing. To be blunt, that is their immediate 
priority. I have, at their request, discussed with 
both organisations ways in which we can ease the 
journey in various parts of Scotland, particularly on 
the trunk road network, but the issue that the 
member mentions was not raised with me by 
those bodies in either of those meetings. 

Cathy Peattie: It was raised with the committee, 
so I am asking for your opinion. 

Stewart Stevenson: I will certainly look at what 
those organisations have to say on the issue, but 
there is a genuine difficulty in that we cannot give 
priority to everyone. We must accept that. 

Bearing it in mind that 80 per cent of the goods 
traffic crosses on the upper Forth, the Forth 
crossing is very important for goods traffic that 
crosses the Forth—such as the traffic for some of 
the industries in, for example, Markinch. However, 
much of the goods traffic has a choice about when 
it travels; in particular, the traffic that goes across 
the Forth bridge has a degree of choice. There are 
indications that many of the companies are 
choosing to schedule in a way that best meets 
their needs. 

I hope to meet some of the Fife companies that 
are most directly affected to discuss a range of 
issues. I will be happy to engage with them on the 
subject and see what we can do. It would be 
unwise of me to come to the committee and make 
a commitment without having had such a 
discussion, but I am actively engaged with all the 
relevant trade bodies and I expect to meet some 
of the companies whose interests I think you are 
raising. 

Cathy Peattie: I welcome that. I suggest that 
you speak not only to the Fife companies but to 
the wider network. 

Stewart Stevenson: There are a number of 
reasons why I want to speak to them and they 
want to speak to me. The future replacement Forth 
crossing is perhaps the top priority. I am now alert 
to the fact that I should engage on this subject, 
and I make a commitment to do so. 
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Charlie Gordon: What impact is the proposed 
abolition of tolls on the existing Forth road bridge 
having on Transport Scotland’s preparatory work 
on the replacement Forth crossing? 

Stewart Stevenson: Virtually none. 
Charlie Gordon: Are we talking only about the 

capacity of the staff of Transport Scotland, or 
what? 

Stewart Stevenson: One of the reasons for 
introducing a focused and straightforward bill is to 
speed up and simplify the process. That allows 
staff in Transport Scotland to focus on our 
substantial programme of work, which includes the 
work that we have inherited from the previous 
Administration and are carrying forward, and the 
priorities that we for our part wish to pursue. 

As the bill is small and has a narrow focus, the 
number of people involved is not such as to 
distract Transport Scotland from its core mission. 

Rob Gibson: Can the minister explain what 
arrangements have been made to secure long-
term funding for FETA and for the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board, particularly in the light of 
concerns that those organisations raised about the 
financing of multi-year contracts, which are longer 
than the usual three Scottish Executive budget 
years? 

Stewart Stevenson: The money that is spent by 
the two boards comes from a number of sources. 
Funds that currently come from tolls are being 
replaced by an alternative revenue stream from 
the Scottish Government. There will be no change 
in the income and expenditure of the two boards. 

Secondly, the boards are able to borrow money 
to pay for major projects. One of the bill’s 
provisions in relation to the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board is to allow that power to continue beyond 
2016, when it would otherwise have lapsed. The 
provision represents an improvement on the 
board’s ability to seek funding by that route. We 
are in no sense disrupting FETA’s powers. 

The third source of funding is direct grant from 
the Scottish Government to either board for 
specific projects. That is entirely unaffected by the 
passage of the bill. As before, decisions on a grant 
for a specific project would be made on the basis 
of the project’s merits and the support for it. In 
financial terms, the bill makes no material 
difference to the boards’ ability to deliver 
operationally effective and safe crossings of the 
two estuaries. That is our intention. 

Rob Gibson: Your comments imply that the life 
of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board will be 
extended and that the future of both organisations 
will be secure. 

Stewart Stevenson: The bill does not affect the 
powers of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board and 

the Forth Estuary Transport Authority. We are not 
planning to change the way in which they operate. 
Officials are working closely with both boards to 
ensure that there is sufficient flexibility to enable 
them to deliver our objectives for the crossings. 
That work is going well. 

Alison McInnes: Elsewhere, the Government 
has made great play of the need to integrate and 
simplify decision making. What reasoning 
informed your view that it is necessary to retain 
the two boards? 

Stewart Stevenson: The management of the 
two bridges is a specialist activity and the boards’ 
employees have a great deal of expertise. The 
structure of the boards, which are made up of 
locally accountable elected representatives, is an 
important part of the link between the crossings 
and the communities they serve. We see no 
advantage in disrupting an arrangement that is 
working—that is a good test for Governments to 
apply.  

As I indicated to Mr Gibson, we have financial 
structures that appear to work. Because we are 
focused on delivering the abolition of tolls to the 
people of Fife and on removing as quickly as 
possible the inequity that exists, we have focused 
narrowly on that objective and have made the 
minimum legislative changes that are necessary to 
achieve it. However, we have taken advantage of 
the opportunity that the bill affords to tidy up the 
landscape by deleting some residual powers 
relating to the Erskine bridge. We have sought a 
simple, quick, effective and unambiguous way of 
delivering the policy objective on which we were 
elected and that Parliament voted so decisively to 
support. 

Alex Johnstone: I was about to tell the 
convener to carry on, as the question that I 
planned to ask has largely been addressed, but I 
am tempted to explore the issue one more time.  

Some people may be aware that I support the 
motives behind the bill and regard the removal of 
tolls as an achievement, but I am concerned that 
that achievement is threatened by the bill’s 
implications for the independence of the bodies 
that control the bridges. When they raised a large 
proportion of their funds, those bodies had 
financial independence and could plan ahead. The 
minister has been asked about that and has given 
fairly robust answers, but could we do anything in 
the bill to guarantee in the long term the 
independence of the controlling boards that run 
the bridges? Can we do anything to prevent any 
future politicians who have an ambition to 
centralise and bureaucratise from doing that? 

Stewart Stevenson: There is a bill in front of 
the committee today precisely because the powers 
that are associated with the bridges are embedded 
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in primary legislation. It would not be possible for a 
minister, sitting at his desk, to change things on a 
whim at the stroke of a pen; it would involve the 
whole Parliament. The bodies in question are road 
traffic authorities—that is important—and 
legislation would be required to change those as 
well. 

You ask about the boards’ independence, but 
you must remember that they have, over a long 
period, had to come to the Government to make a 
case for the significant capital expenditures they 
have made over and above that for the routine 
care of the bridges. The transfer to central 
Government of the responsibility for delivering the 
revenue stream that is currently derived from tolls 
is a commitment that we make in the long term. 
Indeed, it is embedded in everything we have put 
in front of you today. As long as the present 
Government continues in office, there should be 
no risk to the independence of the boards. The 
overwhelming vote that was taken in Parliament 
on the subject suggested that there is pretty much 
no divide on the issue across the Parliament. I 
hope that that continues into the future. 

The Convener: That more or less concludes our 
questioning. I want to wrap things up by referring 
to the written questions that we have given you, 
which we intended to ask Transport Scotland. You 
will be aware that we need answers to the 
questions to inform our consideration in drafting a 
report. Will you give us a commitment that we will 
receive answers to those questions by the end of 
the week? 

Stewart Stevenson: We have the questions 
and will ensure that you receive answers to them 
as quickly as possible. That means very quickly 
indeed. I have the written answers. 

The Convener: Will we get them by the end of 
the week? 

Stewart Stevenson: I am sure that the 
circumstances that have led us to respond in this 
way have been discussed already. 

The Convener: Yes, indeed. 

Stewart Stevenson: We have responded 
absolutely as quickly as we can, and you will have 
the answers very shortly. 

The Convener: Thank you. I am sure that you 
will want to look behind the back of the filing 
cabinet for the letter on workforce negotiations as 
well. 

Stewart Stevenson: It would not be for me to 
explain the processes that have been gone 
through. We are aware of the matter, and it is 
being dealt with as quickly as possible. 

The Convener: We look forward to answers on 
both those matters, which will inform our report. 

Stewart Stevenson: I am anxious to oblige you 
in the matter, convener, and I will ensure that I do. 

The Convener: I thank the minister and his 
colleagues for attending the committee today. 

We now come to item 3, which we agreed to 
take in private.  

16:28 
Meeting continued in private until 17:01. 
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2 October (6th Meeting, 2007 (Session3)) – Supplementary Written Evidence 
 

LETTER FROM STEWART STEVENSON MSP – 2 OCTOBER 2007 
 
 
Thank you for your letter of 26 September 2007 in which you ask a number of questions in 
relation to the Abolition of Tolls (Scotland) Bill. The Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA) 
and City of Edinburgh Council are responsible for the A90, A904 and A8000 northbound 
approaches to the Forth Road Bridge. Transport Scotland has provided advice to these 
bodies on appropriate signage to manage traffic flows in the event that tolls are lifted. On the 
southbound approach to the bridge, Transport Scotland has been working with SESTRANS 
and Fife Council on proposals for High Occupancy Vehicle lanes to manage the existing and 
forecast future congestion. In respect of the questions posed by the Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change committee, please see the following answers: 
 
1. Has Transport Scotland taken a view on the findings of the Toll Impact Study or carried out 
any transport modelling, independent of the Toll Impact Study, on the potential impact of the 
abolition of tolls on the trunk road network? If so, what were the results? 
 
Transport Group's consultants, using the Transport Model for Scotland, carried out modelling 
on the impact of the removal of tolls. Transport Scotland, separately, did not carry out any 
modelling on the potential impact of the abolition of tolls on the trunk road network. As part of 
the Forth Replacement Crossing Study, a number of traffic scenarios were modelled to test 
the trends and assumptions made in the Transport Model for Scotland, but this did not include 
any scenario where the tolls were removed. 
 
2. What discussions has Transport Scotland held with other stakeholders, e.g. local 
authorities, about measures to reduce any negative impacts caused by the abolition of tolls? 
 
Transport Scotland has not had any discussions with stakeholders about any measures to 
reduce the negative impacts caused by the removal of tolls. 
 
3. Does Transport Scotland intend to modify or upgrade any sections of the trunk road 
network to minimise the impact of any increase in congestion caused by the abolition of tolls? 
 
Transport Scotland has no plans to modify or upgrade any section of the trunk road network 
to minimise the impact of any increase in congestion caused specifically by the removal of 
tolls 
 
4. The City of Edinburgh Council has suggested that Fife-Edinburgh rail fares be reduced 
following the abolition of tolls. As the manager of the ScotRail franchise, what is your view on 
this idea? 
 
Transport Scotland has not considered any proposal to reduce Edinburgh- Fife rail fares 
 
5. What impact is the proposed abolition of tolls on the existing Forth Road Bridge having on 
Transport Scotland's preparatory work on the replacement Forth crossing? 
 
The preparatory work on the replacement crossing will not be affected by the proposed 
abolition of tolls, other than the Traffic Model for Scotland (which is used in the analysis of 
options under the Scottish Transport appraisal Guidance (STAG)), will be updated to take 
account of the proposed change in tolling policy. 
 
6. Steer Davies Gleave indicated that the STAG Net Present Value figure used in deciding 
whether to proceed with major transport projects does not take account of environmental 
costs. Is this correct and, if so, will the STAG system be amended to take account of such 
factors? 
 
The STAG appraisal of transport projects assures that all projects are assessed across 5 
criteria - economic performance, environmental impact, safety, accessibility and integration. 
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NPV is a measurement of the economic impact only and therefore represents just one 
element of the STAG appraisal. Work is continuing on the development of STAG and this 
includes consideration of monetarising environmental impacts. In terms of C02, strong 
consideration is being given to carbon valuation guidance recently released by DEFRA. 
 
7. The Minister has stated that his "overall objective is to contain traffic levels on the existing 
crossing to 2006 levels" (OR, 11th September, col 30). What role does Transport Scotland 
have in helping to achieve this, and how will it happen? 
 
The transport planning objective for the Forth Replacement Crossing Study is to "maintain 
cross-Forth transport links for al modes to at least the level of service offered in 2006". As 
part of the development of options for the replacement crossing, the study looked at a number 
of addlitional interventions, including HOV lanes, park and ride and the inclusion of public 
transport modes on any new crossing. These are outlined in Chapter 9 of the Final Report. 
 
8. What role does Transport Scotland have in achieving modal shift from car to public 
transport across the two bridges, has this been identified as a priority by Ministers, and how 
will it be achieved? 
 
No decision on the form of the crossing has yet been made. Transport Scotland assists 
Ministers in the achievement of modal shift through its delivery of major public transport 
projects. 
 
 

LETTER FROM STEWART STEVENSON MSP – 4 OCTOBER 2007 
 
 
Thank you for your letter of 19 September seeking my comments on the evidence led to the 
Committee by Mr Sandy Smart of the Transport & General Workers' Union, and expressing 
the Committee's view that I should meet with toll bridges staff at an early date. I am sorry that 
I was not able to reply to this prior to my appearance before the Committee on 2 October but, 
despite an extensive check, it appears that neither my office nor officials in the Transport 
Directorate have any record of having received your letter. 
 
I have been following the reports of the Committee's sessions on the Bill closely and am 
aware of Mr Smart's evidence on 11 September. I can confirm that Mr Smart wrote to me in 
June and I replied on 16 July stating that I was unable to meet him at the time. I pointed out 
that the responsibility for staffing issues lies with the bridge boards, but assured him that my 
officials were meeting the boards regularly and would continue to consider the impact on staff. 
 
John Park MSP also wrote to me at that time, and subsequently raised the issue during 
Question Time on 6 September. On that latter occasion I reiterated that the matter is one for 
the bridge boards in the first instance, and took the view that it is important that Ministers 
should not complicate matters by getting involved, until the discussions and negotiations 
taking place are complete. I also stated, however, that I am more than happy to meet anyone 
who wishes to discuss the continued safe operation of the bridges. 
 
I am well aware that the decision to abolish bridge tolls has created a period of uncertainty for 
the workforce at the bridges, and we are committed to ensuring that staff are treated with 
fairness, dignity and respect throughout the process. I am also aware that both boards are in 
detailed discussions with the trades unions, groups of staff, and individuals, and it is right that 
this should continue uninterrupted. In this context, you will recall Alex Johnstone's point, in the 
Committee session on 2 October, about the need to preserve the independence of the 
boards. 
 
Given this, I remain of the view that a meeting with the trades unions should await the 
outcome of the discussions between bridge management and staff. 
 
On one other point, I have read Mr Smart's comments about the privatisation of bridge 
maintenance "in a couple of years' time". The Bill before the Committee is narrowly focused 
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on delivering our commitment to abolish bridge tolls. This Government has made no 
suggestion that the arrangements for the management or maintenance of the bridges should 
change.
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ANNEXE D:  LIST OF OTHER WRITTEN EVIDENCE 

Copies of the written evidence received by the Committee can be found on the Scottish 
Parliament website (www.scottish.parliament.uk) or can be provided, on request, by the Clerk 
to the Committee. 
 
 
Submission from the Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland  
 
Submission from the Civil Engineering Contractors Association  
 
Submission from the Federation of Small Businesses Scotland  
 
Submission from Keith Harman 
 
Submission from Andrew McCracken  
 
Submission from Alistair Moodie 
 
Submission from the National Alliance Against Tolls  
 
Submission from Scottish Association for Public Transport  
 
Submission from Spokes  
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SUBMISSION FROM THE ASSOCIATION OF CHIEF POLICE OFFICERS IN SCOTLAND – 21 
SEPTEMBER 2007 

 

 
 
 
Dear Sir 
 
THE ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
I refer to your correspondence dated 5 September 2007 in connection with the above subject, which has 
been considered by members of the Road Policing Business Area, and can now offer the following by 
way of comment. 
 
Any changes to the operating procedures of the Forth Road and Tay Bridges will have an impact on 
traffic management issues across central and eastern Scotland. Before any changes are implemented it 
is suggested that full and robust analysis is carried out at various times of the year in order to gauge the 
potential effect of the proposed changes. 

 
I trust that the foregoing is of assistance to you. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Harry Bunch 
General Secretary 
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SUBMISSION FROM CIVIL ENGINEERING CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION (SCOTLAND) - 2nd 
October 2007 

 
 
ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) BILL
 
Thank you for inviting CECA to comment on the Bill.   CECA (Scotland) is the sole trade body 
representing the civil engineering sector and CECA Members carry out the vast majority of transport 
infrastructure work undertaken nationally and locally in Scotland.   Scottish civil engineering has an 
estimated annual outturn of £2bn and the industry employs over 20,000 people across Scotland with 
many more in its supply chain.  A list of our Members in attached. 
 
Although we do not feel it is CECA’s place to comment on the principle of road tolls which is a political 
matter, we would wish to register our views on the potential impact their removal may have on 
infrastructure investment.   However, since the removal of the Erskine and Skye Bridge tolls we do 
believe it seems invidious to retain tolls on the Forth and Tay bridges.   We support the current Scottish 
Government and the previous administration’s genuine drive to invest in Scotland’s transport 
infrastructure and their commitment to maintain more stable programmes.  There is also no doubt that 
Scotland’s transport infrastructure still needs such high levels of investment and we welcome the fact that 
the only high profile change to the programme since the Election has been to the scope of the EARL.  
This commitment to the programme assists the construction industry in planning, training and plant 
acquisition and our programme stability is fast becoming the envy of our counterparts in England.  
 
CECA’s only concern is therefore that the abolition of tolls might reduce the income available to support 
the investment programme.  We accept that the sums involved are not huge in transport spending terms 
but nonetheless we would not wish to see the programme trimmed in any way. 
 
We are grateful for the chance to take part in this consultation and look forward to the further work and 
assisting where we can. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
ALAN WATT 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE FEDERATION OF SMALL BUSINESSES SCOTLAND  
– 28 SEPTEMBER 2007 

Introduction 
The Federation of Small Businesses Scotland is Scotland’s largest direct-member business 
organisation, representing over 19,000 members. FSB Scotland campaigns for an economic and 
social environment which allows small businesses to prosper. As our members depend on the 
easy movement of goods and services, we take a strong interest in transport issues. Small 
businesses across Scotland rely on good access across the Tay and the Forth Bridges, so we 
welcome this opportunity to contribute to the Call for Evidence on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill. We continue to support the removal of tolls from the Tay and Forth Road Bridges 
on a number of grounds, which we set out in this response. We would like to highlight in 
particular, the cost to our members of retaining bridge tolls, and the potential benefits of removing 
them.

Abolition of the Tolls 
FSB Scotland believes that tolls should be removed from both the Tay and Forth Road Bridges, 
and that maintenance and improvements of these bridges should be funded by the Scottish 
Government. We have previously stated and would now reconfirm our belief that the Tay and 
Forth Road Bridges should be part of the wider trunk road network. Road bridges serve local and 
national transport needs, and as such, should be paid for out of national transport expenditure, 
like any other road in Scotland. 

Impact of Removing the Tolls 
FSB Scotland strongly believes that removing tolls on the Tay and Forth Road Bridges would 
benefit small businesses, the wider community, and the Scottish economy as a whole. 

Essential Business Journeys 
For many of our members, crossing the Tay and Forth Bridges, often at peak times, is an 
essential part of their business. This may be through large or small scale deliveries to customers 
(including other businesses), meeting with clients, or simply transporting necessary equipment. 
There is no viable alternative route and they therefore have little choice but to pay the tolls. FSB 
Scotland strongly believes that small businesses should not be penalised for making journeys 
that are essential to their survival – journeys that are ultimately essential to the health of the wider 
Scottish economy. 

Reduction in Transport Costs 
Our members are currently over-burdened with transport costs, which is a major issue to many 
small businesses. In a recent survey, 72% of FSB members expressed concern with fuel costs, 
while 47% expressed dissatisfaction with road tax. Tolls simply add to this burden for businesses 
using the Tay and Forth Bridges. Removing the bridge tolls will go some way towards alleviating 
this financial burden for many of our members, allowing them to invest more in their businesses, 
and ultimately benefiting the Scottish economy. 

Congestion & the Environment 
Many businesses are negatively affected by congestion on the Tay and Forth Bridges which is 
largely attributed to queuing to pay the bridge tolls. We would like to highlight evidence from 
Dundee City Council in support of this claim. The Council’s recently published report uses traffic 
modelling to demonstrate that tolls on the Tay Bridge cause queues, congestion and delays. This 
suggests that if the tolls were removed much unnecessary queuing could be eliminated, allowing 
traffic to flow more freely, reducing congestion and the environmental damage caused by queues 
of stationary vehicles. In order to mitigate the potential risk of increased congestion caused by a 
growth of volume of traffic on the bridge expressed by some other organisations, it is important 
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that further consideration be given to increasing the capacity of the new Forth crossing to meet 
the growth forecasts suggested. 

Economic Growth 
Growing the economy is the top priority of the Scottish Government and it, therefore, makes little 
sense to continue to impose burdens such as bridge tolls on small businesses, which are the 
backbone of our economy. Removing the tolls on the Tay and Forth Bridges would give those 
businesses and the economy of East Central Scotland a real boost. 

Fairness 
Tolls on the Skye and Erskine Bridges have now been scrapped, and the Scottish Government 
has accepted responsibility for the maintenance of these bridges. It is neither fair not consistent 
that businesses in the east of Scotland should be burdened with paying bridge tolls to make 
essential journeys, while businesses in the west of the country no longer carry this burden. 
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SUBMISSION FROM KEITH HARMAN – 20 SEPTEMBER 2007 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I would like to object to the proposal to drop charges on the Forth and Tay Bridges.  This will 
increase congestion on the bridges and in the surrounding area and cause the Forth Bridge to 
wear out even quicker! The charges are necessary to pay for a new bridge.  Also scrapping 
the tolls would increase emissions when it is necessary to decrease them.  If the tolls are 
scrapped will there be a similar reduction of rail fares in the area when using the Forth and 
Tay rail bridges?  Better to electrify the railway lines in Fife and into Dundee and Edinburgh. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 
Keith Harman 
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SUBMISSION FROM ANDREW MCCRACKEN – 19 SEPTEMBER 2007 
 

MINUTE OF EVIDENCE RELATING TO THE ABOLITION OF BRIDGE TOLLS (SCOTLAND) 
BILL FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE 

CHANGE COMMITTEE OF THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT 
 

1. This Minute of evidence suggests some issues for the Transport infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee to consider in relation to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill. These issues relate to equity both as a principle and in relation to 
environmental and sustainability objectives. 

 
2. The Policy memorandum accompanying the Bill interprets equity as being a matter of 

fairness between road users using one bridge or another. This is a very narrow 
interpretation of fairness. I suggest that there are at least two wider issues of fairness 
to consider: 

 
• The principle of using general tax revenues to replace tolls; 
• The effect on comparative costs of travel by different modes. 

 
The second of these has a bearing on environmental and sustainability objectives. 
 

3. One reported estimate of the cost of making up the revenue lost through abolition of 
tolls and required for ongoing maintenance of the Tay and Forth Road Bridges is £16 
million per year. This sum is open to various bases of comparison, e.g. it is 
approximately £3/head per annum for every man, woman and child in Scotland; or 
four times what the Government reportedly believed would be enough to make bus 
services a qualitative alternative to the Edinburgh tram project. However interpreted, 
it is a significant commitment of public funds in a manner which may not best serve 
the nation’s transport and environmental needs. 

 
4. This is particularly an issue in relation to the Tay estuary. It can at least be argued 

that the Forth Road Bridge is a national asset on which the economy and transport 
network of the whole country is critically dependent. In contrast the Tay Road Bridge 
serves a very localised transport function. It ties north-east Fife into Dundee’s sphere 
of economic activity and enables commuting in that localised sub region but is hardly 
of national strategic importance. That role is served by the Friarton bridge. The idea 
that taxpayers should foot the bill to enable some people to live in Fife and work in 
Dundee (an example of the “middle class flight” which undermines urban 
regeneration objectives) is disturbing. 

 
5. The other issue of equity is that relating to travel costs by different modes and the 

implications that has for rational transport choices and environmental/sustainability 
objectives. The Government clams to want to see more journeys made by rail and 
bus instead of by car. However, by abolishing tolls – and in the absence of any 
compensatory measures – the Government would be sending out a very strong 
message to the contrary through the price mechanism. 

 
6. In effect the abolition of bridge tolls will result in a cut in the real cost of every car and 

bus journey across the bridges. Its effect will be amplified by the fact that most 
motorists only count the immediate costs of motoring (fuel, tolls and parking charges) 
when considering whether it is cheaper to make a journey by car or by public 
transport, not the whole costs of motoring (including depreciation, insurance, 
servicing, VED etc). The comparison will be most marked in relation to rail fares.  

 
7. Abolition of bridge tolls can therefore be considered a travel subsidy; one, moreover, 

which rewards inappropriate choices. A typical PSV, capable of carrying (say) 50 
passengers, is subject to a toll of £1.40 on either bridge. Removing that toll will offer 
only a potential saving in travel costs of less than 3 pence per passenger (this 
assumes that operators would pass savings on to their customers). Even if all tolls 
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paid in respect of any one PSV were divided by its actual average load factor rather 
than its capacity the potential cost saving per passenger would be limited. 

 
8. In contrast the car driver stands to make an immediate saving of 80 pence on a Tay 

crossing, or £1.00 on a Forth crossing. The benefit may not always be so clear-cut; if 
a car is carrying more than one person the saving is spread across all the occupiers’ 
journey costs, but family households’ travel costs would not normally be subjected to 
such arithmetic. However if one considers an organised car pool in which all the 
participants pay an equal share of the car’s variable running costs it will readily be 
understood that the “reward” per head increases as car occupancy falls. 

 
9. It can also be observed that, since tolls are a fixed cost regardless of journey length, 

their abolition is a subsidy which becomes more advantageous the shorter the 
journey. Again this raises particular equity issues at the Tay Bridge because of the 
high proportion of short-distance traffic. 

 
10. This subsidy represents a “triple whammy” for rail in particular. Firstly, of course, in all 

but a few cases rail journeys are paid “one passenger – one fare” so the contrast with 
the bridge toll subsidy is with the actual toll figure – i.e. anyone choosing to drive 
instead of taking the train will be 80 pence or £1.00 better off than they would have 
been hitherto. Secondly, rail fares are already higher at peak times so the contrast 
will be more marked when the price mechanism should be encouraging a switch from 
car to rail. Granted, these higher fares can be mitigated by season tickets, but that is 
of no comfort to walk-up passengers – the exact position in which motorists would 
find themselves if considering trying out the experience of going by train before 
committing to a regular change of mode. Thirdly, analysis of rail fares in Britain will 
show that the cost per mile rises as the length of journey reduces – this is a strong 
disincentive to using rail for the most common lengths of journey and is the opposite 
of the per-mile benefit to motorists of toll abolition. 

 
11. These price signals are particularly inappropriate when set in the context of longer 

term analyses of comparative travel costs. The overall cost of motoring has remained 
almost unchanged in real terms since 1980 whereas real-terms fares increases for 
public transport since 1980 are 33% for bus and coach and 38% for rail. 

 
12. The new subsidy to motorists represented by toll abolition will be a further ratcheting-

up of this differential and it is therefore not surprising that the studies and modelling 
commissioned by the Government show increases in road traffic both for commuting 
and leisure, in journey times, and in pollution. Motorists will have more disposable 
income to spend and will respond by making more and/or longer journeys by car. 
Paragraphs 62 – 66 of the Policy memorandum deal with this issue in a very 
superficial fashion and the forecasts should be thoroughly tested in relation to the 
Government’s stated objectives for environmental sustainability and transport 
matters. 

 
13. In paragraph 7 above a way is suggested in which bus operators might respond to toll 

abolition and doubtless train operators may also consider a response. But if the 
narrow Policy objectives of this Bill are not to be perceived as simply another subsidy 
to motorists which has negative implications on wider and longer term Policy 
objectives the Government must send out a more positive signal of even-
handedness. 

 
14. In respect of rail services there is an obvious mechanism for such a positive gesture. 

The Government should seek an equivalent cut in all regulated rail fares for the 
parallel rail crossings. There may be grounds for debating whether that should be the 
full 80 pence or £1.00 per passenger fare or whether that should be a lesser sum 
calculated by dividing the toll by the average occupancy of cars crossing the bridges. 
In fairness to road users there would also be a need to avoid “double counting” on rail 
journeys which cross both estuaries, since most equivalent road journeys would use 
the Friarton bridge. Nevertheless some Government-initiated cut in train fares across 
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both estuaries is a necessary counterweight to the message which toll abolition will 
send to travellers. Committee should consider whether a suspensive clause should 
be attached to the Bill, providing that its provisions would not come into effect until a 
reduction in regulated rail fares for the parallel rail crossings has taken effect. 

 
15. An examination of the average occupancy figure per car might also be useful in 

stimulating debate on how road bridge users should be incentivised to make 
responsible travel choices. It would certainly shed an interesting light on the furore 
which greeted FETA’s proposals to incentivise car sharing in a regime of increased 
tolls for demand management purposes. If Parliament resolves to abandon the price 
mechanism as a demand management tool it is desirable that alternatives be put in 
place. The option of making one lane on the Forth road bridge and its approaches in 
particular into a dedicated peak hour HOV and PSV lane should seriously be 
considered. Regulating the use of such a lane may offer a role for bridge staff who 
would otherwise be made redundant. 
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SUBMISSION FROM ALISTAIR MOODIE – 3 OCTOBER 2007 
 
 

I’m a bit concerned about SNPs plans to abolish road tolls on the Forth Road Bridge and in 
my view make what is already a very busy commute in the mornings even worse.  It’s not 
really addressing the issue that we have with transport especially in the mornings.  My 
problem as I see it is that more and more folk are going to look to other modes of transport 
and cycling being one of them the cycleway into Edinburgh is appalling.  Surely we should be 
encouraging more people to be more active and promote a healthy lifestyle, something us 
Scots lack.  The path from Dalmeny to Crammond is not for me a high enough standard.  This 
should be a flagship route, especially the number of tourists I see on bikes during summer 
months.  Also the fact that it’s dangerous in respect to oncoming traffic at night and being 
blinded by headlights, it makes for a nervous experience.  I honestly thought when they put 
the green lanes in down the A90 a few years back it would have been a serious consideration 
to provide a cycle path at the same time but it was not to be!  Instead cyclists had to share the 
lane with buses and taxis, hardly safe is it!  So in light, if John Swinney MSP comments on 
initiatives which reduce congestion can we have some idea on what this government has 
planned?  The problem on the bridge is only going to get worse and has done steadily since 
I’ve lived here the past 12 years, there are opportunities to make a difference but whether 
they are taken is another matter. 
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SUBMISSION FROM NATIONAL ALLIANCE AGAINST TOLLS SCOTLAND – 21 SEPTEMBER 2007 

 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill  - September 2007 submission to Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change Committee 

 
Introduction 
 
1. The National Alliance Against Tolls was formed by groups, including Skye and Kyle Against Tolls, 

protesting against existing tolls around Britain including at Erskine, Forth, Skye and Tay. We took 
part in the Edinburgh Toll Poll, gave evidence at the 2004 Public Inquiry that considered the 
proposed toll increase on the Forth road bridge, submitted a tolls removal petition to the Parliament, 
gave evidence to various toll consultations and raised the issue at the 2006 Dunfermline by-election 
by fielding a "No Tolls" candidate. 

 
2. The nature of tolls is that they tend to affect the few, we were therefore pleased when on 31st May, 

MSPs recognised that the remaining two tolls were an unfair and unwanted anachronism and that 
there was unanimous support (with two abstentions) for the motion that included "bringing forward 
proposals leading to the removal of the tolls as soon as practicable". 

 
3. Those who want the tolls to be kept suggest that this is in one way or another for the benefit of the 

people in the area. Despite this suggestion the people of Fife and Tayside have made it clear through 
their elected representatives that they want the tolls removed. 

 
4. It is our view that the two bridges would be most economically and efficiently managed, and 

decisions made on any future crossings, if in the long term they are integrated into the trunk road 
network* that is managed by Transport for Scotland (TfS). However in the short term we believe that 
the removal of the tolls should be the priority. 

 
*Apart from 3,500 kilometres of road, the TfS "bridges inventory" consists of "some 1900 bridges and 
footbridges (including) A898 Erskine Bridge, A9 Kessock Bridge, M8 Whitecart Bridge, A87 Skye 
Bridge, M90 Friarton Bridge, A876 Kincardine Bridge, A876 Connel Bridge, M8 Kingston Bridge, A82 
Ballahullish Bridge".  
 

5. All the then tolls and "exactions" in Scotland were abolished by Section 33 of the Roads and Bridges 
(Scotland) Act, 1878. That abolition and the almost complete removal of bridge and road tolls that 
took place around Britain in the late 1800s and early 1900s reflected the general view that tolls are a 
bad tax. Tolls were reintroduced into Scotland on some new bridges, though the intention was that 
these tolls would be temporary. The Forth Bridge tolls should have stopped by 1995. Tolls on the Tay 
bridge were to cease when the construction cost (just under £5 million) had been recovered, which in 
effect was some years ago as the remaining loans are due to subsequent works. 

 
6. Tolls are a regressive tax that penalises most those that are the least able to afford them and who 

are already paying very high fuel duty and other taxes that exceed the amount spent on roads by 
about seven to one. Their unfairness is compounded by being a tax which mainly affects those in Fife 
and on Tayside, and which has little or no effect on most of those who at various times have decided 
to continue their imposition.  

 
7. Tolls on the two bridges raise a gross (before collection costs) amount of about £16 million, (Forth 

£12m, Tay £4m). This is a great deal of money to the few who carry the burden, but it is small in 
relation to the Executive's budget of £29 billion for 2006/07. 

 
8. The removal of these two tolls will make Scotland "toll free". It will be able to promote this to new 

businesses and tourists, and thus gain a competitive economic advantage over countries that have 
tolls.  
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Economic impact of Tolls 
 
9. Tolls inhibit economic activity in the areas where they are situated. Businesses where road transport 

is important will locate elsewhere. Tourists and shoppers prefer to go to areas where there are no 
tolls. This view was shared by business organisations who made submissions to the tolls 
consultation in 2005- 

 
Federation of Small Businesses - "Ideally we would envisage the bridges being part of the wider 
trunk road network and consequently toll-free." 
 
Freight Transport Association - "would prefer to see all bridges toll free" 
 
Scottish Council for Development and Industry - "As a supporting mechanism for economic 
development and social inclusion, SCDI feels that the abolition of tolls on all bridges in Scotland 
would be the most equitable course of action". 
 

10. The Highland Council commissioned from Napier University an "Economic Impact Study" on Skye 
bridge tolls, which was published in 2002. The report confirmed the negative economic impact of the 
tolls and forecast an increase of "around 6% of current Skye and Lochalsh Enterprise area 
employment" if tolls were removed. 

 
11.  In 2006 there was a study commissioned by West Dunbarton and Renfrewshire Councils -‘The 

Erskine Bridge and the Regeneration of the River Clyde’. The study concluded that removing the 
Erskine tolls would "lead to the creation of some 20,000 new jobs". After the tolls were removed at 
the end of March 2006, the leader of West Dunbarton Council said -  "We know tolls have acted as a 
barrier to businesses locating in this area so it's a tremendous boost financially to the wider economic 
area here in the West of Scotland."  
 

12.  The only other tolls study that we are aware of is the one that in 2006 was commissioned by the 
former Executive. This study was produced by an English firm that had previously produced studies 
on English tolled crossings justifying the retention or increase of tolls. The study concluded on the 
removal of tolls that - "In terms of total employment the effects are negligible ..". You will not be 
surprised that we do not agree. But then based on their submissions to the last Toll Study neither 
would the Chief Executive of Fife Chamber of Commerce and Enterprise who on behalf of the 
chamber said - "If the Scottish Executive is serious about the development of the Scottish Economy 
in a positive and equitable way it will remove the tolls on both bridges." Nor would the Scottish Policy 
Convener of the Federation of Small Businesses who in the FSB submission said that tolls removal 
would "allow them to invest more in their businesses, and ultimately benefit the Scottish economy." 

 
 
Congestion 
 
13.  Toll advocates suggest that removing tolls on Tay and Forth bridges would increase congestion, and 

refer to the Transport Model for Scotland (TMfS) report that was produced for the then Minister and 
published in March 2006. This gives the claims an aura of being established fact, but the output from 
a model is based on the assumptions that are fed into it - assumptions which are probably based on 
the past and which probably ignore local factors affecting trends in traffic and congestion. The Forth 
Bridgemaster suggested to the Committee on the 13 September that traffic modelling was 
"something of a black art". 

 
14.  We made Freedom of Information requests following the claims based on the TMfS model, but the 

information that we requested was not released. In particular there has been no publication of any 
modelled congestion effects in the PM peak (both bridges have one way tolls that are paid on the 
journey into Fife). The belief of most users of the bridges is that the congestion in the PM peak is 
largely due to the toll collection and that congestion will actually fall if the toll is removed. 

 
15.  Even if the effect of removing the interruption to smooth traffic flow caused by removing toll 

collection is ignored, the claims that there will be an increase in congestion do not stand up. Apart 
from toll collection the main delay on the Forth bridge has been caused not by the capacity of the 
bridge but by the inadequacies of the A8000 / M9 spur. This was recognised in various statements 
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issued by the bridge authorities about the problems caused by the A8000, which referred to - 
"congestion for southbound traffic during the morning rush hour (as traffic) backs-up onto the bridge." 
and "delays for drivers heading for the bridge during the evening rush hour". This problem should 
very soon be removed by the road works which are almost complete. 

 
16.  The impression is given that there is an infinitely increasing traffic flow on the bridges. This 

impression is not confirmed by the official figures for southbound traffic on the Forth bridge - (2003 - 
12.00 million, 2004 - 11.78 million, 2005 - 11.90 million, 2006 - 11.84 million). The new bridge being 
built at Kincardine on the Upper Forth will also have some effect on the traffic flows. 

 
17.  As we told the Forth toll increase inquiry in 2004, there is a bridge in England over the Mersey that 

was completed in 1961with 2 lanes, but was modified in 1972 to 4 lanes, i.e. the same as the Forth. 
Each way it carries about 2.5 million more vehicles a year than the Forth Bridge. In this case the 
difference in flow is probably partly due to the absence of tolls enabling a smoother traffic flow and 
partly due to untolled crossings having a greater proportion of off peak traffic.   

 
18.  In general the effect of tolls on the volume of peak period is negligible. This is so even with the 

London Congestion charge of £8 a day. Figures published by Transport for London (TfL) show that 
though there has been a fall in traffic, it is not in the peak period but in the interpeak period. TfL in 
their January 2005 impact report admitted that "Of those respondents who report change in Inner 
London, a slightly higher proportion say more time is spent travelling now than before the introduction 
of the charge". Based on the latest TfL report (Fifth, published in July) the overall effect (or more 
accurately the non-effect) of the London charge is that traffic speeds in the charge area after four 
years of operation were the same as before the charge was introduced. 

 
 
Environmental impact of Tolls 
 
19.  If the aim is to reduce vehicle emissions or reduce fuel use, then the best way is through changes to 

vehicle manufacturing regulations made in Europe or though fuel taxes. Tolls can not readily reflect 
things such as engine size and efficiency, or how a vehicle is maintained and driven. 

 
20.  Tolls have the opposite effect of that claimed by toll advocates - vehicle emissions increase because 

of toll queues, and some drivers diverting on to longer less suitable routes. A study of drivers in the 
Sydney (Australia) area that was published earlier this month showed that many drivers were 
avoiding the toll roads even though it meant that their journeys took much longer and that on average 
they were using 33 percent more fuel. 

 
21.  The bulk of air pollution and of CO2 is not caused by road transport as can be seen from the UK 

National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory. And a large part of that caused by road transport is not 
caused by cars as can be seen in the Air Quality Plan produced by Edinburgh City Council at the end 
of 2003 which for example indicated that for the Haymarket only 8% of Particulates and 13% of NOx 
was from cars, (the rest came from buses and goods vehicles).  

 
22. The London Congestion Charge is probably the flagship for those that advocate tolls. But despite the 

fact that nationally - "the dominant influence on emissions of key air pollutants over recent years has 
been vehicle technology improvements" (page 57 of TfL's own Fifth Annual report), the measured air 
quality in London has not improved since the "congestion" charge was introduced. TfL themselves 
admit - "trends in measured air pollution remain broadly static" (page 72 of Fifth annual report). 

 
23. We emphasise measured air quality because the myths that suggest that London air quality has 

improved come from estimates and not the actual measured figures which can be seen at section 
4.11 of TfL's Fifth annual Report. 

 
 
Social Impact of Tolls 
 
24.  Any form of road pricing obviously has a direct social impact on all those in the area but it 

particularly affects drivers on low incomes.  
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25. With any crossing there tends to a "wrong side of the tracks". It may or may not have higher levels of 
unemployment, but it will have fewer facilities and less job opportunities and people will have to travel 
further to work. If the crossing is tolled there is a perverse effect in that people may be forced to 
travel more than if the crossing had not been tolled and the local economy had therefore been 
stronger. In the case of the remaining two tolls, it is of course the people of Fife who are on the 
"wrong side of the tracks".  

 
26.  Tolls create a psychological as well as a financial barrier between two sides of a river. This makes it 

less likely that people will cross outside of working hours to visit family and friends. Crossings unify 
people, tolls divide them. 

Some sources  
 
27.  We realise that the committee will not have the time to refer to sources, but we have listed some of 

them here. 
 
Transport for Scotland bridges -  
http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/defaultpage1221cde0.aspx?pageID=690  
 
Napier University report on Skye tolls -  
http://www.napier.ac.uk/employmentresearchinstitute/projects/Pages/SkyeBridgeTolls.aspx  
 
Economic effect of Erskine tolls - 
http://www.wdcweb.info/news/DisplayArticle.asp?ID=9959  [link no longer operates] and 
http://www.wdcweb.info/news/DisplayArticle.asp?ID=10205 [link no longer operates] 
 
London Congestion Charge - 
1. Bow Group report September 2007 (page 16 - 21) - 
http://www.bowgroup.org/harriercollectionitems/LondonUnderLivingstoneFINALv2.pdf
2. Impacts Monitoring Official update report January 2005 (people's view that more time was now spent 
travelling is on page 19) - 
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/impacts-monitoring-report-january-2005.pdf
3. Fifth Annual Official report July 2007 (Measured air quality is pages 67 to 73) - 
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/fifth-annual-impacts-monitoring-report-2007-07-07.pdf
 
Report of 17th September on Australian drivers using more fuel to avoid tolls  - 
http://www.smh.com.au/news/national/go-with-flow-or-be-damned-to-the-
jam/2007/09/16/1189881342908.html
 
UK National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory (select a pollutant e.g. Pm10) - 
http://www.naei.org.uk/
 
Edinburgh City Council Air Quality Plan 2003 (Haymarket figures on page 3) - 
http://download.edinburgh.gov.uk/AirQuality/ActionPlanSummary.pdf [link no longer operates]
 
NAATS - 
http://www.notolls.org.uk/scotland.htm
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http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/defaultpage1221cde0.aspx?pageID=690
http://www.napier.ac.uk/depts/eri/research/skye.htm
http://www.bowgroup.org/harriercollectionitems/LondonUnderLivingstoneFINALv2.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/impacts-monitoring-report-january-2005.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/fifth-annual-impacts-monitoring-report-2007-07-07.pdf
http://www.smh.com.au/news/national/go-with-flow-or-be-damned-to-the-jam/2007/09/16/1189881342908.html
http://www.smh.com.au/news/national/go-with-flow-or-be-damned-to-the-jam/2007/09/16/1189881342908.html
http://www.naei.org.uk/
http://www.notolls.org.uk/scotland.htm
http://www.bowgroup.org/sites/bowgroup.uat.pleasetest.co.uk/files/London%2520Under%2520Livingstone%2520-%2520A%2520Evaluation%2520of%2520Labour%2527s%2520Mayor.pdf
http://www.napier.ac.uk/employmentresearchinstitute/projects/Pages/SkyeBridgeTolls.aspx
pxg1650
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SUBMISSION FROM THE SCOTTISH ASSOCIATION FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORT – 17 
SEPTEMBER 2007 

 
Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 

 
  1 Overview 
 
  2 Impact of Abolition of Road Tolls on the Forth Bridge 
 
  3 Public Transport 
 
  4 Long Term Strategy  
 
1 OVERVIEW 
 

Our Association shares the widespread concern that abolition of tolls on the Forth 
and Tay bridges is a populist promise that has been made without any regard for 
transport, fiscal or environmental strategy. This development can only increase bridge 
traffic and worsen road congestion on the Forth road bridge and on the approaches to 
west Edinburgh. This will effectively disadvantage users of the Forth road bridge by 
increasing road congestion and journey times, most likely incurring higher congestion 
costs on the users than the direct monetary savings derived from the abolition of tolls.  
Furthermore, coupled with the Scottish Government's opposition to the Edinburgh 
Tram and EARL projects, this makes it clear that a sustainable transport strategy for 
Fife and the Lothians is lacking.   
In our evidence following, our association gives our perspective on toll abolition on 
the Forth road bridge. Our submission also focuses on positive developments to 
improve the attractiveness of public transport  which should be urgently considered if 
gridlock is to be avoided on the Forth road bridge and the roads into Edinburgh.  

 
2 Impact of Abolition of Road Tolls on the Forth Road Bridge 
 
2.1 CAR TRAFFIC 

The number of road vehicles crossing the Forth Bridge has been almost stable since 
2002.  23.4m vehicles crossed in 2002 compared to 23.7 in 2006, a slight fall on the 
23.8m of 2005. 
Abolishing road tolls can be expected to destabilise this situation, and increase traffic 
by as much as around 25%, as experienced on the Erskine Bridge since tolls were 
abolished. A rise of traffic of this magnitude on the Forth road bridge towards 30 
million would have a disproportionately larger impact on congestion delays.   

2.2 PEAK CONGESTION 
Abolishing tolls loses the opportunity to introduce differential charges as a means of 
spreading traffic away from the peaks. A higher congestion charge at peak times, with 
low or no tolls at quiet times, has in the past been suggested as a means of reducing 
peak congestion. 

2.3 COMMERCIAL TRAFFIC 
There is potential for the new and upgraded Kincardine bridges to absorb some of the 
commercial traffic from the Forth road bridge. This could have been assisted by 
increasing Forth bridge tolls for commercial vehicles, and using the revenue to invest 
in upgrading the approach roads through Fife to the Kincardine bridges.   
Abolition of tolls on the Forth road bridge is, conversely, likely to lead to some 
diversion of commercial traffic including HGVs from the Kincardine bridge to the Forth 
bridge. 

2.4 BRIDGE DETERIORATION 
Any increase in traffic, particularly HGVs, is likely to accelerate deterioration of the 
bridge and worsen the effect of lane closures when remedial work is undertaken.  
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2.5 TRANSPORT FINANCE CRISIS 
It is ironic that the commitment to abolish tolls has been given at the same time as the 
cost of Forth road crossings is about to escalate.  The cost of work to resolve the 
cable corrosion problems on the Forth road bridge has yet to be quantified. Provision 
of a second road bridge, which is unlikely to be complete before 2016, is predicted to 
cost between £1.5 billion and £2.3 billion at 2006 prices. As in the case of the Severn 
crossing, this could involve tolls of £4 to £7 per single trip, plus higher charges for the 
extra construction and maintenance costs attributable to HGVs. 
The loss of toll revenue and increased need for maintenance and capital funding 
could have a severe impact on the Scottish transport budget and programme, 
particularly in view of the expected tightening in the UK Autumn Spending Review. 
We understand that funding arrangements for a new Forth road bridge have not yet 
been agreed between the Treasury and Scottish Government. Without any future 
contribution from the users of the Forth road crossings, transport programmes in less 
affluent parts of Scotland will have to be cut back to fund construction of a second 
Forth road bridge.  
Transport Scotland's programme of rail electrification, which will contribute to 
achieving the Governments target reduction in CO2 emissions, will also be at risk. 
Other "Tier 3" rail projects at risk in the July 2007 rail High Level Output Statement 
include upgrades to the Perth-Inverness and Aberdeen-Inverness railways, more 
capacity on Ayrshire trains, and improved rail connections across Glasgow.   
The Scottish Government should be asked for a commitment that future transport 
developments throughout Scotland will not be cancelled, delayed or cut back as a 
result of funding toll abolition and maintenance and capacity upgrades to the Forth 
road crossing, which is in Scotland's most affluent commuting area. 
 

3 Public Transport 
  

The political commitment to abolish road tolls, reducing the cost of car commuting,  
makes it all the more important to give a parallel commitment to provide better, more 
affordable public transport across the Forth. This is the only option available to tackle 
growing road congestion if tolls are abolished. Indeed, even if a second Forth 
crossing is provided by 2016, road capacity on the approaches to Edinburgh will be 
unable to cope with additional car traffic crossing the Forth. Greater use of public 
transport is therefore essential now and in the longer term.    

3.1 RAIL FARES 
Free Forth crossings for cars at all times of day contrasts with a peak hour surcharge 
on rail fares. This is a perverse financial incentive to switch from train to car 
commuting, increasing peak congestion on the bridge and on the western 
approaches to Edinburgh, to everyone's disadvantage. The Scottish Government 
should provide a specific subsidy targeted at removing peak surcharges on rail fares 
from Fife to Edinburgh, and providing increased rail capacity (see below). 

3.2 RAIL CAPACITY 
 Five factors constrain the ability of rail to carry additional traffic at peak hours:   

1. The size of the ScotRail train fleet, which is fully utilised at peak hours 
2. Seating capacity on the trains 
3. Rail headway on the Forth bridge 
4. Capacity into Edinburgh Waverley 
5. The difficulty of using rail to easily reach destinations outwith the city centre 
Eight trains arrive in Edinburgh from Fife during the morning peak hour. Ideally to 
attract more car commuters to use rail, a more frequent timetable could be operated 
in the morning peak from Fife to Edinburgh, and back to Fife in the evening peak, 
with: 
• Kirkcaldy line trains every 15 minutes 
• Dunfermline line trains every 15 minutes 
• half-hourly limited stop expresses to and from Dundee 
Additional ScotRail rolling stock would be needed for this.  
Alternatively there may be a possibility to provide some extra capacity from Fife by 
starting some morning Anglo-Scottish trains north of the Forth. East Coast, Cross-
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Country, and West Coast franchises all operate diesel trains based overnight in 
Scotland. Currently there are Virgin trains from Dundee via Fife to Edinburgh at 06.38 
(continuing to Birmingham) and 07.33 (continuing to Bournemouth) giving useful peak 
hour capacity into Edinburgh. There may be potential to investigate rescheduling East 
Coast Aberdeen-London, West Coast Edinburgh-Birmingham and planned 
TransPennine Edinburgh-Manchester services to allow the trains to provide additional 
morning peak services through Fife into Edinburgh. Corresponding northbound 
arrangements could be made in the evening peak. This needs co-operation by 
Transport Scotland, the Department for Transport, and train operating companies.          
Network Rail would have to assess the capability of the upgraded track and signalling 
at Waverley to accommodate up to10 trains on the Fife line during the peak hours.  
An extra signal on the Forth Bridge could also be required. 
Widening the range of destinations south of the Forth that can be reached easily by 
public transport from Fife is discussed in section 3.5.  

 
3.3 EXPANSION OF PARK AND RIDE 

The feasibility of further extending the Ferrytoll bus P+R should be investigated.   A 
strategic P+R car park could be provided at Rosyth station.  The potential for further 
increases in local P+R car park provision at all stations in Fife should be assessed. 
 

3.4 BUS and FERRY DEVELOPMENTS 
Cross-Forth bus services could be expanded through Route Development Grants. 
Following the success of the Stagecoach hovercraft trial in July 2007, fast ferry routes 
from Burntisland to Granton, or Kirkcaldy to Leith, should be positively assessed, 
connecting by bus and, in future, tram, to give good penetration of Edinburgh. 

3.5 WIDENING the PUBLIC TRANSPORT MARKET             
The majority of public transport trips are made to central Edinburgh. Car is the easiest 
option for reaching other destinations including west Edinburgh and West Lothian. 
Establishing the type of integrated public transport network commonplace in 
European cities would widen the potential journeys that can be made by train and 
bus. The Edinburgh Tram project is an opportunity to create a strategic new 
rail/tram/bus interchange at Gogar. Integrated ticketing and easy interchange 
between trains and trams would allow journeys to be made from any station in Fife to 
any stop on the tram network including Edinburgh Airport and Edinburgh Park. 
Rail/tram interchange at Haymarket and Waverley will improve through journeys from 
Fife to other destinations including Leith.  
A comprehensive Bus Quality Contract strategy for the SESTRAN area  would enable 
full co-ordination of bus and train ticketing, routes and timetables to further increase 
the range of destinations easily reached by rail and bus. 
 

4 LONG TERM STRATEGY 
In the long term, we need to reduce the need to travel through the provision of more 
family-friendly, affordable housing south of the Forth, and more employment 
opportunities in Fife and Tayside. Public transport needs to be further boosted, and a 
price clearly levied on vehicles crossing the Forth at congested periods. 
Demand management applies to the railways - the peak fare is almost double the off-
peak return. Why should such basic principles of transport management not apply to 
road travel also? 
With future progress towards alternative energy sources for road transport, including 
hydrogen and electrically powered vehicles, the existing system of oil fuel duty and 
vehicle excise duty will have to be revised. A national system based on road 
charging, related to actual mileage travelled, congestion on the roads used, and CO2 
emissions,  would be fairer than the current tax regime. It would also improve 
congestion management, carbon emissions, and give incentives to use public 
transport.  
The challenge for politicians is to introduce a usage-related road charging system that 
is seen as being fair, and not perceived as merely a way of increasing taxation. 
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Against this future background, the abolition of bridge tolls is a populist but retrograde 
step away from direct charging to manage use of limited road capacity.  
A package of public transport improvements, as outlined in this paper, is needed to 
counteract predicted worsening of road congestion should tolls be abolished.   
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SUBMISSION FROM SPOKES – LETTER TO CABINET SECRETARY FOR FINANCE AND 
SUSTAINABLE GROWTH ON 24 SEPTEMBER 2007 – 28 SEPTEMBER 2007 

Dear Mr Swinney 

FORTH ROAD BRIDGE – CYCLE LINKS 

Spokes is extremely concerned over the probable impacts on congestion, traffic growth, and CO2 
emissions of the proposal to abolish tolls on the Forth Road Bridge, as predicted in the Scottish 
government's own Toll Impact Study. The traffic and congestion increases will, in particular, be 
detrimental to conditions for cyclists not only in the immediate vicinity of the bridge, but in the city 
and in other areas surrounding the bridge. In relation to CO2 emissions, we are disappointed that 
the SNP manifesto commitment on tolls is helping undermine your ultimately far more important 
manifesto commitment to emissions reductions. On all these points, we fully ally ourselves with 
the comments of the City of Edinburgh Council, TransForm Scotland, Scottish Environment Link, 
and others, to the Parliament's Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. 

Having said that, we were delighted with certain of your remarks when you commented on the 
government's Toll Impact Study [SG News Release 20.8.07]. You said, “We will continue to 
invest in initiatives which reduce congestion, such as improved park and ride, and 
improved rail, bus and cycle links.” It is quite unusual for a Minister when commenting on such 
an issue to specifically include cycle links, as you did, and we hope this indicates that we can 
expect a very serious commitment to growing cycle use by the new government, in line with other 
forward-looking European countries. 

First, we would be very interested to hear which particular initiatives on cycle links you are 
proposing in relation to mitigating the impact of Forth Road Bridge tolls abolition. Second, we 
would like to put forward what is undoubtedly by far the most important such link, that between 
Edinburgh City and the Forth Road Bridge, and we would be pleased to hear whether you intend 
to take action on this matter. This route is a vital commuter route [particularly since cyclists were 
banned from the A90], an important leisure route, and also perhaps the most important single 
tourist cycle link in the whole of Scotland, taking large numbers of cycletourists heading from the 
Capital towards the north of Scotland. It is thus a route of national significance, and a critical 
section of Route 1 of the Sustrans National Cycle Network. It should be an absolute flagship 
example in terms of design and maintenance. 

At present, the inner section of this route, from near the city centre out to Barnton, is in general 
excellent. Although this section follows the future route of Edinburgh tram in part, we have been 
assured by the tram promoters that the cycleroute will be maintained at a very high quality. 
Unfortunately, from Cramond to the Forth Bridge, far from being a flagship route, the journey is in 
parts truly appalling, and the source of perhaps the strongest complaints received by Spokes 
about any cycling provision in Edinburgh or the Lothians. Unless this route is designed and 
maintained to a proper standard a great deal of cycling potential is being lost, impacting on 
congestion, health and environment, and leaving international cycle tourists with a very poor 
impression of Scotland. 

To indicate the strength of feeling on this matter, and the genuine seriousness of the situation, 
here are some direct quotes from letters and emails received by Spokes [some quotes refer only 
to specific sections of the route]. The majority of these comments are not from leisure users, but 
from cyclists who try or have tried to commute on this route, and so are desperately concerned 
about the conditions... 
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 “Completely inadequate cycleroute – too narrow, poor surfacing, dazzle from car 
headlights at night.” 

 “I have cycled National Cycleroute 1 from Aberdeen to Edinburgh, and this is one of the 
poorest parts of the route.” 

 “The trenched section between Cramond and Dalmeny is not wide enough for safety, and 
forces cyclists to commute at eye level with oncoming motorist headlights less than a few 
feet away.” 

 “It is a national disgrace that this is allowed to continue.” 

 “This path is extremely dangerous and unsuitable for bike use. In places it is 
approximately one metre wide, so if you meet someone travelling in the opposite 
direction you need to stop. The surface is very bumpy and slippery, and constantly 
strewn with debris, and worst of all, due to its sunken level, when cycling down the hill 
northbound, the cycling eye-level is at the same level as car headlights. Added to the fact 
that there is no lighting on the path means that you simply cannot see what is in front of 
you.”

 “It is ridiculous that for a city of Edinburgh's size this is the only route open to cyclists 
from the North.” 

 “Note the narrowness - imagine two cyclists meeting, one going downhill, possibly at 
speed – how safe is that? - the hemming in by stone walls on both sides, the roughness 
of the surface, and the steepness of the gradient compared to the main road.” 

 “The only proper solution is a cycle path beside the main road. In continental Europe a 
segregated cycle path beside main roads is bog standard. The reason is that main roads 
usually go from A to B by the shortest and easiest routes, and that is exactly what cyclists 
want too.” 

 “The situation is dangerous and intimidating, particularly for pedestrians.” 

 “There is a frequent need to stop, and even dismount, at busy times.” 

 “I am at my wits end with the whole thing. Over the last year I have emailed my MP, 
Sustrans and Edinburgh Council. They all claim to be sympathetic, but the substantial 
funding needed is not available.” 

I hope you will agree that these quotes indicate not just a minor problem, but a completely 
unacceptable situation, and a high priority for expenditure to mitigate the impact of toll abolition 
on the Forth Road Bridge. We would stress most strongly that what is required is not just tidying 
up and/or resurfacing of the present route. What is required for this route, which is of national 
significance and is surely the prime candidate for your above commitment on Forth Bridge cycle 
links, is: 

 A complete assessment of cycling conditions and requirements between the city centre 
and the Forth Bridge, including both on-road and off road sections, with particular 
attention to commuting [which demands the highest conditions, including 3m width, 
lighting, maintenance, priorities at road crossings, and so on] as well as long-distance 
tourist and local leisure travel. We cannot stress strongly enough that this assessment 
must not just look at improving the existing route – it must look at all options, since some 
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sections of the route will almost certainly require completely new alignments, although 
other sections such as Roseburn to Barnton will require very little work. 

 Advance commitment to full funding for the recommendations of this assessment – albeit 
the costs are likely to be exceptionally modest in the context of bridge tolls and non-
cycling mitigation measures. 

We hope our comments are helpful in your desire to mitigate the impact of the abolition of tolls, as 
well as to promote cycle use and to provide a positive impression of Scotland to visitors. We look 
forward to hearing from you on this matter and will be copying this letter to various other 
interested parties, including those below. 

Yours Sincerely 

Dave du Feu 
Spokes 

cc: Patrick Harvie MSP [Parliamentary Transport Committee] 
Margaret Smith MSP, West Edinburgh 
Sustrans [John Lauder] 
CEC [Cllr Phil Wheeler and CEC Director of City Development] 
SESTRAN [Alec Macaulay] 
Almond Ward councillors [Cllr George Grubb, Cllr Norman Work, Cllr Kate MacKenzie] 
Transport and environment groups [Transform Scotland, Scottish Environment Link, FOE 
Scotland]
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Finance Committee 
 

4th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3), Tuesday 25 September 2007 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
 

Submission from Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA) 
 

FETA’s number one priority is the continuing safe maintenance and operation 
of the Forth Road Bridge. At present this is entirely funded by toll income 
approaching £12m each year. Before this income stream is removed, a 
financial settlement must be agreed that safeguards the integrity of this vital 
transport link for the years to come. 
 
The Forth Road Bridge is the oldest long-span suspension bridge in Europe, 
and FETA’s experienced staff understands its unique maintenance 
requirements. Routine maintenance and inspection goes hand in hand with a 
rolling 15-year programme of capital works and capital expenditure can vary 
considerably from year to year. 
 
It is difficult to predict future bridge maintenance requirements. For example, 
the introduction of new codes on structural assessment resulted in unforeseen 
strengthening works to the main towers totalling £12.7m; consideration of a 
ship impact risk evaluation required the provision of pier defences costing 
£9.9m; following an unexpected failure and subsequent extensive testing, it 
was necessary to replace all hanger ropes at a cost of £8m; and, following 
internal inspection of the main cables, FETA is installing a system of 
dehumidification at an estimated cost of £10m.  
 
The uniqueness of the work can also mean significant differences between 
estimated and actual costs of contracts. For example, strengthening works to 
the towers were estimated to cost £9.7m, but the actual cost was £12.7m; 
ship impact defences were estimated to cost £7.4m, but the actual cost was 
£9.9m. Currently, contracts estimated at £10m for bearing and joint 
replacement and £65m for suspended span painting are still to be awarded. 
 
Current studies being undertaken include off-site testing of the vehicle 
parapets which were provided before the emergence of a British Standard on 
containment, the proving of the structural integrity of the cable anchorages 
and the feasibility of replacing the main suspension cables in the event that 
the de-humidification project fails. These three schemes have the potential for 
further major expenditure.  
 
History shows that most capital works on the bridge are delayed by adverse 
weather and that even experienced contractors tend to under-estimate the 
effects of working at height, in the exposed environment of the bridge.   
 
As Parliament seeks to replace toll revenue, it is vital that a flexible financing 
structure is established that takes into account the unique, variable, long-term 
nature of the Bridge’s maintenance programme.  
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Current position 
 
FETA is broadly satisfied with the terms of the financial memorandum 
appended to the Abolition of Tolls Bill: 
 

 Ministers intend to replace the toll income with direct grant funding. 
 

 The grant estimates contained in the financial memorandum are 
consistent with FETA's approved financial plan and include provision 
for the one-off costs of toll plaza remodelling and staff severance 
payments. 
 

 The memorandum indicates that FETA will be able to hold a 
reasonable reserve and have the ability to borrow in exceptional 
circumstances. 
 

 There is a commitment to work on a detailed agreement with FETA.  
 

Having said that, we will be seeking clarity from the Scottish Government on a 
number of issues including:  
 

 Detailed grant conditions, including flexibility between years. 
 
 The process to adjust grant where costs vary from estimates or 

where unforeseen work is required. 
 
 How borrowing powers will operate in practice. 
 
 The definition of reasonable reserve. 
 
 A longer term commitment beyond the 3 year period of the 

Government Spending Review when required. 
 

 How the Scottish Government will provide security of future income to 
FETA where the Authority wishes to invite tenders for works which 
include significant financial commitments beyond 3 year Spending 
Review period. 

 
Alastair Andrew, General Manager, Forth Estuary Transport Authority 
John Connarty, Treasurer, Forth Estuary Transport Authority 
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Finance Committee 
 

4th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3), Tuesday 25 September 2007 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
 

Submission from Tay Road Bridge Joint Board 
 

The Financial Memorandum of the Bill sets out the future funding proposals 
for the Tay and Forth Road Bridges after the bridge tolls are abolished. 
 
It should be stressed that the figures currently quoted in the Financial 
Memorandum are based on financial information supplied to the Scottish 
Executive by the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board on 6 August 2007.   Since that 
date some of the assumptions on which the Tay Road Bridge officers 
submitted the figures have changed and one of the purposes of this written 
evidence is to provide an update on those assumptions. 
 
The Financial Memorandum assumes a one-off capital grant of £14,763m to 
repay the estimated total outstanding loan debt as at 31 December 2007.  I 
can confirm that the figure of £14.763m included in the Bill's Financial 
Memorandum would be sufficient to clear the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board's 
outstanding loan debt at 31 December 2007.    
 
In terms of the estimated annual capital grants figures included in the Bill's 
Financial Memorandum, these have now changed due to the Bridge Engineer 
and Treasurer reviewing the Bridge Board's Capital programme.  The 
following table details the previous and proposed annual capital grants:- 
 
Year 
Amount (£000) 

Financial 
Memo Grant 

Revised 
Proposed Grant 

   
2007/08  1,537  1,698 
2008/09  7,190  1,225 
2009/10  6,625  8,020 
2010/11  2,265  6,915 
  17,617  17,858 
 
 
The reasons for this movement in capital spend are firstly that additional 
Bearing replacement work has been identified in the current financial year 
2007/08, and secondly the Pier Collision Protection work has been 
rescheduled to start in 2009 rather than 2008. 
 
In terms of the resource grant figures included in the Bill's Financial 
Memorandum, these will also need to be revised to reflect more up to date 
information, particularly in respect of the Bridge Board proposed staffing 
structure.   The resource grant figure required for 2007/08 is lower due to a 
more realistic estimate of expenditure required for toll booth removal and the 
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erection of new signs.  The following table details the previous and proposed 
annual resource grants. 
 
 
Year 
Amount (£000) 

Financial 
Memo Grant 

Revised 
Proposed Grant 

 
2007/08  850  553 
2008/09  1,208  1,474 
2009/10  1,235  1,508 
2010/11  1,262  1,544 
 
 
The conclusion on the figures included in Bill's Financial Memorandum is that 
they will have to be amended to reflect the more up to date information 
provided by the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board. 
 
In terms of the principles behind the proposed future funding for the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board, the proposals included within the Bill's Financial 
Memorandum are generally acceptable.  The combination of a one-off grant to 
repay the outstanding loan debt and annual capital grants should effectively 
mean that the Board will have no need to borrow and therefore have no future 
loan debt.   The proposal to eliminate the 2016 debt repayment deadline, and 
leave the Board with its borrowing papers, will effectively provide the Board 
with a fall-back facility should the annual capital grant ever prove insufficient.   
The annual resource grant should be sufficient to meet the Board's annual 
running costs, however if actual annual spend ever exceeds the grant, then 
the Board will be able to meet any such excess from the residual General 
Reserve balance of circa £500,000.   In my opinion the funding principles as 
set out in the Bill's Financial Memorandum are acceptable and sufficient for 
the Boards future funding requirements. 
 
David K Dorward 
20 September 2007 
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FINANCE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

4th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 25 September 2007 

Present:  

Derek Brownlee Joe FitzPatrick 
James Kelly Liam McArthur 
Tom McCabe Elaine Murray (Deputy Convener) 
Alex Neil Andrew Welsh (Convener) 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill:  The Committee took evidence on the 
Financial Memorandum of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill from—  

Alastair Andrew, General Manager and Bridgemaster, and John Connarty, 
Principal Finance Manager, City of Edinburgh Council; 

David Dorward, Treasurer, Tay Road Bridge Joint Board; and 

David Patel, Deputy Director, David Dow, Financial Advisor, and Christopher 
Rogers, Head of Branch, Transport Directorate, Scottish Government. 

Decision on taking business in private:  The Committee agreed to consider a 
draft report on the Financial Memorandum of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) 
Bill in private at future meetings. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Finance Committee 
Tuesday 25 September 2007 

[THE CONV ENER opened the meeting at 14:00] 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Financial 

Memorandum 
The Convener (Andrew Welsh): Good 

afternoon and welcome to the fourth meeting of 
the Finance Committee in the third session of the 
Scottish Parliament.  

I ask everyone to turn off their mobile phones 
and pagers. We have received no apologies. 

Agenda item 1 is scrutiny of the financial 
memorandum to the Abolition of Bridge Tolls  
(Scotland) Bill. The committee agreed to adopt  
level 3 scrutiny of the bill, which involves taking 
oral evidence from bodies that are financially  
affected by the bill and from Scottish Government 
officials. We will then produce a report, which we 
will send to the lead committee.  

I welcome our first panel of witnesses: Alastair 
Andrew, general manager and bridgemaster, and 
John Connarty, treasurer, from the Forth Estuary  
Transport Authority; and David Doward, the 
treasurer of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board.  
Gentlemen, would you like to make brief opening 
statements? 

Alastair Andrew (Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority): FETA‟s number 1 priority is the 
continuing safe maintenance and operation of the 
Forth road bridge. At present, that is funded 
entirely by toll income of approximately £12 million 
each year. Before the income stream is removed,  
a financial settlement must be agreed that  
safeguards the integrity of this vital transport link in 
the years to come.  

The Forth road bridge is one of a kind in Europe,  
and FETA‟s experienced staff understand its  
unique maintenance requirements. Routine 
maintenance and inspection go hand in hand with 
a strategic 15-year capital programme. Capital 
expenditure can vary considerably from year to 
year. Because the structure is unique, a great deal 
of work is unpredictable in relation to both 
requirement and cost, and of course all bridge 
work can be delayed due to adverse weather.  

As Parliament seeks to replace toll  revenue, it is  
vital that a flexible financing structure is  
established that takes into account the unique,  

variable and long-term nature of the bridge‟s  

maintenance programme.  

David Dorward (Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board): In submitting written evidence—I hope 
that it has been issued to the committee—I had 
two objectives: first, to update the committee on 
the level of capital and resource grant required by 
the Tay road bridge for 2008 onwards; and 
secondly, to confirm that, in the main, the 
principles behind the proposed future funding 
package for the Tay road bridge are acceptable.  

I have three further comments, the first of which 
is on the accuracy and sensitivity to movement of 
the figures that have been provided on the capital 
grant. The bridge engineer and I have prepared a 
20-year capital plan, but actual capital expenditure 
may differ from the plan because of delays in 
letting individual capital contracts or in their 
delivery. In addition, the board recently  
experienced a situation in which the tender 
submission received for a large capital contract  
exceeded the board‟s capital budget for that  

project. Such movements in the planned capital 
spend can be accommodated by the Scottish 
Government allowing the carry-forward of capital 
grant after an underspend and by the board using 
its retained borrowing powers, if required, for any 
excess capital spend during the year. 

Secondly, on the resource grant, the figures that  
we have provided are the best estimate at this  
time. They are based on the proposed staffing 
structure for the bridge board. We are in 
negotiations with trade unions and hope to agree 
the staffing structure in the near future so that we 
can take it to the bridge board for its approval. We 
have carried out a sensitivity analysis on the 
revenue budget and resource grant. If pay awards 
and inflation were 1 per cent higher than those 
assumed in the budgets provided, the bridge 
board would need to find a further £15,000 in any 
one financial year. We are asking that the general 
reserve balance of £500,000 be retained, so that 
money could be found from within the balance.  

Thirdly, on the grant settlements, in my opinion,  
the bridge board should be treated in a similar 
fashion to a local authority and should receive at  
least a three-year resource and capital grant  
settlement. That would allow the bridge board to 
manage and operate the bridge in a reasonable 
fashion.  

The Convener: Mr Connarty, do you have 
anything to add? 

John Connarty (Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority): No. I do not wish to add anything.  

The Convener: Treasurers are always the 
strong, silent people behind every organisation. I 
thank the witnesses for their opening statements. 
We will now move to questions. 
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Joe FitzPatrick (Dundee West) (SNP): 
Paragraphs 42 and 46 of the financial 
memorandum state that one-off costs for the 
removal of toll plazas and changes to road layout  
and signage are included in the 2007-08 or 2008-
09 figures. For the Forth bridge, those are 
estimated at £3.5 million in 2007-08 and £2 million 
in 2008-09, and for the Tay bridge, they are 
estimated at £0.825 million in 2007-08.  

My first question is to both the Forth Estuary  
Transport Authority and the Tay Road Bridge Joint  
Board. Are all  those costs incorporated in the 
estimates for capital costs for those years? 

My second question is specific to the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board. Why are all the costs expected 
to be incurred before the end of the current  
financial year for the Tay bridge? Is there an add-
on there? Having looked at the figures, I could not  
see what had happened to the proposed 
expenditure of £13 million or £14 million to keep 
the tolls and move the toll plaza to the Fife end of 
the bridge in order to ease congestion. I just  
cannot see where that cost fits in. Where has it  
gone? 

Alastair Andrew: The capital cost of tol l  
removal is included in the figures that have been 
quoted. The cost of the physical civil engineering 
works on the toll plaza and an allowance for 
possible redundancies for the staff have been 
included. 

David Dorward: I have confirmed with the 
bridge engineer that we hope to take the toll  
booths away from the Tay bridge and complete 
the road works before 31 March 2008 at a cost of 
£100,000. The bridge engineer has made an 
allowance of £150,000 for the new signage that  
will be required when the tolls are removed. I have 
to say that those figures are lower than those that  
were included in the financial memorandum, in 
which the combined figures for those two items 
come to £625,000. There is no allowance in our 
20-year capital programme, which has been 
approved by the bridge board, and in the recent  
one that the engineer and I produced, for the 
relocation of the tolls to the Fife end of the bridge.  
Quite simply we deferred that matter, because we 
knew that the Parliament was considering the 
possible abolition of the tolls—we made no 
provision for it. 

Liam McArthur (Orkney) (LD): Even after 
taking account of the major reinstatement work  
costs, the capital estimates for both bridges for 
2008-09 and 2009-10 seem to be well above 
capital spend trend levels. Can you explain those 
trends? What are the main purposes of the 
projected capital costs? 

Alastair Andrew: The committee will be aware 
that FETA is funding the M9 spur extension, which 

is a £39 million project. We have £24 million in 
grant aid from the Executive, so £15 million is  
being taken from the tolls income. We are also in 
the middle of a dehumidification contract for the 
main cable, at a cost of £8.9 million. We have just  
started on the weekend resurfacing programme, at  
a cost of another £3.5 million. This is the point that  
we wish to make about the irregular profile of 
spend: capital expenditure for the current year is  
higher than we would normally expect it to be 
because of those necessary works. 

David Dorward: Historically, the Tay road 
bridge capital programme has run at £1 million to 
£2 million per annum. In 2005, we identified a 
significant problem with the bearings on which the 
bridge rests. Civil  engineering work identified what  
repairs were required, which resulted in an £18 
million tender for bearings replacement, spread 
over three years—that was a unique tender for the 
Tay road bridge.  

The only other major piece of work in the 20-
year capital programme is for the navigation 
spans, between which boats go up the Tay. The 
cost of work on the spans, which is due to 
commence in 2009, is included in the capital plan. 

Liam McArthur: I am happy with that.  
Colleagues will return to the point about the 
irregular spend profile.  

James Kelly (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab): The 
policy memorandum says: 

“The redundancy costs are included in the projections  

discussed in the Financial Memorandum.”  

However, the details are not separately identified 
in the financial memorandum. What is the split in 
the one-off transitional costs between the costs for 
road works and so on, and redundancy costs? 

John Connarty: For FETA, the estimates are 
£3.5 million for road works, and £2 million for 
severance costs. Those were the early estimates 
at 24 July, to pick up on Mr Dorward‟s point. Work  
is on-going to confirm the figures. 

James Kelly: Will you give us feedback on the 
figures when they become available? 

John Connarty: The figures will be discussed 
with Government officials as  we go forward, but  
they could be fed back to the committee.  

The Convener: Could I ask you to shout at us,  
please? 

John Connarty: Sorry.  

Alastair Andrew: There is an issue about  
revealing the information to which Mr Connarty  
referred. We are working closely with staff and the 
trade unions on the new structure that will be 
required to operate the bridge without toll  
collection. Clearly, it is an iterative process that  
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involves reaching agreement on the new structure 
and identifying possible new posts to which 
existing staff can be matched, before starting to 
assess the severance costs. Should any 
employees choose the early retirement route 
rather than the redundancy route, that  would have 
a major effect on the calculations. Therefore, we 
must proceed carefully and wait until the board 
and the unions reach an agreement, and staff are 
given that information, before going into print with 
the exact severance costs. 

David Dorward: We have had a series of 
meetings with the t rade unions; we will have 
another meeting with them tomorrow. I am 
confident that we will reach agreement with them 
in the near future. We will then take a report to the 
board. We have fewer staff than FETA does, so 
we have less of a problem in dealing with 
severance costs. We believe that our estimated 
figure of £200,000 for redundancy and early  
retirement costs will be sufficient. The costs will be 
met from our general reserve balance, which sits 
at £2.9 million. The road works element of 
£250,000 is for the removal of the toll booths and 
signage. 

The Convener: Before we leave this subject, I 
think Tom McCabe would like to come in. 

Tom McCabe (Hamilton South) (Lab): No. I 
have a separate question.  

The Convener: Sorry. James Kelly has another 
question.  

James Kelly: My question is on the staff issue. I 
realise that the matter is sensiti ve, but can the 
witnesses put a figure on how many staff are likely  
to be made redundant? 

Alastair Andrew: FETA has a permanent staff 
of 105 full-time equivalents. We envisage a 
reduction of between 35 and 40, depending on 
which model we adopt for the new structure.  

14:15 
David Dorward: The Tay Road Bridge Joint  

Board believes that there will be a reduction of 11 
posts. Because of early retirement and the 
redeployment of toll collectors to maintenance 
posts within the bridge board, the number may be 
as low as two or three. 

Joe FitzPatrick: Has FETA had any discussions 
with the neighbouring local authorities about  
whether they will be able to absorb some of the 35 
to 40 people that Alastair Andrew envisages will  
be involved? 

Alastair Andrew: Yes. The first priority within 
our support package is to seek redeployment, but  
members may be aware that the City of Edinburgh 
Council faces a recruitment freeze because of 

current spending problems. Some of our staff have 
limited training because their task in life has been 
toll collection, so we anticipate some difficulty with 
redeployment, but it will be our first course of 
action. We have already alerted the partnership 
action for continuing employment team and are 
working with the appropriate agencies to minimise 
the number of redundancies.  

David Dorward: We wrote to the neighbouring 
authorities and Tayside Contracts, which is the 
direct labour organisation in Tayside. We had 
quite a positive response on the potential for 
redeployment to those organisations, so we will  
take up those opportunities to try to avoid 
redundancies at all costs. 

James Kelly: The resource costs for the Tay 
bridge are pretty evenly spread over the next three 
years but, for the Forth bridge, there is a 
significant spike in 2008-09: £6.98 million running 
costs, as against £4.715 million and £4.833 million 
for the subsequent years. What is the explanation 
for the uneven expenditure on the Forth bridge? 

John Connarty: That relates to the estimate for 
severance costs. We have assumed that  
severance costs of £2 million would fall in 2008-
09, which is why the figure is higher in that year.  

James Kelly: The figures in the summary of 
expected income and expenditure do not seem to 
reconcile. For the Tay bridge, the 2005-06 costs 
are £6.4 million, while income is £7.7 million; in 
2006-07, costs are £11.3 million and income is  
£13.5 million. For FETA, the 2005-06 income is  
£19.7 million against costs of £18.6 million and, for 
2006-07, the income is £25.9 million while the 
costs are £32.5 million. Are you able to provide an 
explanation for the gaps between income and 
expenditure? 

The Convener: Does Mr Connarty wish to 
respond? 

John Connarty: I cannot see the figures. Can 
direct me to them in the memorandum, please? 

James Kelly: The figures for FETA are in 
paragraph 26 of the financial memorandum and 
those for the Tay bridge are in paragraph 33.  

John Connarty: Paragraph 26 shows the 
previous accounts for FETA. A reduction in the 
authority‟s reserve balance would account for the 

difference between income and expenditure.  

James Kelly: If we take 2005-06 as an 
example, income was £7.7 million, which is  
greater than the expenditure of £6.4 million. Can 
you explain what you mean by the reserve 
movement accounting for that difference? 

John Connarty: I am sorry, but you just quoted 
the Tay figures. 
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James Kelly: I am sorry. If we look at the Forth 
figures, we see that in 2005-06 income was £19.7 
million and costs were £18.6 million. Income was 
therefore greater than costs, and you attributed 
that to movements in the reserve. How has 
reserve movement affected income and costs? 

John Connarty: FETA has held a fairly  
significant reserve. As you can see, in 2006-07,  
there was exceptionally high expenditure: there 
was work on the A8000 and on the main cable. To 
balance the expenditure for that year against  
regular toll income and grant assistance from the 
Scottish Executive, FETA had to use some of its 
reserve balance to fund its expenditure.  

James Kelly: I understand. In 2006-07, costs 
were greater than income. You are saying that that  
was because of particular projects, and you drew 
down from the reserve. In 2005-06, income was 
greater than costs. Why was that? 

John Connarty: As I have said, expenditure 
fluctuates from year to year. In 2005-06, there was 
a small difference and the balance contributed to 
the reserve. That reserve was then used the 
following year to smooth out the fluctuations in 
expenditure. 

James Kelly: So, in 2005-06, the reserve 
increased; and in 2006-07, you drew money down 
from the reserve to fund work that was being 
done. 

John Connarty: That is correct. 

The Convener: What is the size of the reserve? 

John Connarty: At the start of this financial 
year, the reserve was £12.8 million. However, with 
the planned dehumidification of the main cable,  
and with other works, the reserve is expected to 
reduce and actually to be eliminated during this  
financial year. Before the proposal to abolish the 
tolls, FETA had planned to borrow during this  
financial year. 

David Dorward: The answer for the Tay is  
slightly different. I have the audited accounts in 
front of me and it appears that there is an 
omission from the expenditure side of the interest  
payable on finance charges. For 2005-06, that  
would add approximately £800,000 to the running 
costs. In that year, we made a total surplus of 
£600,000. In 2006-07, a similar adjustment would 
be required of approximately £800,000 on the 
expenditure side. The actual position is that we 
made a surplus of £1.4 million that year, £800,000 
of which was a one-off payment for the cessation 
of a car park. The car park is part of the Dundee 
waterfront development; it was bought by Dundee 
City Council and the whole of that payment had to 
be recorded in our revenue accounts. It was a 
one-off—a unique payment that will not happen 
again. 

The reserve level was £2.16 million in March 
2006 and £2.87 million in March 2007.  We plan to 
use approximately £2.1 million of that reserve to 
fund our 2007-08 capital programme. 

James Kelly: Have future interest payments  
been built into your projections? 

David Dorward: No. The assumption for our 
resource grant is that our capital programme will  
be funded 100 per cent by capital grant. There will  
therefore be no finance charges in future years‟ 

revenue budgets. 

Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): Looking again 
at the tables in paragraphs 26 and 33, we see 
rows labelled “Other income”. What are the other 
sources of income? Mr Dorward mentioned the 
£800,000 from the sale of the car park in Dundee,  
and I presume that that  is included in the figure of 
£906,000 for 2006-07 for the Tay bridge, but will  
you explain the other sources of income? 

David Dorward: Yes. In 2006-07, £800,000 of 
the £906,000 was the income from the sale of the 
car park. The rest of the other income that is  
shown in the table is interest on revenue balances,  
on which we earned interest; rental income from 
the rent that we received from Dundee City  
Council—we rented the car park to the council 
before we sold it; and rental income from a kiosk 
on the Fife side of the bridge. We are entering into 
an agreement with a fibre optic company to lay  
fibre optic cables across the bridge, which will give 
us an annual rental income.  

Elaine Murray: Is the Forth road bridge in the 
same situation? 

Alastair Andrew: The situation is similar. We 
already rent out duct space for fibre optics. 
Advertising hoardings and so on are rented out on 
some land holdings, which are a carryover from 
the 1960s when the bridge was built. The 
summary indicates the income other than tolls  
income.  

Elaine Murray: Leaving aside the £800,000 for 
the car park, which is probably an unusual 
circumstance, is the other income likely to 
fluctuate over the years? 

Alastair Andrew: The rental of ducts on the 
bridge for fibre optics should provide a steady 
income. From time to time, other communications 
companies make inquiries about renting ducts, so 
that income may go up. The situation with the 
advertising hoardings on the approaches to the 
bridge is similar. Income should be fairly constant. 

Elaine Murray: I have a more general question.  
Some items of income or expenditure have 
nothing to do with the bill—they will remain 
whether or not the tolls are abolished. Does the 
financial memorandum include a lot of additional 
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material that is not about the cost of the 
legislation? 

Alastair Andrew: It certainly provides an 
accurate picture of income and expenditure, which 
is what  is required in the memorandum. The other 
incomes are highlighted in the audited reports, 
which are freely available. 

Elaine Murray: But they will not be affected by 
whether there are bridge tolls. 

Alastair Andrew: They should not be. As we 
understand it, only the toll income will be removed.  

David Dorward: I believe that our reason for 
including all the expenditure and income was to 
arrive at the net effect of the loss of the toll income 
and to indicate the net amount that will have to be 
met by resource grant. That is why those items 
were included in the figures that we supplied to the 
Scottish Government. 

Tom McCabe: Ministers are funding the 
repayment of all the debt, which should remove 
the need for any future borrowing—although I see 
that there is a provision for borrowing in 
exceptional circumstances. What is the rationale 
behind removing the statutory repayment 
deadline? 

David Dorward: The statutory deadline of 2016 
was included in the original Tay Road Bridge 
Order 1962. The thinking then was that all  debt  
from the original building of the Tay road bridge 
would be repaid within 50 years. That was not very  
forward thinking, because repair work that carried 
a significant cost had to be funded by borrowing 
over the following 50 years. The deadline of 2016 
meant that, as we got closer to that date, the 
finance charges on new borrowing had to be 
spread over an increasingly short period—five or 
six years. The finance charges on the new 
borrowing were therefore bearing heavily on our 
reserves and on our revenue spend. The bill  
includes the continuation of borrowing powers, but  
leaving the 2016 deadline in place would have 
meant that if we had to borrow in 2015, the finance 
charges on that borrowing would have been 
almost the whole cost of the borrowing, because 
there would be only one year left in which to repay 
that debt. Therefore, it was imperative that that  
anomaly—no other public sector body has a 
deadline by which it must repay its debt—was 
removed.  

14:30 
Tom McCabe: One could say that that would be 

no bad thing for some other public sector bodies,  
but we had perhaps better not go there.  

If the board decided to take up those powers for 
dealing with exceptions, would the repayment 
period for any such borrowing be open-ended? 

David Dorward: We would apply public sector 
accounting principles. We would look at the asset  
on which we were borrowing and work out the 
calculation for the works over the useful li fe of that  
asset. In addition, the finance charges that would 
be generated by any such borrowing would need 
to be reflected in the resource grant that we 
received from the Scottish Government in future 
years. 

Tom McCabe: I think that the financial 
memorandum states that the policy will cost about  
£15.5 million in lost income and will require a one-
off payment of around £14.7 million for the 
repayment of debt. However, according to the 
financial memorandum, the expected costs on the 
Scottish Government come down to around £10.6 
million in 2010-11. Will that lower cost be the trend 
going forward? What will be the expected annual 
cost of the policy on the Scottish Government‟s  

budget in the longer term? 

Alastair Andrew: In my opening remarks, I 
made a plea for flexibility. We operate on a 15-
year capital programme. Under the current  
programme, spend on capital alone will be some 
£107,000 over the 15-year period,  in addition to 
running costs. The difficulty that we perceive is  
that we will be required to plan works according to 
the three-year spending review budget, whereas 
we currently plan the works and then look at our 
expenditure. At the moment, we have a borrowing 
consent that allows us to smooth out the peaks 
and troughs. So far, we have never had to borrow 
since the original debt on the Forth road bri dge 
was repaid. That is primarily because traffic  
growth has outstripped inflation. My board is keen 
to have a flexible funding mechanism that would 
look further than the three-year spending review 
cycle. For example, the painting contract runs for 
15 years. That does not present us with a difficulty  
at the moment because we have our own income 
and FETA has obtained borrowing consent to 
borrow £15 million to see us through a period of 
higher expenditure while keeping the toll at the 
same level. With toll removal, we seek to have in 
place an equally flexible funding mechanism.  

David Dorward: A distinction must be drawn 
between the resource grant and the capital grant. I 
believe that the resource grant will be fairly steady.  
Once we have a staffing structure in place, the 
expenditure on running the bridge year on year will  
be fairly constant apart from inflationary increases 
in pay awards. However, quite significant  
fluctuations can occur on the capital side. That is  
why I agree with Mr Andrew that we need some 
flexibility to ensure that the bridge can let longer-
term capital contracts with the confidence that the 
Scottish Government will provide the capital grant  
to meet those.  
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The Convener: Mr Andrew, will you just confirm 
whether the capital cost over 15 years that you 
mentioned was £107,000? 

Alastair Andrew: I meant £107 million.  

The Convener: Thank you for that clarification.  
You will now understand why I asked for it. 

Tom McCabe: I understand everything that has 
been said. However, have you factored in the 
possibility that in future years you might be 
required to borrow—for whatever purpose we can 
only speculate—when the flow of t raffic over the 
current bridge might have been reduced by a 
second crossing from which you would not get any 
income? Does that have an impact on your 
thinking about the degree to which you might need 
to enter the market to borrow money? 

Alastair Andrew: No predictions were made on 
the influence of a new crossing simply because we 
expect that a new crossing would take at least 12 
years to deliver. When we estimate future works 
for up to 15 years, there is obviously some 
uncertainty in the values that we use. In looking 
forward, we have not taken into account a 
reduction in t raffic, but we have taken into account  
the average growth of traffic in the past 20 years. 

The Convener: Mr Dorward, do you wish to 
respond? 

David Dorward: I am not aware that a second 
crossing is planned for the Tay, so— 

The Convener: Not yet, anyway. I beg your 
pardon. 

Tom McCabe: You are spending money on 
everything else, so why not? [Laughter.]  

The Convener: Mr McCabe, do you wish to ask 
a supplementary question? 

Tom McCabe: I understand that, in considering 
a period of 15 years, there is a great deal of 
speculation. There has to be projection even 
though it is by no means a precise science.  
However, do you agree that there is a risk in 
projecting forward the same traffic growth that has 
occurred in the past 20 years, given that we now 
have greater concern for the environment,  
measures to try to reduce the number of journeys 
that people make and the possibility of another 
crossing? 

Alastair Andrew: I have to come back with the 
defence that it is well within the bounds of our 
ability to estimate traffic growth.  

Two years ago, we were not thinking about a £9 
million project to dehumidify the main cables. In 
our written submission, I also mention our work on 
pier defences, which resulted from the 
Government in the 1990s asking for a risk analysis 
of shipping impact. That led to expenditure of £10 

million. We have a history of unforeseen work  
being required.  

Also, when the wind-loading codes were 
changed, we were required to stiffen the cross-
bracing on the main towers. There is a history of 
trying to keep up to date with design criteria and 
the increases in weight of heavy goods vehicles,  
including the increase from 22-tonne to 44-tonne 
trucks. 

Our estimates of costs have been less accurate 
than our estimates of percentage growth in traffic.  
When works are required, it has always been the 
case that they are planned and then funding is  
sought. The most recent difficulty that we had 
caused us to increase the toll  from 80p to £1,  
which saw us through the crisis. Now we are 
prepared to borrow £15 million and the projections 
show that the repayments fall well within our 
income stream.  

The Convener: Given that financial memoranda 
to bills often present the costs that might arise as 
falling within a range of estimates, what degree of 
uncertainty or variation ought to be considered in 
the figures for the Abolition of Bridge Tolls  
(Scotland) Bill? 

John Connarty: FETA‟s written submission 
mentions a number of the unforeseen events that  
have occurred, and Mr Andrew mentioned some of 
those today. FETA carries out detailed analysis of 
the risks of projects and tends to go into three-
year capital programmes with a reserve of about  
£6 million. However, the reserve depends on the 
specific details of the programme. 

The Convener: Your submission states: 
“It is diff icult to predict future bridge maintenance 

requirements.” 

It lists several possibilities, but it also states: 
“The uniqueness of the w ork can also mean signif icant 

differences betw een estimated and actual costs”.  

In one of the examples in your submission, the 
estimate was out by  30 per cent and, in the other,  
it was out by 33.7 per cent. Why were those 
estimates wrong to such a large extent? 

Alastair Andrew: We have a unique structure. It  
is the oldest suspension bridge in Europe. When 
we are faced with a consulting engineer who has 
been employed to do a feasibility study of 
replacing the vertical suspender ropes—
something that we have done—there is no book of 
rates for the brickwork, plasterwork or concrete 
work. The engineer starts from scratch and asks 
how we can replace the supports that hold the 
bridge up without disrupting the traffic. 

The engineers whom we employ will make their 
best estimate of the costs, but we will start to 
realise how accurate the estimates have been only  
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at the tendering stage. Obviously, we follow 
European tendering procedures and the 
contractors working on the bridge are,  
predominantly, major foreign companies. It is not 
necessarily a matter of an error in estimating;  
rather, it is simply a matter of the work not having 
been done before. 

I will give a simple example. When 
strengthening of the towers started, it was 
assumed that the steel on the bridge was up to the 
British standard of 1958. However, the contractor 
kept breaking drill bits on coring machines 
because there were so many flaws in the steel. In 
such circumstances, the contractor will  say that it  
was reasonable to expect the steel to come up to 
the British standard but it clearly did not, and the 
contractor will make a claim.  

The estimates to which you referred appear to 
be well out from the finished costs, but that does 
not mean that there was wastage. If we spent  
more time on the estimates, perhaps we could 
reduce the differences, but we are comfortable in 
thinking that the outturn cost will remain about the 
same. 

The Convener: Differences of 30 per cent and 
33.7 per cent are substantial.  

Two contracts—for bearing and joint  
replacement and for span painting—have still to 
be awarded. Those contracts are worth £75 
million. Will they be subject to similar increases? If 
so, they would be worth around £100 million.  

Alastair Andrew: Our difficulty is that  the road 
bridge is wind susceptible. Mid-span, for instance,  
it can move out 23.5ft in the direction of the wind.  
We have to work carefully, bearing in mind wind 
loading.  

We have carried out wind tunnel research with 
the University of Glasgow to determine the 
optimum area of the bridge that we can have 
tarpaulins on at any one time. Network Rail, which 
is responsible for the rail bridge and can obtain up-
to-date figures, is the next organisation to speak 
to, but we have had to delay the implementation of 
the painting programme because of the corrosion 
that we have found inside the main cable.  
Delaying works means that costs will increase. 

The Convener: Capital works seem to be 
particularly vulnerable to such increases. On 
future costs, you have said that there are three 
schemes with 

“potential for further major expenditure.”  

Are you working from a guesstimate with those 
three schemes? How much will the major further 
costs be? 

Alastair Andrew: We have let the tender for the 
dehumidification of the main cable, but no one can 

sit here and say that what will happen will or will  
not be successful. If the dehumidification process 
is unsuccessful and we have to replace the main 
cables, there will be significant substantial costs. 
However, a report is not yet available—it will not  
be finalised until the end of the year. We have had 
to use guesstimates that are based on available 
information from internationally renowned 
consultants, but that is the nature of the beast. 

The Convener: Yes, but I think that you 
understand the concern about replacing toll  
revenue with the Government‟s grant scheme. 
Your submission states: 

“it is vital that a f lexible f inancing structure is established 

that takes into account the unique, variable, long-term 
nature of the Br idge‟s maintenance programme.”  

What exactly does that mean? 

14:45 
Alastair Andrew: The 15-year plan reflects the 

fact that the vehicle parapets on the Forth road 
bridge are substandard. They do not meet the 
current British standard for vehicle containment.  
Should we replace those parapets? That question 
needs to be answered. What about the bridge 
expansion joints? When the bridge expansion 
joints on the Erskine bridge were replaced, traffic  
on that bridge was reduced to contraflow for three 
months. Industry north of the Firth of Forth would 
not accept contraflow on the Forth road bridge for 
three months, so we are looking to find an 
alternative. 

We can identify schemes, but we cannot  
accurately cost them, because they are one-offs—
they are unique. For example, we could not simply  
go on to the bridge deck and replace the 
substandard vehicle parapets with standard 
vehicle parapets, because the deck is not stiff 
enough. We are talking about t rying to retrofit a 
1950s bridge to current design standards, which is  
not easy. 

At the moment, the finances are managed by 
FETA. We have a healthy reserve and borrowing 
consent for £15 million. I simply want to ensure 
that, in removing the toll, Parliament is fully aware 
of the liability that is taken on. FETA will be left  
with the legal responsibility for maintaining the 
bridge, but it will have to go cap in hand for 
funding. 

The Convener: Those points are being made 
clear to all parties involved.  

Tom McCabe: Mr Andrew, are you really saying 
to us that there is little chance of properly  
estimating the future costs of removing tolls? I 
know that you do not mean to, but you are not  
presenting a reassuring picture of the bridge or the 
prospects of driving over it any time soon. It  
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sounds as if there is little chance of a professional 
estimate of the future costs—tolls or no tolls. 

Alastair Andrew: Of course we are attempting 
to provide professional estimates. A major 
feasibility study is running at the moment, with 
international consultants considering the removal 
and replacement of the main cables, but it is 
exceptionally difficult for me to give you an 
estimate of costs when that report is not yet  
available. We are required to work up a 15-year 
programme so that we can consider our funding 
requirements over the year. As we have surfaced 
before, we can give you an accurate estimate of 
the cost of surfacing, but if we find a problem with 
the main cable anchorages, there is no readily  
available case for us to refer to for accurate 
estimates. 

History shows that we have attempted to do the 
work professionally. We have advertised in Europe 
and brought in experienced contractors that were 
famous for their work in moving offshore oil  
structures in the North Sea. Unfortunately,  
however, they have still ended up underestimating 
the difficulty of carrying out works in live traffic on 
an exposed bridge such as the Forth road bridge.  
That situation is not unique when we consider 
other major bridges in the world.  

Tom McCabe: Am I right in thinking that, in 
general, people would welcome the removal of 
tolls from the bridge but that the true cost to the 
taxpayer may be higher than they envisage? 

Alex Neil (Central Scotland) (SNP): 
Alternatively, is it true to say that there are two 
separate issues? One is the cost of removing the 
tolls, which is the lost income, and the other is the 
big question mark over the authority‟s ability to 
predict capital costs for the reasons that have 
been outlined. The authority will face that problem 
irrespective of whether there are tolls. 

Alastair Andrew: Yes, that is an accurate 
assessment of the position.  

Tom McCabe: The point that I was trying to 
make was that, when we are in the midst of 
uncertainty about substantial sums of money, it  
might not be unreasonable to question the wisdom 
of killing off an income stream.  

The Convener: I want also to ask about the Tay 
bridge situation. I note that work on additional 
bearing replacement and pier collision protection 
has been identified in the current year. On the 
Forth, similar projects cost way over the estimates.  
What is the situation on the Tay? Are the 
estimates accurate, or will  the projects be over 
budget? 

David Dorward: I would have to support what  
Mr Andrew said. The largest contract that we let  
was for bearing replacement. Although the 

engineers knew exactly the work that they wanted 
to carry out, until they went to the market and the 
companies came back with their tenders—very  
few companies can carry out such work—the 
engineers did not fully appreciate all that was 
required. The cost increase was mainly due to the 
supporting work that had to be put in place to carry  
out the main work while the bridge was kept open.  

We have experienced similar problems to the 
Forth road bridge, albeit at a much reduced level,  
in that an estimate for a large capital contract has 
been exceeded when the tender came in.  

Sometimes, things can go in the other direction.  
The work on the navigation span is an interesting 
example. We do not yet have a tender for it—that  
is, the engineer‟s estimate of how much will be 

required to make the piers safe for boats going up 
and down the Tay. The engineer recently said that  
there might be a simple, practical process solution 
that could reduce the amount of work required. We 
will have included the cost of an engineering 
solution in the 20-year capital plan—approximately  
£11.4 million, spread over the next five years—but  
we might be able to put in place a practical 
solution with Port of Dundee Ltd that would ensure 
that safety is maintained at a high level but require 
a smaller engineering solution.  

Elaine Murray: I return to the effect of the bill to 
abolish the tolls. There has been discussion about  
capital programmes and several pieces of work,  
including dehumidification, which would have to be 
done anyway. What difference does abolishing the 
road bridge tolls make? Does your argument 
about the flexibility of the grant lie in the 
proposition that, instead of the tolls getting 
abolished, they could have been raised in order to 
meet additional costs, or more people could 
somehow have been encouraged to cross the 
bridges to generate more revenue?  

What is the effect of the abolition of the tolls on 
the capital programmes? What is the particular 
concern that you want to be addressed because 
you will not have the income stream any more? By 
how much would the income stream from the tolls  
address the capital spending problems? 

Alastair Andrew: Given that approximately 12 
million people pay the toll every year, it requires  
only a very small increase in the toll to buy a fairly  
large mortgage to see us through some of the 
major capital works. I want to stress to the 
committee the flexible nature of the matter. I hope 
that it has not been suggested that we are being 
unprofessional in our estimates—we are doing the 
best that we can. We cannot have the sort of grant  
aid that is handed out to some other boards 
whereby, if we come within 5 per cent of spend,  
we hand the money back or we are unable to carry  
it over to the next financial year.  
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All our works are weather susceptible. To follow 
up a point that David Dorward made, I note that  
the contractors look on remedial works as high 
risk. At the moment, Tarmac is contracting the 
surfacing of the bridge. It has had one bad 
weekend out of the last three; it is not prepared to 
take the risk, given the number of people involved 
in the works. There are very few contractors who 
are experienced in replacing bearings. Our 
estimates are based on the best estimates that are 
available, which come from the contract  
documents that were returned for the Tay road 
bridge. We are constantly updating our database.  

I reiterate that it is difficult to find contractors and 
that the contractors view the carrying out of 
remedials on a live bridge deck as a high-risk  
operation. The main point is that the work is  
difficult, and we need flexibility.  

Elaine Murray: As Tom McCabe said, it is true 
to say that we do not have firm estimates for the 
cost of the legislation. 

Alastair Andrew: The financial memorandum, 
which is based on a three-year spending review, 
does not show the full cost.  

David Dorward: I believe that there is no 
linkage between taking away the tolls and the 
capital expenditure. If the tolls were there, that  
capital expenditure would still be required and we 
would probably have to be funded through a 
combination of a grant from the Scottish Executive 
and toll income. The bridge boards require a 
commitment that the capital grant, whatever it  
might be, will be available. I believe that the 
financial memorandum—i f we use the updated 
figures that are contained in our written 
submission—is now correct. As it stands, there are 
capital and resource errors in the bill, but we have 
updated the figures through our written 
submission. It is simply a timing issue. The data 
are quite limited, but the figures from the Tay road 
bridge that we have submitted are accurate for the 
three-year or four-year period.  

What is required is a commitment that there wil l  
be longer-term funding on the capital grant  
because capital expenditure, by its nature, usually  
takes place over more than three years. We plan it  
well in advance. It takes longer to plan and it takes 
longer to arrange and deliver the contracts for 
capital expenditure than anything on the resource 
grant side. Therefore, a three-year settlement  
does not give us flexibility. 

I believe that there are organisations in the 
public transport sector, such as Highlands and 
Islands Airports Ltd, that have a longer-term 
commitment from the Scottish Government, not for 
actual grant levels but for funding for any capital 
expenditure or deficit that the organisation incurs.  
The bridge boards need that kind of flexibility. 

Alex Neil: I return to the cost of the bill. Correct  
me if I am wrong, but my interpretation as an 
economist is that it equals the revenue that is lost 
as a result of withdrawing the tolls minus the cost  
of collecting them. In simple terms, that is the bill‟s  
net cost. All the other issues to do with capital, the 
profile of the capital spend and risk—all of which I 
understand perfectly—exist irrespective of whether 
we have tolls or not.  

I am talking about the cost to you. In the broader 
picture, when the Scottish Government considers  
the economic impact of withdrawing the tolls, the 
wider economic benefits for the Scottish taxpayer 
may well outweigh any cost that results from 
withdrawing the tolls. Do you agree that that is a 
fair definition of the cost of the bill?  

David Dorward: I do. The loss of income is a 
definite loss to the public purse. There will be a 
saving through a reduction in running costs for toll  
collectors, banking services and security services.  
That nets off the loss of toll income to some 
extent. Thereafter, whether we have tolls or not,  
capital expenditure will have to be borne by the 
public purse.  

Alex Neil: On revenue to the public purse, i f the 
removal of the tolls generates the level of 
economic growth that we anticipate, the 
Government and taxpayer will get the money back 
in other ways. 

You raise extremely serious and important  
issues on capital expenditure. They are neutral to 
the bill‟s main provisions, but they are important  

issues for the committee to address. As I 
understand it, you are saying three things: first, 
that you need a guarantee that you will  have 
access to the capital that is required to maintain 
and repair the bridges; secondly, that you need to 
take a longer-term perspective than three years  
hence; and, thirdly, that you need a degree of 
flexibility, given the uncertain nature of the capital 
spend particularly but not exclusively for FETA. As 
you say, you are on the job before you know what  
its true cost might be. 

You are giving a clear message about needing 
responses on those three major requirements. 
How advanced are your discussions with the 
Government and have you been given any 
guarantees on any of those points so far? 

15:00 
John Connarty: We have had discussions with 

the Government through the bill reference group 
for FETA. That is where the estimates and 
information in the financial memorandum have 
come from. FETA has a meeting arranged with 
Government officials next Thursday to consider in 
detail some of our concerns about flexibility and 
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determine whether they can be addressed by a 
detailed grant offer and grant conditions.  

Alex Neil: Will that be the first time that you 
have put the concerns to the Government? 

John Connarty: No, the Government has been 
aware of the concerns through our discussions 
with it, but that will be the first time that we have 
sat down to concentrate on that detail. 

Alex Neil: I have a little factual question— 

The Convener: There are a few other people 
waiting to ask questions. 

Alex Neil: Aye, but I have waited about an hour 
to get in. Fair‟s fair. 

Mr Dorward—with regard to the future funding 
proposals for the Tay bridge, your paper says that  
for the period 2007 to 2011 there is a difference of 
about £524,000 between the figures in the 
financial memorandum and the figures in the 
revised proposed grant. In your preamble, you 
refer to the proposed staffing structure, but that  
difference cannot be entirely explained by staffing,  
can it? 

David Dorward: In terms of the resource grant,  
the difference is entirely due to staffing changes.  
There is approximately £250,000 more a year in 
the revised staffing structure. The previous figure 
was produced prior to our personnel department in 
Dundee City Council reviewing the required 
staffing structure of the Tay road bridge after 
abolition of the tolls. In our written submission,  we 
say that the resource grant in 2008-09 would need 
to be increased from £1.208 million to £1.474 
million. That difference of £266,000 is due entirely  
to the staffing structure. 

Alex Neil: What has happened in terms of 
staffing to justify that substantial forecasted 
increase? 

David Dorward: Initially, we foresaw a situation 
in which the toll collectors—about 20 people—
would not have tasks on the bridge after the 
removal of tolls. However, the bridge manager,  
John Crerar, pointed out that the current toll  
collectors have duties other than collecting tolls; 
for example, they perform security duties and 
ensure that the bridge is safe and clear 24 hours a 
day, seven days a week. I will be honest: we had 
underestimated the staffing structure that would be 
required to maintain the Tay road bridge after 
removal of the tolls. 

Joe FitzPatrick: Both figures that Alex Neil 
mentioned are for a post-tolls situation. I 
understand that they are both lower than the 
figures for the current arrangement. Is that  
correct? 

David Dorward: They are lower than the figures 
for the current arrangement because they relate to 

a situation in which there are fewer posts. At 
present, there are 47 posts and in the proposed 
structure there will be 36. We were too 
enthusiastic in our initial perception about the 
reduction in posts initially. When we considered 
the arrangements in greater detail—for example,  
when we considered staff rotas  and so on—it  
became apparent that the staffing structure had 
been underestimated.  

The Convener: We are approaching the end of 
this part of our meeting, but Derek Brownlee and 
Liam McArthur would like to ask questions.  

Derek Brownlee: You have talked about other 
income and the funding that would come from the 
Executive. If the bill becomes law, would you be 
able, under other legislation, to charge users of 
the bridges? 

Alastair Andrew: The Forth Estuary Transport  
Authority was set up as a road-user charging 
authority. Under the Transport (Scotland) Act 
2005, FETA would still be able to apply  to 
introduce a road-user charge, but that involves a 
12-stage application process that requires  
ministerial approval at each stage as well as a 
public inquiry. Although a mechanism by which 
charges could be introduced will still exist, 
Parliament would have a say in the matter.  

David Dorward: There is no equivalent of FETA 
for the Tay road bridge,  so it would be more 
difficult—i f not impossible—to introduce any other 
form of road charging for the bridge under the 
original legislation once the tolls were removed. 

The Convener: The Courier in Dundee will be 
pleased. 

Derek Brownlee (South of Scotland) (Con):  I 
appreciate the confirmation.  It  is for ministers  to 
answer why FETA‟s power to introduce a charge 
has not been removed. 

Liam McArthur: My question relates to a couple 
of issues that did not come up in the witnesses‟ 
responses to Alex Neil and Tom McCabe. I 
acknowledge the points about the net effect in 
revenue and that capital costs will be equally  
predictable, or unpredictable, whether or not tolls 
are in place. Two other issues were not raised.  
The first is the impact of toll abolition on 
congestion and the costs that will arise from it,  
although the witnesses might not be able to 
comment on that. Secondly, there obviously exists 
the potential that removal of the tolls will result in 
changes to the capital cost profile because of 
increased movements leading to greater wear and 
tear on both bridges. Can the witnesses even 
estimate what that change is likely to be? 

Alastair Andrew: Yes. The current predictions 
are that traffic numbers will increase on the Forth 
road bridge, but we do not anticipate a significant  
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increase in the number of heavy goods vehicles,  
which cause the structural problems. The 
forecasts indicate that the off-peak period will start  
to fill up and that the peak will simply become a bit  
longer, but cars do not  cause the maintenance 
problems. The simple facts are that the Forth 
bridge is a 1950s bridge that  is carrying twice its  
design load and that the number and weight of 
heavy goods vehicles continues to increase.  

We would have concerns only if we saw a 
sudden increase in the number of heavy goods 
vehicles. However, the indication from the hauliers  
is that they currently use the bridge off-peak 
anyway because their highest operating costs are 
fuel and drivers‟ time and they do not want their 
vehicles stuck in the commuter rush in the 
morning. Therefore, we do not expect the increase 
in traffic to have an effect on the spend profile.  

David Dorward: The Tay bridge manager does 
not predict a significant increase in use of the 
bridge when the tolls come off. The majority of the 
bridge t raffic  is users who are resident in north -
east Fife and who go to Dundee for work. The 
manager estimates that even a 2 per cent to 3 per 
cent increase in traffic per annum would have no 
effect on our capital programme.  

Abolition of the tolls will have a significantly  
beneficial effect on congestion in Dundee city 
centre. As traffic leaves Dundee to cross the 
bridge in the evening, the tolls cause a backlog 
into the city centre; the traffic queues back and 
exhaust fumes settle. Removal of the tolls will  
mean that the traffic will flow more easily, which 
will have a beneficial effect on congestion and air 
quality. 

Liam McArthur: I accept  that that was probably  
more a question for FETA, but I appreciate those 
answers. 

The Convener: We have had quite a long 
question-and-answer session. I will give the last  
word to our witnesses.  

Alastair Andrew: I will undo an impression that  
I might have created: the Forth road bridge is  
absolutely  safe. I crossed it this morning and I will  
cross it again soon. Our only plea is that the 
Scottish Government will, in removing the income 
that is earned from tolls, give us an equally flexibl e 
grant to let us continue with maintenance.  

The Convener: All of us who use the bridge 
regularly will be pleased to hear what you said.  

David Dorward: I echo Mr Andrew‟s points. The 
Tay road bridge is a different structure from the 
Forth road bridge and, although we are 
considering them together in one bill, the capital 
needs, the capital expenditure and, to some 
extent, the revenue are slightly different. The Tay 
bridge goes into the heart of a city: therefore,  

removal of the tolls will make a significant  
difference to traffic movements in Dundee.  

The Convener: We appreciate the three 
witnesses‟ participation. I bring this section of the 

meeting to a close. We will have a four-minute 
suspension to allow our next witnesses to settle in.  

15:10 
Meeting suspended.  

15:13 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I welcome our second panel of 
witnesses, who are officials from the Scottish 
Government. They are David Patel, the deputy  
director of the Scottish Government transport  
directorate, David Dow, financial adviser, and 
Christopher Rogers, who is a branch head in the 
Scottish Government transport directorate. Will the 
officials make an opening statement? 

David Patel (Scottish Government Transport 
Directorate): We will make just a brief statement,  
given that the committee has already heard a lot  
from the bridge boards. Under the bill, toll income 
will be replaced by direct grant funding. The grant  
for the coming spending review period will be in 
two elements—a revenue grant to cover the 
operating costs and a capital grant to meet the 
programme capital expenditure that  we get from 
the boards.  

We have made no changes to borrowing powers  
because they give flexibility over time for 
exceptional circumstances; both boards will  
therefore retain them.  

The committee has gone over the costs in the 
financial memorandum. For the current financial 
year, the revenue cost is £4.4 million and capital is  
£22 million, of which £14.7 million relates to the 
outstanding debt on the Tay bridge. During the 
coming spending review period—again based on 
the boards‟ figures—the revenue costs are £20 
million and the capital costs are £40.6 million.  
Those figures represent the boards‟ current best  

estimates. The boards worked on the figures 
independent of the bill, so the information existed 
before the bill.  

Capital spending includes all known current and 
committed schemes. The major ones on the Tay 
are the bridge bearings replacement and the pier 
protection scheme. For the Forth, the two biggest  
major capital expenditures are resurfacing and 
cable dehumidification.  

The committee heard earlier that there are 
always uncertainties around capital expenditure 
for the bridges, but we believe that we have fairly  
robust estimates. In the next few months, we will  
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consider the questions of flexibility that the 
committee heard about from both boards.  

15:15 
The Convener: Does either of your colleagues 

want to say anything? 

David Dow (Scottish Government Transport 
Directorate): No—we are happy just to answer 
questions as they come.  

Alex Neil: It is always good to welcome 
somebody from the Scottish Government.  

You said that you will consider the flexibility that  
was mentioned earlier, but there were other issues 
related to the borrowing powers and funding of the 
capital expenditure, such as the need to look 
beyond a three-year horizon. In fact, as you have 
probably seen, FETA outlined six conditions in its  
written evidence: flexibility, process, how the 
borrowing powers will operate in practice, the 
definition of reasonable reserve, the longer term 
commitment, and the security of future income. I 
sense from your opening remarks that there is  
genuine flexibility in the Government‟s approach 

and that you acknowledge the points that were 
made particularly, but not exclusively, by FETA. Is  
that a fair assumption? 

David Patel: That is a fair summary of the 
position. We work on three-year spending review 
commitments—there is no getting away from 
that—but we need to ensure that everybody 
understands that there is a long-term commitment  
to funding the boards. The specifics will be dealt  
with in three-year chunks, but the boards have a 
long-term funding commitment from the 
Government that allows them to enter contracts 
that extend beyond three years.  

We are currently discussing with the boards 
what will be adequate reserves. We have more or 
less come to an understanding with the Tay board,  
but have still to reach a firm agreement with FETA. 
The reserves for the Forth bridge have been high 
in recent years; there is a question about whether 
that needs to continue.  We are discussing that  
with FETA, and I think that there is some flexibility  
on its side. 

There is a general commitment to a flexible 
funding regime, and we will use best practice. The 
committee heard from the boards that other 
organisations have some flexibility, and it is our 
intention to ensure that the boards have the best  
package for them.  

Alex Neil: Would it be fair to say that the 
discussion is in a sense a bit academic? If either 
board did a Northern Rock and then went bust, 
under the legislation the Scottish Government 
would have to pick up the tab anyway. 

David Patel: That is a fair point.  

Alex Neil: Is that the correct position? Would 
the Government have to pick up the tab if either 
board went bust? 

David Patel: It would be a pretty good bet that  
the Government‟s door would be knocked on in 
that situation. 

Alex Neil: I have two other substantive 
questions. The first is about your scrutiny and 
audit of the boards‟ estimated figures. We heard 

an explanation of how the staff costs in the Tay 
Road Bridge Joint Board were originally  
underestimated. Do you go through an internal 
process of scrutiny and audit of the figures that  
you are given and then negotiate a final agreed 
estimate, rather than just taking the figures as 
read? 

David Dow: Yes—although I see that as a 
process that we will go through more as we come 
to agree each year‟s grant and as we become 
more familiar with the business of the two bodies.  
Going forward, that is the process that I envisage.  

Alex Neil: That is going forward. You are in 
negotiations at the moment, so I presume that you 
undertake robust analysis of the figures that are 
presented by both boards. 

David Dow: The learning process continues and 
we are questioning the figures. As the committee 
has learned from the previous session, matters  
are still coming to light.  

Alex Neil: I am not sure whether I am totally  
reassured by that.  

David Patel: As the committee heard, staff 
costs are iterative; the boards are going through a 
process with unions and staff at the moment. The 
financial projections include broad allowances 
within which we will, we believe, be able to meet  
whatever costs arise from those discussions.  
Indeed, the figures in the projections are higher 
than may be realised.  

Alex Neil: Secondly, I assume that you allow for 
variations over time in the estimates. Obviously, 
the profile of the capital spend can easily slip 
between one financial year and another, even 
within the three-year timeframe. I assume that you 
have done—or will do—your own sensitivity  
analysis to examine where there might be 
exposure. For example, two of the pending 
contracts have a total value of £75 million. As the 
convener pointed out, previous contracts show 
overspends of around 30 per cent. If that were to 
be the experience in this case, the total value 
would be close to £100 million. In any one year,  
such overspends could have a reasonably big 
impact on the Government‟s budget. 
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Christopher Rogers (Scottish Government 
Transport Directorate): If I may, I will return to 
the original question to add a little to what my 
colleagues said. We can look at the present  
capital programme to see whether the figures are 
reasonable, but we cannot second-guess when 
something might need to be done. In other words,  
if FETA were to say, “In 2008-09, we will need to 
address issues in the expansion joints,” we cannot  
say, ”No, you don‟t.” That said, in the future, we 

would ask: “What is the flexibility on that?”  

On slippage, we need to bear two things in 
mind: slippage on capital projects; and the 
contractual difficulties that will always be involved  
in work on those structures. The witnesses from 
FETA and the Tay bridge board pointed out those 
difficulties and the considerable weather risks that 
are involved. The boards have difficulty in getting 
fixed estimates and fixed programmes of work  
when work has to be done in weather windows.  
The revised figures from the TRBJB show that  
capital expenditure has had to be moved into later 
years because things have happened that have 
extended existing works. We cannot fully estimate 
all such occurrences. That said, we agree on the 
need for flexibility between years: capital spend 
may be put forward as happening in 2008-09, but  
it may well slide into 2009-10.  

The Convener: How much is the proposed 
abolition of the tolls leading you into new territory? 
You said that you were on a learning curve. How 
much of the process is being done internally? Are 
you relying on specialist outside advice to assist 
you?  

Christopher Rogers: From the engineering 
viewpoint, we lean heavily on the engineering 
advice of both boards—they have, quite literally,  
decades of experience of their respective 
structures. Even if we were to go to consultancy, it 
would be difficult to get the equivalent level of 
expertise. We are talking about specific structures 
in specific conditions. 

Derek Brownlee: My questions are on the debts  
of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board. First, I would 
like clarification. FETA confirmed that it would 
retain the power to implement road user charging 
on the Forth bridge. Given that the bill proposes to 
abolish tolls on the Forth and Tay bridges, and to 
repeal both the Erskine Bridge Tolls  Act 1968 and 
the Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 2001, was 
consideration given to removing that power? 

David Patel: The bill is tightly focused on 
abolition of the bridge tolls. No consideration was 
given to removing FETA‟s particular provisions on 
road pricing. A couple of weeks ago, the minister 
told the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee that he is willing to consider 
the matter in detail, so it is something that we will  
be considering.  

Derek Brownlee: I come to the Tay road bridge 
debt. Of the £14.7 million that will be outstanding 
at the end of this year, it seems that £2 million is, 
in effect, owed by the Government to the 
Government. I assume that that figure is included 
just to clarify to whom that amount is owed.  

David Patel: Yes. 

Derek Brownlee: The obvious question is,  
given that the debt was to have been repaid over 
the next 10 years, why was the decision taken to 
pay it all back next year? Why not spread or 
maintain the debt payments? That could have 
been done while abolishing the tolls, could it not?  

David Patel: That could have been done, but it  
is a matter of achieving value for money in the 
funding regime going forward. The debt interest for 
the Tay road bridge is about £800,000 a year. The 
decision was made on the ground that we should 
avoid that.  

Derek Brownlee: We hear that we are moving 
into the tightest funding settlement since 
devolution. Are comparative figures available? 
There is a cost to the Scottish Government in that  
the £12 million or £13 million that is owed to the 
other bodies, in particular to the councils, is to be 
paid back to them immediately. What sort  of 
modelling was done on the consequences of that?  

David Dow: We had the opportunity to deal with 
that one debt now, and it is the one that we have 
concentrated on. On how the repayment plays 
with the spending review, the proposal is to pay for 
redemption of the debt within the current financial 
year. It will be over and done with before we move 
into the new spending review period.  

Derek Brownlee: Was there any negotiation 
with the councils, which will now be receiving cash 
that they had not expected to receive? Was an 
assumption made that they would be quite happy 
to be in that situation? 

David Patel: There was no discussion with the 
councils—it is purely a position that ministers have 
taken.  

Derek Brownlee: There are no provisions in the 
regime for any sort of penalty for early repayment. 

David Patel: As we understand it, there is none.  

James Kelly: As was covered earlier in our 
evidence taking, and as is outlined in the financial 
memorandum, the cost of the new policy is £15.5 
million per annum, plus the one-off debt  
repayment of £14.7 million for the Tay road bridge.  
However, in 2010-11 the total costs on the 
Scottish Government are expected to fall to £10.6 
million, which is a lower figure than for preceding 
years. Is that lower cost going to be replicated 
after 2010-11?  
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Christopher Rogers: The costs vary between 
the two structures. There is no doubt that the 
capital expenditure on both structures last year,  
this financial year and over the next two financial 
years is higher than average. The figure for 2010-
11 is probably representative of an average. As 
the witnesses from FETA said, there are costs that 
cannot currently be estimated, including for guard 
rails. That £10 million figure might represent a 
trend,  but  there are likely to be substantial blips in 
that trend.  

David Patel: It is really the capital expenditure 
that creates the variation over the years. The 
capital programme for the Forth over 2010-11 to 
2013-14 is about £2 million to £4 million, which is  
quite a bit down from the figures in this spending 
review period. That is the best figure for the period 
based on current estimates. A similar position 
holds for the Tay. On the basis of the current  
figures, and if the capital figures stay as they are,  
we expect the level of funding to go down in the 
next spending review.  

15:30 
James Kelly: So you are saying that, from 

2010-11, you expect the costs in a normal year to 
be £10.6 million although, as we heard from the 
previous panel, unexpected events quite often 
occur in maintaining the bridges. 

David Patel: Yes. If the capital profile remains 
as it is, the capital expenditure will be nearer the 
figure for 2010-11 than the figures for any other 
years. If it would be useful, we can provide you 
with the information that you want. 

James Kelly: That would be helpful.  

The Convener: You are inheriting a structure 
that has some structural problems, and future 
costs include the costs of three schemes that have  
“the potential for further major expenditure.”  

How are you coping with the fact that there is only  
a guesstimate of future costs? 

David Patel: What you say is true. You heard 
from Alastair Andrew about that.  

We do not know whether the cables will  be 
replaced. A study is being done and FETA will  
have to make a decision, so at present the costs 
are possible rather than known. Christopher 
Rogers might want to comment on the other two 
programmes.  

Christopher Rogers: To some extent, the 
position is even more complex than a guesstimate.  
The difficulty is that neither we nor FETA know 
whether the work needs to be done. If we knew 
that the work was required, we could put a risk 
analysis against it. 

There are two obvious examples. One is the 
guard railing, which is subject to testing. Even 
though it is not to a current design, it might still be 
to a current strength. The other example is  
anchorages. In both cases, FETA does not  know 
whether it will  need to spend money. We are 
almost in an unknown unknown, so we cannot  
even make a guesstimate. Particularly in relation 
to anchorages, it is not clear whether the work is  
required. If it is required, it is unclear what the 
nature of the work will be and, as a consequence,  
it is unclear what the cost will be. 

The Convener: I understand that you are 
looking through the fog of war, but do you have 
any idea how and when things will be clarified? 
When will the uncertainties begin to become 
clear? 

Christopher Rogers: The anchorages are 
probably the next major unknown, if I may use 
such indeterminate terminology. Consultants are 
studying whether the anchorages are competent  
or whether they need strengthening. I think that  
the consultants will  report at the turn of the year,  
but I will come back to you with the date. 

The Convener: Please do that. 

Liam McArthur: We are in an uncomfortable 
Rumsfeldian twilight zone of known unknowns and 
unknown unknowns. In seeking the best  
guesstimates of capital costs, to what extent have 
you asked FETA and the Tay Road Bridge Joint  
Board to err on the side of caution and include a 
bit of headroom? Alex Neil made it clear—and the 
convener raised the matter with the previous 
panel—that previous capital projects came in at  
about 30 per cent more than the projected cost. 
Have you considered that in asking for costs? For 
example, have you considered it in relation to the 
£10 million and £65 million contracts that are still  
to be awarded? 

Christopher Rogers: We have not added 
anything to the cost allowances that the boards 
have provided and have not gone back over any of 
their estimations. Instead, we have accepted their 
professional judgment. 

As for your reference to Donald Rumsfeld, I 
should make it clear that we and the boards are 
content with the figures in the financial 
memorandum that refer to this financial year and 
to the next spending review up to 2010-11.  
However, difficulties might arise in the years  
beyond 2011. I should point out that that comment 
does not apply to the Tay board, which is quite 
confident  about its long-term capital programme. 
The Forth board is also confident in that respect, 
but its capital programme contains, as you say, a 
number of unknowns.  

Liam McArthur: With regard to the impact of 
lifting the tolls on the traffic using the two bridges,  
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do you share Mr Andrew‟s view that the wear-and-
tear profile might not change markedly because,  
although there might be an increase in the number 
of cars on the bridge, there will be no marked 
increase in the number of HGVs? 

Paragraph 57 of the financial memorandum 
says: 

“Increased traff ic f low s across the bridges are fed by  

additional vehic le movements across the w ider local road 
netw ork. Such journeys could lead to additional „w ear and 

tear‟ on the netw ork and give rise to the need for additional 
roads maintenance over time.”  

Will that affect simply the surrounding road 
network or will it also have an impact on the 
bridges, particularly on the Forth bridge? As you 
have said, it is less of an issue on the Tay bridge. 

Christopher Rogers: With regard to the 
longevity of the Forth bridge, Alastair Andrew is  
understandably concerned about corrosion and 
whether, at some stage, HGVs will have to be kept  
away from the structure. We have discussed with 
him whether that will have any implications for 
maintenance; the committee has heard his  
response to that question, and I have no reason to 
disagree with him.  

In its reference to “wear and tear”, the financial 
memorandum is simply stating that  it is the nature 
of the beast that the life of the surfacing of the 
surrounding road network is dependent on the 
amount of traffic using it. If the amount of traffic  
increases, the surfacing might  need additional 
attention.  

Liam McArthur: Have you analysed the likely  
additional costs of such wear and tear? 

Christopher Rogers: No. However, a number 
of the roads that are involved are trunk roads, the 
responsibility for which fortunately falls to us. We 
will maintain t raffic counts, as we usually do, and 
analyse the real-life effects of this wear and tear.  

Liam McArthur: I assume, therefore, that you 
expect there to be an impact on road maintenance 
in other parts of the country. 

Christopher Rogers: There might be some 
impact, but it is very difficult to quantify. 

Liam McArthur: Paragraph 60 of the financial 
memorandum suggests that 
“people appear to tolerate signif icant levels of congestion 

w ithout changing their travel behaviour”.  

Have you done a quantitative analysis or cost  
impact study of the potential impact of congestion,  
particularly on businesses at either end of the 
bridges? 

Christopher Rogers: The toll impact study has 
provided us with some detail of that.  

Liam McArthur: Can you share those costs with 
us? 

Christopher Rogers: Do you want us to provide 
you with a résumé of the study? 

The Convener: That would be helpful.  

That concludes our session. Do the officials wish 
to make any final comments or statements? 

David Patel: No, we are fine. We will  provide 
the extra information that we have promised. 

The Convener: That is much appreciated. I 
thank the officials for their insight into the issues 
that the financial memorandum covers. The 
committee appreciates their evidence.  
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Dear Patrick

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) BiII- Stage 1 Report

~
The Scottish
Government

13 November 2007

I would like to thank you and the other members of your Committee for the very thorough
consideration that you have given to the evidence presented in respect of this Bill. I am
grateful for all your efforts and later in this letter I provide my thoughts on each of the
Committee's main conclusions and recommendations in the order and under the headings of
your report. I hope that this will be helpful.

In my evidence to your Committee I said: "The tolls on these two bridges were introduced for
the bridge users to pay for the construction of the bridges. The legislation that introduced
the tolls was not put forward with a view to restraining the use of the bridges and was not put
forward for all eternity."

Paragraph 4 of the Policy Memorandum explains that the legislation permitting tolls to be
charged on the Forth Road Bridge expires on the 31 March 2010 and on the Tay Road
Bridge expires on or before 18 August 2016.

The policy of the Scottish Government is to remove the tolls on the Forth and Tay Road
Bridges as soon as practicable. The Policy Memorandum explains that: "While it would be
possible to allow the tolling powers to expire naturally under existing legislative provisions,
Ministers are committed to ending the right to demand tolls at both bridges at the same time,
and as soon as practicable." .

The Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill removes the right to demand tolls with
transparency, certainty and - crucially - as soon as practicable. The fundamental question
posed by the Bill is not whether the existing bridge tolls should continue indefinitely - they
would cease in due course anyway - but whether the tolls should be abolished now.

A significant amount of the evidence presented to the Committee and duly considered by
them relates to the general principle of bridge tolls rather than to the direct effects of the Bill.
I agree that it is appropriate for the general principle to be debated as well as the precise
terms of the Bill and this response is intended to be in the same spirit as the Committee's
wider consideration of principle rather than just a narrow focus on the Bill's precise terms.
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A significant amount of the evidence - and some of my responses to the Committee - is
technical in nature. Should the Committee wish to clarify further any of the issues that cause
concern then I will arrange for any further detailed advice that you may need to be provided.

1. On the level of consultation on the Bill:

Recommendation 1: The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should
ensure that adequate and proportionate consultation is undertaken prior to the introduction of
all bills to the Scottish Parliament.

I can assure the Committee that the Government does endeavour to ensure that adequate
and proportionate consultation is undertaken on its Bills.

There was very thorough consultation last year on the principle of the abolition of these
bridge tolls - involving MSPs, and substantial numbers of individuals, private companies,
and private and public sector organisations - as noted at paragraph 35 of the Committee's
report.

Our view is that another formal consultation on the detailed contents of the Bill would not add
substantively to the extensive views researched and expressed in that earlier consultation,
and that the matter was thoroughly debated in Parliament. We are in regular contact with
both bridge boards to ensure that all the issues regarding the abolition of the tolls are fully
considered - in particular to ensure that any staff affected are treated with respect and
dignity.

2. Onwhethera StrategicEnvironmentalAssessment is required:

Recommendation 2: The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should
give serious consideration as to whether measures additional to those set out in the
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act are required to ensure that all major transport
policies, initiatives and projects which have the potential result in negative environmental
impact are subjected to a robust and proportionate level of environmental assessment.

I note that the Committee accepts that there was no requirement to carry out a Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the Bill and that an assessment of the potential'
environmental impacts of the policy to abolish bridge tolls was undertaken.

I want to reassure the Committee that the provisions set out in the Environmental
Assessment (Scotland) Act are comprehensive and do apply to those transport plans and
programmes that go beyond financial and budget matters, and are likely to result in
significant environmental effects. In Scotland the Strategic Transport Project Review (STPR),
which is major study to shape Scotland's transport network from 2012 until 2022, will be
subject to full assessment under SEA.
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Although the scope of the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 goes beyond that
set out in the original EU Directive, the exemption of financial or budget plans from the need
to undertake an SEA was set out in the EU Directive, which the Act now implements. The
removal of this exemption was also subject to Parliamentary debate in 2005, during the
passage of the Act through the Scottish Parliament but was not adopted as it was
considered that 'such plans are not a practical or meaningful subject for an SEA'.

However, the Government notes the Committee's recommendation to consider whether
additional measures are required in addition to the current scope of the Environmental
Assessment (Scotland) Act. This is considered to be outwith the scope of this Bill but the
Government will give this matter further separate consideration.

3. On the environmental impact of the proposals in the Bill:

Recommendation 3a: The Committee recommends that the bridge authorities, Transport
Scotland, local authorities and other agencies as appropriate give careful consideration as to
how noise, vibration, air quality and carbon dioxide emissions can be efficiently monitored on
both bridges and in surrounding areas against the appropriate environmental standards.

Recommendation 3b: (The Committee) further recommends that the Scottish Government
should provide appropriate funding for any remedial or mitigating measures that may be
identified as being necessary to address any negative environmental impact.

I note the Committee's recommendation and their concerns. The impacts that concern the
Committee are all driven by changes in traffic volumes. The Government will continue to
monitor traffic levels on the trunk roads and will ensure that infrastructure is in place for the
bridge authorities to monitor any changes in traffic across either of the bridges.

We will give consideration to any necessary additional monitoring a"ndremedial or mitigation
measures where negative environmental impacts affect residents as a demonstrable and
direct result of the policy to abolish bridge tolls.

Recommendation 3c: The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should
explain in more detail what steps it intends to take to decrease emissions across Scotland in
the next year, taking into account the increases likely as a consequence of the removal of
tolls.

I note the Committee's recommendation but it is considered to be outwith the scope of this
Bill. However in June, John Swinney committed the Scottish Government to consult on
proposals for a Scottish Climate Change Bill.

The Scottish Climate Change Bill will propose a statutory target to reduce emissions by 80%
by 2050. It will establish a clear, long-term statutory framework to help us meet that target
and thereby contribute to the global effort required to tackle climate change.
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The Climate Change Bill will establish a framework of interim targets and independent
advice; measures to monitor progress and ensure annual accountability; and enabling
powers to deliver new policies to tackle climate change through secondary legislation.

The Government will consult widely on proposals for the Scottish Climate Change Bill around
the turn of the year.

We are taking forward a number of sustainable development measures in transport to
promote emission reductions. These include investing in public transport - buses and rail,
travel planning, eco-driving (including promotion of lower emission vehicles), green fleet
reviews, and active travel. We are also tackling the freight sector through freight facilities
grants and other measures in the Freight Action Plan.

4. On the impact of the Bill on traffic movements and congestion:

Recommendation 4a: (The Committee) recommends that the Scottish Government should
also fund any additional traffic management measures which may be considered necessary
by either FETA or the TRBJB or by other roads authorities as a direct and quantifiable
consequence of the removal of tolls.

The Government has undertaken to fund the maintenance costs for the two bridges incurred
by FETA or the TRBJB including the necessary traffic management arrangements following
the abolition of the bridge tolls.

We will also consider any applications from FETA, TRBJB or other roads authorities who
consider that further traffic management measures are required as a direct and quantifiable
result of the policy of abolition of the bridge tolls.

Recommendation 4b: (The Committee) therefore recommends that FETA, Transport
Scotland and the relevant local authorities should seek to reach early agreement on how a
system of bus priority measures will be implemented.

Recommendation 4c: The Committee recommends. that the Scottish Government should
provide the necessary funding for an appropriate scheme of bus priority measures and
consider how it might support the further development of sustainable transport initiatives and
modal shift in this area, in terms of bus, rail and cycle use.

Bus priority measures already exist southbound between the Forth Road Bridge and
Edinburgh. Northbound bus priority is a matter for discussion between FETA and the City of
Edinburgh Council and SEStran. I understand that such discussions are on-going.
Government officials will continue to track progress on these discussions.
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When the results of their analyses are available we will consider the costs, benefits and need
for the measures then proposed.

However I ask that the Committee bears in mind that bus priority measures are
fundamentally provided to benefit buses when travelling in peak traffic. Peak hour traffic
volumes physically cannot increase in the peak directions on the Forth Road Bridge due to
the abolition of tolls - the bridge will be completely full whether tolls are in place or not.

Recommendation 4d: The Committee further recommends that the Scottish Government
provides more detailed information on how it proposes to meet its objective of maintaining
road traffic on the Forth Road bridge at 2006 levels.

This issue was first raised in the context of a supplementary Parliamentary Question, raised
by you on 6 September of this year. That was on the subject of the replacement Forth
crossing, and did not refer to the Bill. You asked me for clarification as to whether the new
crossing would be additional to, or a replacement for the existing Forth Road Bridge. In my
reply I made it clear that it is a replacement crossing, and said that we cannot allow
unconstrained growth in traffic over the Forth.

The first of the key objectives for the Forth Replacement Crossing Study is to maintain cross-
Forth transport links for all modes to at least the level of service offered in 2006. It is
important that we should aim to maintain and if possible better the level of service we
already have for cross-Forth transport provision. But that should not be achieved by allowing
the unchecked rise in private car travel.

The Scottish Government intends to build on the successes of existing park and ride
provision, bus and rail improvements to improve cross-Forth travel. Our recent
announcement to the Parliament about rail links included important new opportunities for
cross Forth rail travellers. This includes the new station at Gogar, on the Fife rail line, which
will provide a transport hub improving connectivity for travellers throughout central Scotland.

More generally, we will be announcing our preferences on the form of the replacement
crossing in the near future. As we take forward the detailed planning and design for the
crossing, we will be examining closely the options for enhanced public transport provision, in
order to persuade travellers to leave their cars at home.

5. On the impact of the Bill on economy and business:

Recommendation 5: The Committee's view, taking into account the evidence it has
received, is that it welcomes the prospect of additional jobs being created in Fife, but
believes that the overall economic impact of the abolition of the tolls is likely to be marginal.

I note the Committee's view and - taken across the whole of Scotland's economy - I agree
with you. However, where the Committee refers to the 1000 additional jobs being created in
Fife it should be to the modelling showing 1000 additional job holders in Fife. The jobs that
those 1000 additionally employed Fife residents fill would - in general - not be in Fife. Fife is
predicted to gain residents from other areas as a result of the policy to abolish bridge tolls -
mainly those to the south of the Forth.
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The employment effect of the abolition of tolls found from the modelling is mainly to increase
the opportunity to access employment and widen the potential labour pool for jobs.
Residents of Fife may seek jobs over a wider area, or existing employees living outwith Fife
with jobs north of the Tay or south of the Forth may move to Fife. Of course, that would still
lead to additional spending power within Fife.

6. On the impact of the Bill on the structure of the bridges:

Recommendation 6: The Committee notes the reassurances provided by the
representatives of FETA and TRBJB that the structural integrity or lifespan of the two bridges
will not be compromised by any increase in traffic arising from the abolition of tolls. The
Committee notes that these individuals are best placed to make such a judgement and
accepts their reassurances.

I note the Committee's comments and fully agree with them.

7. On the impact of the Bill on staff currently employed by FET A and TRBJB.

Recommendation 7a: The Committee believes that it is important that the Government
should take seriously the implications of policy decisions on workers and therefore
recommends that an informal meeting takes place at the earliest opportunity following the
publication of this report.

I can assure the Committee that the Scottish Government takes seriously all the implications
of its policy decisions.

I can appreciate that it must be a very difficult time for many staff working at the bridges, and
we will do everything that we reasonably can to minimise uncertainty, and to ensure that staff
are treated fairly and with dignity.

It would be difficult for a Minister to have a truly informal meeting with anyone outside
Government. I think that it would be better for a meeting to be arranged with an agenda that
does not prejudice the discussions being undertaken between staff and their employers.

On this basis I have instructed officials to arrange a meeting between me and local staff
representatives to discuss their concerns and the timing of the abolition of the bridge tolls.

Recommendation 7b: The Committee requests that the Scottish Government consults with
FETA and provides further information on the new staffing structure and specifically on how
the strategic responsibilities that previously fell to the post of Bridgemaster will be taken
forward.
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Recommendation 7c: The Committee recommends that FETA and TRBJB work together
with the Councils, unions and staff to ensure that redeployment and training opportunities
are utilised to best effect thus minimising this impact (of the Bill on staff currently employed
by FETA and TRBJB.)

Recommendation 7d: The Committee further recommends that every effort is made to
redeploy staff in order that redundancies are kept to a minimum and where they cannot be
avoided, that staff are treated with utmost dignity and respect as set out in the Policy
Memorandum.

I note the Committee's recommendations but these are predominantly matters for FETA and
the TRBJB. Nevertheless we are in regular contact with the Boards on staffing issues to
check progress.

FETA is currently considering and negotiating its future staffing structure. When this has
been cleared by the Board a copy will be provided to the Committee by my officials. The
report to- the Board regarding the post of Bridgemaster is attached to this letter for the
Committee's information.

8. Onthe impactof the Bill on the NationalTransportStrategy

Recommendation 8: The Committee considers that if the (National Transport) Strategy is to
be successful, it is essential that all transport initiatives are assessed against its strategic
objectives and that the results are included in policy documents and in material supporting
legislative proposals. The Committee therefore recommends that the Scottish Government
should develop appropriate procedures that such assessment becomes an integral feature in
relation to future proposals.

I note the Committee's recommendation. The Government is minded to support the general
principles of the previous administration's National Transport Strategy - but we are
developing a delivery plan that looks at balancing that National Transport Strategy with our
aspirations that we set out in our Manifesto for the May 2007 elections.

9. Onargumentsrelatingto equity:

Recommendation 9: (The Committee) would like to record its view that reliance on the
strength of a perception of unfairness as a primary justification for a transport policy is not
well founded. It is of the view that equity is a subjective as opposed to a scientific argument
and as such should not generally be considered as a transport policy objective.
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I note the Committee's view but disagree. I consider that there are fundamental equity
considerations in charging bridge tolls. I also note that the majority of the committee agrees
with my view at paragraph 204 of the committee's report:

"However the Committee has listened carefully to the evidence presented supporting the
argument that it is inherently unfair that the residents of fife are the only people in Scotland
who continue to routinely face the burden of bridge tolls. The majority of the committee is of
the view that this is a persuasive argument and it therefore agrees that for this reason alone
the continuation of tolls on the forth Road bridge and Tay Road bridge is no longer justified."

1O. On financial matters relating to the Bill:

Recommendation 10: The Committee agrees with the Finance Committee's
recommendation which expressed concern in relation to the lack of specific identification of
the net new cost of supporting the two bridge authorities once the tolls have been abolished
and the remaining uncertainties regarding several of the main cost headings. The
Committee therefore requests that the Scottish Government in responding to this Report
provides clarification in relation to these points as well as responding to the specific points
raised by FETA about the future funding arrangements for the bridge authorities.

As the report of the Finance Committee confirms, the prOVIsionsof the Bill do not, in
themselves, require Ministers to replace lost tolling revenue with central government funding.
However, Ministers have announced that they intend to do so, as a policy decision parallel to
taking forward the Bill.

The Finance Committee found it difficult to consider the actual net new costs on the Scottish
Government as they considered that, in several respects, the Financial Memorandum did not
present clearly what this net figure was expected to be.

Once the transitional and one-off costs are discounted, the on-going cost of abolishing tolling
can be represented quite simply as replacing the net tolling income with grant income. The
toll income is fairly consistent - £15.51 million in the last complete full year and with the
possibility of increasing slightly as traffic volumes increase. The Finance Committee noted
that the Financial Memorandum did not specifically identify the current cost of collecting the
tolls, and so it was not possible to assess accurately what the net toll income actually was.

I accept that there could be presently unknown future maintenance costs - in particular for
the Forth Road Bridge - but these fall outwith the current spending review period and are
beyond the time when the tolls would naturally cease. The total liability within the spending
review period shown in the Financial Memorandum is considered to be as robust as
practicable - on the basis of best current knowledge of two complex structures being
maintained over tidal waters and as currently planned by the two bridge Boards.

I accept that there are a number of one-off costs such as traffic management and
redundancy that are and will remain only estimated until such time as contracts for these
items are finalised. However every indication at present is that these costs will come in at
less than the figures provided as estimates in the Financial Memorandum.
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The net costs of the abolition of the tolls are the one-off cost of meeting the outstanding debt
of the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board, the other various one-off costs of removing the toll
plazas and meeting redundancy costs, and the annual cost of the loss of net toll income.
The estimates of these costs that were incorporated in the Financial Memorandum are
shown in the table below:

One-off Costs due to One-off Costs due to Annual loss of net
Traffic Management Redundancy or early toll income

Retirement

Tay Road Bridge £625,000 £200,000 £3,017,000

Forth Road Bridge £3,500,000 £2,000,000 £10,150,000

Totals £4,150,000 £2,200,000 £13,167,000

The annual loss of net toll income has been shown as that estimated for the year 2009/10.
This would alter depending whether the growth in tolls income due to increases in traffic
exceeded the growth in running costs due to wage inflation. The annual loss of net toll
income allows for currently anticipated savings in staffing costs due to the abolition of toll
collection. Staffing levels and costs were still being negotiated when these estimates were
produced and may be subject to some change depending on the outcome of those
negotiations.

A form of grant-in-aid annual agreement letters to cover resource and capital grants to each
of the bridge Boards has been passed to officials of the Boards. Once the form of these
letters and of any covering preamble has been agreed with the Boards, a copy of each of the
sets of letters will be provided to the Committee for its information.

11. In conclusion:

Recommendation 11a: The Committee recommends that all future transport proposals
should be developed in a manner which ensures they will make a positive contribution in
emissions or at the very least include reference to wider strategic measures which will
counterbalance any increase in emissions.

I note the Committee's recommendation although it is considered to be outwith the scope of
the Bill.

The need to balance emissions and economic development is complex where transport is
concerned both at a local and national development level. Not every policy can reduce
emissions - improving connections is vital for our economy.

Reducing emissions in the transport sector poses a number of challenges. It requires
breaking the link between economic activity and rising transport demand, and striking a
balance between the different objectives of a sustainable transport system and the need to
serve businesses and people and connect all of Scotland's diverse communities.
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The Government is committed to tackling transport emissions in the round. In the last few
months new reports have come out on the most cost effective way of reducing transport
emissions. These show the important role of using a package of measures, including
Smarter Choices, as well as outlining the developmental stages of various technologies and
fuels. We will use these reports to assess the most sustainable way of reducing transport
emissions and to assess the best role for alternative fuels and technologies.

We are helping people to switch from cars to active travel or public transport, and we are
developing a transport carbon balance sheet to show the impact on emissions, both positive
and negative, from all of our transport policies.

Recommendation 11b: The majority of the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change
Committee recommend to the Parliament that the general principles of the Abolition of
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill be agreed.

I am grateful that the majority of the Committee has recommended to the Parliament that the
general principles of the Bill be agreed and I assume that your dissent Patrick is to the policy
of the abolition of bridge tolls generally rather than just the specific terms of the Bill.

STEWART STEVENSON
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~;'t
'I Forth Estuary Transport Authority

Review of Staffing Structure

31 August 2007
1.
2.
3. 1 Purpose of report

To advise members of the proposals to review the Authority's staffing structure in light
of the Scottish Executive's commitment to abolish tolls.

2 Background

2.1 On Thursday 31 May 2007 the Scottish Parliament overwhelmingly agreed a motion
which commits the Executive to ending bridge tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges.
An inevitable consequence of that decision is a need to examine the impact and
effects of removing toll collection from this organisation.

2.2 The Transport Minister, Stewart Stevenson, has stated his expectation that the
necessary legislation will be introduced to Parliament shortly and passed before the
turn of the year.

2.3 The Minister also announced to Parliament that he expected FETA to retain its
responsibility for maintaining and operating the Bridge.

2.4 Toll collection forms a core part of the Authority's functions and includes voucher & e-
tag sales (web, phone and reception sales), back office administration, daily banking,
traffic & income reconciliations, violations and enforcement management, statistical
reporting, audit assessments and month end accounting. Its removal will therefore
impact across the whole organisation. It will directly affect staff involved in toll
collection & operations and will include the associated support functions of
administration and ICT as well as managerial posts.

2.5 Given the forthcoming removal of tolls, there is now a need to pro-actively plan the
transition arrangements and revised organisational structure which will be required to
resource the amended role and functions of the Authority.
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2.6 In June 2005, FETA produced its Local Transport Strategy (LTS) for the period 2005
to 2020/21. Whilst the statutory obligation of FETA was the maintenance and
operation of the Bridge, further objectives set within the strategy required the
development of an Integrated Transport Initiative (ITI) which included introduction of a
Road User Charge.

2.7 Rejection of the ITI and imminent removal of tolls will effectively remove the ability of
FETA to carry out its wider transport role as defined in the Forth Estuary Transport
Authority Order 2002.

3 Proposal

3.1 In relation to the current role of the Authority's Chief Officers, the General Manager and
Bridgemaster carries overall responsibility for the Authority's functions in respect of the
management, maintenance and operation of the Bridge.

3.2 In addition to these operational responsibilities and as reported to the Authority in
February 2006, a significant amount of the General Manager's time is dedicated to the
development of its transport policy and the delivery of joint transport initiatives including
the M9 Spur Extension/A800 Upgrade, the Ferrytoll park and ride extension, the Rosyth
Link Road, the Cross Forth ferry study and the SEStran integrated transport corridor
study.

3.3 Furthermore, Transport Policy 17 of the LTS called for FETA to take forward the
feasibility studies for a new multi-modal crossing. This task has now been remitted to
Transport Scotland.

3.4 The proposed changes to FETA's role will therefore remove a significant element of the
wider strategic responsibilities which were incorporated into the role of General
Manager & Bridgemaster. There will be no future requirement within the General
Manager & Bridgemaster's role for input to:

• development of the Authority's Local Transport Strategy
• transportation assessment and funding options
• development and expansion of electronic tolling systems
• road user charging proposals
• consultation and potential public inquiry
• partnership working and policy development with SEStran on cross-Forth travel

options
• the new multi-modal crossing of the Forth

3.5 As a direct consequence of the impact of the decisions to abolish tolls and the effective
removal of strategic functions from FETA, an organisational review will be required to
determine the organisational structure and staffing required within the significantly
changed circumstances relating to the future management of the Bridge. The proposed
terms of reference for such a review are shown at Appendix 1 below. The trade unions
will be invited to agree the terms of reference as the commencement of their active
involvement in the review process.
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3.6 A primary consideration will be how to secure business and service continuity
particularly the capital works programme on the Bridge structure.

4 Key considerations and timetable

4.1 It is likely that the Parliamentary process to formally approve the changes outlined
above will be concluded in this calendar year. It is therefore essential to prepare for
that timescale.

4.2 A number of key considerations are required, some of higher priority than others. This
report will outline initial proposals in each area identified as requiring attention.

4.3 The key considerations will be to:

• undertake an organisational review to determine the organisational
structure, staffing complement and grades in conjunction with an estimate of
costs and potential staffing budgets;

• determine arrangements to preserve business and service continuity for the
new Chief Officer's future responsibilities and transitional arrangements during
the transformation and embedding of the revised organisation;

• evaluate the new Chief Officer post;
• determine the number of potential redundancies and at what time to undertake

the statutory notice under s128 of the Employment rights Act 1996;
• establish a protocol for undertaking the matching and appointment

process to a new structure;
• implement the results of the organisational review when firm legislative

timescales are established and approved;
• undertake a redundancy selection and implementation exercise in

accordance with the FETA Employee Support Policy (Toll Abolition).

4.4 An initial revision of the job description of the General Manager and Bridgemaster's
post, taking account of the changes indicated above, has been completed and formally
evaluated by The City of Edinburgh Council. This was carried out using the Hay
Guidechart methodology as used for the evaluation of all Chief Officer posts in The City
of Edinburgh Council. The clear reduction in the duties and responsibilities of the
present post of General Manager and Bridgemaster results in a significant decrease in
the salary level and effectively renders the post redundant.

4.5 Given the initial salary outcome for the revised Chief Officer post, the General Manager
and Bridgemaster has indicated a willingness to assist in the transitional arrangements
by agreeing, whilst retaining access to the provisions of the Employee Support Policy,
to volunteer for early retiral on the grounds of redundancy. This would require the
Authority's support and prior approval for the dismissal to be enacted from a future
date.

4.6 Retention of both of the current Chief Officers would be advantageous during the initial
part of the transition period, but the dismissal date would require to be shortly after the
date of the effective removal of tolls to ensure that there is no dubiety that the reason
for dismissal remains redundancy.
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4.7 During the transition period, the existing General Manager would hand over
responsibility on a phased basis and provide support and advice as required to assist
the embedding of the new post of Chief Engineer and Bridgemaster.

4.8 The proposed title for the new Chief Officer post is "Chief Engineer and Bridgemaster"
reflecting the significant shift in the range of duties. The necessity to retain the
"Bridgemaster" title used in numerous Bridge bye-laws will also be incorporated within
the amended Job Specification.

4.9 It is necessary to consider how to best preserve business and service continuity during
the transformation of the organisation and thereafter, particularly given the anticipated
reduction to one Chief Officer post in the new structure.

4.10 For a number of years the current Depute has had prime responsibility for the
maintenance and engineering functions in relation to the Bridge. Therefore most of the
duties required in the future post are presently within the Depute General Manager's
existing Job Specification. As the new post would be a suitable match the Authority
could approve the current Depute General Manager's assignment to the post as of the
date of the effective removal of tolls.

4.11 This has the advantage of creating continuity of business and service provision,
retention of an accumulation of knowledge and experience, whilst allowing the oversight
of the initial transitional period by the current General Manager.

4.12 This would be a one-off arrangement which could be sanctioned by the Authority. It
would also remove the need for a recruitment! appointment process.

4.13 For the remainder of the posts, the organisational review will determine the structure,
complement and grades of staff necessary to fulfil the amended function of FETA and
its revised responsibilities.

4.14 This review should be commissioned at an early date and managed, under the existing
arrangements for delegated authority, by the current General Manager with a view to
having the review completed and implementation arrangements in place by the date of
the introduction of toll removal.

4.15 A protocol for the review, the matching or appointment to new posts and proposals for
pay protection are attached as Appendix 2. The trade unions will be fully consulted on
the review and invited to agree the terms its reference.

4.16 The implementation of the redundancy dismissals is governed by statute and that
legislation will be adhered to. Such an exercise will commence by seeking employees
willing to leave on a voluntary basis. Thereafter, there will be a need to make some
posts redundant on a compulsory basis. Appendix 2 also sets out proposals for
identification of surplus employees. The FETA Employee Support Policy (Toll Abolition)
sets out the arrangements which will apply in such an exercise.

5 Recommendations

5.1 It is recommended that members:

1) note the contents of the report;
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2) approve the arrangements in section 4 related to FETA's existing and future
Chief Officer posts;

3) approve the commissioning of a general organisational review of the FETA
structure;

4) agree that the General Manager regularly report general progress, key
decisions and actions taken, to the Authority; and

5) approve the pay preservation arrangements set out in Appendix 2
subject to consultation with the trade unions.

Ronnie Hinds
Chief Executive

Forth Estuary Transport Authority

3.1.

3.1.
Contact/tel

Background
Papers

3.1.
John Allan, Employee Relations Manager (0131 4693342)

Appendices 1 & 2
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Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change
Stewart Stevenson MSP

T:0845 7741741
E:scottish.ministers@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

Patrick Harvie MSP
Convener
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee
The Scottish Parliament
Edinburgh
EH99 1SP
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) BiII- Stage 1 Report
FETA Staffing Structure

~
The Scottish
Government

The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee's Stage 1 Report on the
Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill - at paragraph 153 - requested that the Scottish
Government consult with FETA and provide further information on the new staffing structure
and specifically on how the strategic responsibilities that previously fell to the post of
Bridgemaster would be taken forward.

In my response to the Committee I provided you with a copy of a report "Review of Staffing
Structure" to FETA's board meeting of 31 August 2007 that provided details of the changes
to the Bridgemaster's role.

I attach a copy of a further report "Organisational Review" to FETA's board meeting of 30
November 2007 by the Bridgemaster that details the progress that has been achieved in the
review of FETA's organisation in the run-up to the abolition of the bridge tolls.

I trust that the Committee will find this information helpful.

STEWART STEVENSON

Victoria Quay, Edinburgh EH6 6QQ
www.scotland.gov.uk :lli'VESTOR IN PEOPLE266
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Forth Estuary Transport Authority

Organisational Review

30 November 2007
8.
9.
10. 1 Purpose of report

To update members on the progress of the organisational review resulting from the
Scottish Government's commitment to abolish tolls.

2 Background

2.1 At its meeting on 31 August 2007, members' approved the commissioning of a
general organisational review of the FETA structure; and noted that this review would
be carried out by the General Manager under existing delegated responsibility with
key decisions and actions taken to be reported back to the Authority.

3 Main Report

3.1 The terms of reference and review protocols were agreed by the representative trade
unions and consultation has been ongoing with staff and union representatives
throughout the review processes. Advice and support has been provided by the
Employee Relations section at City of Edinburgh Council.

3.2 Following development of the draft structure required to resource the post-tolling
functions, presentations were made by management to all members of staff on the
draft structure and information packs on the review to date were distributed.

3.3 These information packs included a copy of the draft structure, Q & A's on the review
and information on how to forward feedback e.g. through union representatives, to line
managers and through a confidential Q & A box located within each department.

3.4 Following development of the draft structure, revised job descriptions were developed
for posts which would be changed or altered by the abolition of tolling. These job
descriptions were forwarded to union representatives and staff members for feedback
and comment, before being forwarded for external salary grading evaluation purposes
at City of Edinburgh Council.
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3.5 Under the protocol for transfer or assignment to posts, all members of staff were
individually notified of their status under the new structure, i.e. whether there was
little or no change to their post or whether their own post did not appear in the new
structure or there was a reduction in number within the post grouping. Where relevant,
staff were also asked to complete a 'personal profile' form to assist with the
matching/redeployment process and also declare a non-binding expression of interest
regarding their own situation e.g. matching or voluntary severance by way of
redundancy or early retirement.

3.6 Under the protocol, these personal profiles were used (as well as consideration of
staffs' personal wishes) to conduct the matching process to the new structure. Staff
were assigned on the basis of previous experience, current level of responsibility and
skills, knowledge and relevant qualifications. Where there were posts in the new
structure with no direct match, these posts were subject to an appointment process,
restricted to FETA staff in the first instance.

3.7 All members of staff have now been notified on an individual basis whether they have
been matched in or assigned to the new structure or whether they will be subject to
redeployment arrangements for surplus employees. Ring fenced competitive
interviews have been used for the two posts of Office Manager and Operations
Manager, with successful internal candidates appointed for implementation upon tolls
abolition.

3.8 The current position is that 33 full-time posts have been identified as surplus. One
manager has already left the authority's employ and another employee has already
passed retirement age. The remaining employees are eligible for support and
assistance as provided for in the Employee Support Policy.

3.9 Due to the available timescales prior to the likely date of abolition of tolls, it is
intended that the organisational review is conducted in two separate phases. The first
phase will be to finalise and implement the new structure upon tolls abolition, with a
second phase to be conducted immediately after the abolition of tolls, in order to
determine the appropriate operational arrangements for the new structure e.g. potential
new shift patterns and practical work arrangements etc.

4 Staffsupport

4.1 In accordance with the 'Employee Support Policy (Toll Abolition)', arrangements are
being put in place to provide a high level of support and advice for staff with the
objective of providing redeployment opportunities wherever possible.

4.2 Contact has been made with P.A.c.E. (partnership Action for Continuing
Employment) and PACE provided several briefing meetings with staff on 14
November 2007. PACE staff have provided the Authority with considerable support
and advice in the areas of redeployment, local employer contacts and relevant training
as well as contacts with Jobcentre plus, Business Gateway etc.

4.3 Contacts have also been provided by the Authority's constituent councils' for officers
to assist with identifying redeployment options and providing links to recruitment
intranets.
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4.4 Staff from Lothian Pension fund have also held several briefings on-site for staff to
provide advice on their pension circumstances and also to facilitate requests for
individual pensions estimates.

4.5 Arrangements are being finalised for professional outplacement support to
complement the work of PACE and provide on-site support in careers management,
job search information & advice, access to an online recruitment centre and workshops
on job searching, CV writing and interview techniques.

4.6 Contacts have also been established with several large local employers including
banking operations and call-site centres. Nearer the confirmed date for toll removal, it
is planned to provide a familiarisation tour of these businesses for interested staff and
potentially facilitate a 'mini jobs fair' for local employers.

4.7 Training requirements to assist with maximising redeployment opportunities are also
being assessed in areas such as IT skills, telephone banking and contact centre call-
handling. Following contact with Scottish Enterprise Fife, PACE and local employers,
such options for training to assist with job opportunities have been highlighted and
will be assessed as training options under the employee support measures.

5 Recommendations

5.1 It is recommended that members note the contents of this report and the requirement for
a second phase review following tolls abolition, in order to determine appropriate
operational arrangements for the new structure.

Alastair Andrew
General Manager

Forth Estuary Transport Authority

10.1

10.1
Contact/tel

Background
Papers

10.1
Gavin Macgregor, Business Manager: 0131 3193074

Appendix 1: Current structure
Appendix 2: Revised structure (post-tolling)
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EXTRACT FROM MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 
 

Vol. 1, No. 33   Session 3 
 

Meeting of the Parliament 
 

Thursday 15 November 2007 
 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson) moved S3M-780—That the Parliament 
agrees to the general principles of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 

After debate, the motion was agreed to ((DT) by division: For 107, Against 4, 
Abstentions 2). 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: Financial Resolution: The Minister for 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson) moved S3M-
691—That the Parliament, for the purposes of any Act of the Scottish Parliament 
resulting from the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill, agrees to any increase in 
expenditure of a kind referred to in paragraph 3(b)(iii) of Rule 9.12 of the 
Parliament’s Standing Orders arising in consequence of the Act. 

The motion was agreed to ((DT) by division: For 110, Against 3, Abstentions 0). 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 
next item of business is a debate on motion S3M-
780, in the name of Stewart Stevenson, that the 
Parliament agrees to the general principles of the 
Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 

14:56 
The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and 

Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson): When I 
opened the debate on bridge tolls on 31 May, I 
said that I did so with some satisfaction. I hope 
that I will be allowed some satisfaction in opening 
the stage 1 debate on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, which was the first bill to be 
introduced by this Government. 

We have been committed to ending bridge tolls 
for a very long time. During the previous 
parliamentary session, my colleagues Shona 
Robison and Tricia Marwick both led debates that 
sought to end bridge tolls, and Bruce Crawford 
has just reminded me that he proposed a 
member’s bill on the subject. Many members have 
supported such calls in the past and I am happy 
once again to single out Helen Eadie in that 
regard. Her draft bill to abolish bridge tolls remains 
poised for introduction, if we look likely to 
backtrack on our manifesto commitment, although 
I assure members that we will not backtrack. In 
May, members voted overwhelmingly to support 
the abolition of tolls. The bill will remove, with 
transparency and certainty, the right to demand 
tolls and, crucially, it will do so as soon as is 
practicable.  

The bill is short and simple and aims to do just 
three things: remove the ability to charge and 
collect tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges; 
remove a legislative deadline for the Tay Road 
Bridge Joint Board to repay all its debts by 2016; 
and repeal obsolete legislation relating to the 
Erskine bridge. If Parliament agrees to the bill, we 
will end an injustice to the people of Fife, Tayside 
and the Lothians, and to all who have had to pay 
tolls on the Forth and Tay road bridges when tolls 
have been removed elsewhere. That is the 
principle on which the bill is based, and it is the 
principle on which we will be voting today. 

The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee has published its stage 1 
report on the bill, and I am pleased that the 
majority of the committee’s members have 
endorsed the bill. I regret that Patrick Harvie has 
dissented from that view. He abstained on the 
motion that was debated in May, and I understand 
that he has continuing concerns about the 
potential environmental impacts of removing the 
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tolls, such as congestion. Of course, I recognise 
and respect his long-held position. I share the view 
that we cannot encourage an unchecked rise in 
traffic on our roads, but it is not the aim of the 
Government to punish car users and it is certainly 
not its aim to punish Fife car users alone. 

Margaret Smith (Edinburgh West) (LD): Given 
that the suggestions for increases in road traffic 
vary from 10 to 21 per cent and that Transport 
Scotland’s preferred option for a further Forth 
crossing is a unimodal rather than a multimodal 
bridge, will the minister reassure members and my 
constituents that the Government takes increased 
road traffic seriously and that it will do everything 
that it can to provide the necessary funding and 
support to put public transport options in place to 
deal with the traffic increases that will affect my 
constituents in west Edinburgh? 

Stewart Stevenson: I will return to the subject 
of west Edinburgh and I am sure that the member 
will be comfortable with what I say. 

I return to responding to Patrick Harvie. We 
believe that the carrot is more powerful than the 
stick and that we should persuade people by 
offering a wide range of public transport options. 
That is why the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth announced £3.3 million—I 
mean £3,300 million; I just cut the figure a 
thousandfold, but I reinstated it almost instantly—
for rail and bus yesterday. That is also why park-
and-ride facilities remain an important part of our 
strategy. More people can be persuaded on to 
trains and buses than can be bullied out of cars. 

Let us remind ourselves that tolls on the two 
bridges were introduced so that bridge users 
contributed to the cost of construction. In a report 
on a public meeting in Bo’ness, The Scotsman 
said: 

―The Government would stop the charging of tolls after 
the capital expenditure on the bridge had been cleared.‖ 

That argument is not new; it was made in 
February 1935. The chair at that public meeting of 
the Road Bridge Promotion Committee was 
Alexander Stewart Stevenson, my great-uncle. 

Today’s tolls were not introduced to restrain 
traffic and were not introduced for all eternity. 
Enough is enough. 

Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): Perhaps I 
begin to understand the minister’s convictions on 
the issue: they are a matter not of transport policy, 
but of family loyalty. 

Does the minister accept that, at the time to 
which he referred and for many decades after that, 
the level of traffic and the weight of heavy goods 
vehicles that went over the Forth road bridge were 
not and were never expected to be what they are 
now? We face a genuinely new situation, which is 

why tolls—a demand-management mechanism—
can serve a new purpose. Is that not the case? 

Stewart Stevenson: It is interesting that the 
committee that my great-uncle chaired predicted 
that 6,000 vehicles per day would cross the 
bridge, as against the 66,000 per day that cross 
today. Pro rata, 6,000 was a bigger share of the 
overall traffic in 1935 than 66,000 is of the traffic 
today. 

The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee asked for information on 
several issues. I have written to the convener to 
address the points in detail, but I will touch on one 
or two issues that have been raised—particularly 
those that relate to the motion that the Parliament 
passed on the abolition of tolls in May. 

The committee was concerned that we had not 
consulted on the bill, but very thorough discussion 
and consultation have taken place over a long 
period on the principle of abolishing bridge tolls. 
That consultation and the research study that 
followed it were unusually thorough. They involved 
MSPs and substantial numbers of individuals, 
companies and private and public sector 
organisations. 

The committee acknowledged that the 
Government is committed to funding the removal 
of the tollbooths on the Tay road bridge and a new 
road layout at the Forth road bridge in place of the 
toll plaza there. The details are matters for the 
bridge boards as roads authorities, but my officials 
will help to ensure that safe traffic management 
arrangements are provided at both bridges when 
tolls are removed. 

The committee has pressed me on the effects 
on bridge staff. I assure members that I take 
seriously the impact of our proposals on bridge 
staff. I have paid tribute to their expertise and 
understand that this has been a particularly 
difficult and uncertain time for some of them. I 
have had no wish to complicate the important and 
detailed work that has been going on to develop 
and agree staffing policies that respond to the new 
situation. Decisions on such issues are a matter 
for the employers—the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority and the Tay Road Bridge Joint Board—
but I understand that the Government has a role to 
play in explaining our thinking behind the bill and 
reassuring staff about their positions. With that in 
mind, my officials have contacted local 
representatives of bridge staff to offer a meeting at 
an early date if they would find such a meeting 
useful. In addition, I understand that discussions 
between employers and employees are reaching a 
conclusion, which is the right time for me to hear 
from those who have made such a substantial 
contribution to the safety and operation of the 
bridges as to how we may preserve the 
investment that they have made. 
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The amendment to the motion that we debated 
in May sought details on finance and costs. We 
want to remove the power to charge and collect 
tolls, and the Government has given an assurance 
to each of the bridge boards that we will replace 
the toll income with direct grants. We are 
discussing appropriate agreements with them. The 
current toll income of some £13 million will be 
replaced. We, rather than bridge users, will 
provide that money. A clear announcement in 
yesterday’s spending review backed that up. 

Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): A number of 
different figures appear in the financial 
memorandum to the bill and the letter that the 
minister has just sent to the committee. The net 
toll income for 2009-10 has been given as £13.167 
million once the costs of collecting the tolls have 
been deducted, but there is a budget of only £10.7 
million for 2010-11 for the bridge authorities. It 
does not strike me that the net toll income will be 
replaced if £3 million less will be provided. Will the 
minister clarify the figures, as they are a little 
confusing? 

Stewart Stevenson: There is an overall 
provision of £87 million, which of course includes 
money for paying off the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board’s debts and some of the effects of removing 
the tolls. The member should be assured that we 
have made the provision that we are required to 
make. 

I turn to west Edinburgh. We have made major 
announcements on train services, including on a 
new station at Gogar, and we are working with all 
stakeholders to examine issues relating to the 
west Edinburgh planning framework area. Further 
detailed analysis of transport aspects will be 
reported next year. 

Finally, I return to the principle that we are 
debating today. The bill is about equity and 
fairness. It will remove a barrier to travel, 
employment, education, leisure and trade. In doing 
so, it will help us to achieve our strategic objective 
of building a wealthier and fairer Scotland. The 
people who must cross the bridges for health or 
educational reasons or to visit their friends or 
families should not pay additional taxes for that 
privilege. They should be treated equitably. The 
committee’s stage 1 report stated: 

―The majority of the Committee is of the view that this is a 
persuasive argument and it therefore agrees that for this 
reason alone the continuation of tolls on the Forth Road 
Bridge and Tay Road Bridge is no longer justified.‖ 

I commend that conclusion to the Parliament. 

I am happy to move, 
That the Parliament agrees to the general principles of 

the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 

The Presiding Officer: I call Patrick Harvie to 
speak on behalf of the Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change Committee. 

15:08 
Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): In opening 

for the committee, I first give my thanks and those 
of the committee to the committee’s clerks and the 
Parliament’s other officials who make our 
meetings and work possible. Thanking those 
people is traditional, but it is richly deserved. I also 
thank the other members of the committee and 
everybody who gave evidence at committee 
meetings or in writing. We took oral evidence from 
a range of organisations—from environmental and 
sustainable transport non-governmental 
organisations to local authorities, trade unions, 
business interests and others. We also received 
many pieces of written evidence. I am grateful to 
everyone who took part in the process. 

It is worth restating for the record that we were 
disappointed and a little concerned that Transport 
Scotland initially declined to appear before the 
committee when it was invited to do so. We 
welcomed the clarification from the minister and 
Transport Scotland that that will not happen again, 
but I hope that no other parliamentary committee 
will seek evidence from a key part of Government 
on an issue that it is scrutinising and then find 
itself looking at a decline letter. 

I thank the minister for his written response to 
the committee’s report. I will talk about some of 
the specifics of that in a few moments. 

As the minister makes clear, the bill is simple 
and short: it deals with the abolition of bridge tolls. 
However, the committee recognised early on that 
there are wider implications, and we felt that it was 
entirely right for us to address those in our 
scrutiny. I was, therefore, surprised by the 
references to a tight interpretation of what the bill 
is about in the minister’s response. It is entirely 
right that we should address the bill’s wider 
implications. 

Tricia Marwick (Central Fife) (SNP): I am not 
trying to be difficult, but I do not understand how 
the member can speak on behalf of the committee 
when, as the committee’s convener, he distanced 
himself from the report and disagreed with its 
conclusion. 

Patrick Harvie: I am sorry that the member 
finds it awkward. It is not entirely as I would wish it 
either, but it is entirely in order. We discussed with 
Cathy Peattie, the deputy convener, who supports 
the bill, whether she might stand in today; 
however, she is away on sick leave this week. If 
the member is interested in how I intend to 
manage this feat, I suggest that she simply watch 
and listen. 
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There are some difficulties in this scenario. I am 
a convener in a minority of one, but the vast bulk 
of the report was agreed unanimously. The 
majority of the recommendations in the report had 
the support of the entire committee, and I will 
spend the bulk of my speech reflecting the 
consensus view of the committee on the majority 
of the bill. After that—if I can be indulged just a 
few words at the end of my speech—I will talk 
about why complete consensus was impossible to 
achieve. 

Our first task was to consider the toll impact 
study and to find out whether the Government 
accepted its findings. In one of our most significant 
early conclusions, we found a wide body of 
support for the toll impact study and a suggestion 
that it represents the best state of knowledge that 
we can have about the likely impacts of the bill. 
We found that the study is factually sound and that 
there is a general consensus that it presents a 
reliable account of the impact of the abolition of 
the tolls on the two bridges. In questioning the 
minister, it appeared—although he was sometimes 
less than 100 per cent explicit about this—that the 
Government accepted the findings of fact in the 
toll impact study. 

After considering the impacts, we recommended 
that the Government should provide funding for 
any remedial or mitigating measures that might be 
identified as necessary to address negative 
environmental impacts. Although the Government 
has responded, that response consists mostly of 
commitments to ―continue to monitor‖ and to ―give 
consideration to‖, and other such open-ended 
commitments. It seems reasonable, given that the 
findings of fact of the toll impact study have been 
accepted—at least, it is implied that they are 
accepted by Government—that the Government 
should have something a bit more coherent and 
positive to say about what it intends to do, based 
on the expectation that the toll impact study’s 
findings will come to pass. 

We asked the Government to explain what it 
intends to do to ensure that it honours its 
commitment to keep road traffic across the Forth 
at 2006 levels and to decrease CO2 emissions, 
given the likely impact of an additional 9,000 
tonnes of CO2 per annum. The minister answered 
that that is 
―outwith the scope of the Bill.‖ 

However, the committee would not have agreed its 
conclusions on those matters if it did not regard 
them as being very much part of the context of the 
bill. 

Of course, the commitment to long-term targets 
for CO2 emissions is welcome. The whole 
chamber will look forward to debating that. 
Nevertheless, it is a long-term target and we were 

looking for something about what the Government 
intends to do in the immediate future to ensure 
that its policy on emissions and traffic levels is 
achieved. There does not appear to be anything 
clear in the minister’s response about what impact 
each of the measures will have. The minister 
mentioned buses, rail, travel planning, eco-
driving—the phrase almost makes me gag but I 
have said it—green fleet reviews and active travel, 
but there seems to be no clear expectation of what 
impact those measures will have. If those 
measures are being planned, and if the minister 
has some confidence in the predictions about 
traffic levels and CO2 emissions, he should be 
able to tell the chamber what impact those 
measures will have on traffic levels and CO2 
emissions. 

We commented on the need to fund additional 
traffic management measures as a result of 
removing the tolls. We had a clear explanation of 
how the toll plaza currently manages traffic at busy 
times by merging multiple lanes of traffic so that it 
can pass safely across the bridge, and a clear 
indication that whatever traffic management 
system replaces the plaza will have some of the 
same physical consequences for traffic going on to 
the bridge. 

We argued for further commitments on bus 
priority measures and sustainable transport 
initiatives. I am a little sorry that, although the 
minister mentioned bus priority measures in his 
response, he said nothing about sustainable 
transport. I particularly mention the evidence that 
the committee received from Spokes, the cycle 
campaign, which described the experience of 
getting across the bridge and into Edinburgh. The 
minister told the committee that there is a very 
nice cycle lane on the bridge, which would be fine 
if all one wanted to do was cycle back and forth 
across the bridge, but most people want go 
somewhere when they get off the bridge. The 
cycle route is described as: 

―Completely inadequate cycleroute – too narrow, poor 
surfacing.‖ 

Another person said: 
―this is one of the poorest parts of the route‖ 

and someone else stated: 
―It is a national disgrace that it is allowed to continue.‖ 

It would be good if the minister said what the 
Government intends to do to achieve the shift 
towards sustainable transport for which we all 
hope. 

Finally, equity is the basis on which the 
Government has made its argument. It is clear that 
the Government’s current transport policy 
objectives are connectivity, public transport, 
reducing emissions and shortening journey times. 
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Those are the transport strategy’s objectives and 
the Government says that it intends to honour 
them. 

At one point, the committee agreed that equity 
should not in general be a transport policy 
objective. We heard very sound evidence that it 
would be difficult to build in such an objective. In 
this instance, the majority of the committee agreed 
that equity should be argued for and other 
members will no doubt explain that at length. We 
were not able to reach full consensus because, in 
my view, if equity was to be a serious transport 
objective for Government, we would be looking for 
the greatest equity, which is equity for public 
transport users who have been fleeced for 
decades, and many disabled passengers who are 
still physically locked out of much of the transport 
network. That is where the greatest inequity lies in 
the transport system. If the Government were 
genuinely proposing equity as a transport 
objective, that is where it would begin. 

15:18 
Des McNulty (Clydebank and Milngavie) 

(Lab): That was a rather strange speech on behalf 
of the committee, but I say to Tricia Marwick that 
Patrick Harvie is sitting in a Scottish National Party 
convenership, so the SNP must bear some 
responsibility for that. 

I will set out Labour’s position on the bill. We 
accept that there was a strong sense in Fife that it 
was unfair that tolls should continue to be imposed 
on the key routes in and out of Fife. Those views 
are shared by people on Tayside and those in the 
Lothians who are regular users of those two 
crossings. Their views have been forcefully 
conveyed by Labour’s elected representatives in 
this Parliament, as the minister acknowledged in 
his opening speech, and by Labour councillors in 
the relevant local authorities. In the context of the 
removal of tolls from the Skye and Erskine 
bridges, it became unsustainable to continue 
charging tolls on the existing Forth and Tay 
crossings. For that reason, Labour members will 
vote in favour of the principles of the bill.  

It is not wrong for politicians or political parties to 
embrace popular policies, but Governments have 
responsibilities in bringing forward legislation and 
the SNP has not faced up to those responsibilities. 
Those concerns were expressed in evidence to 
the committee. 

David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands) 
(Con): If the abolition of tolls on the Skye and 
Erskine bridges was so inequitable, why did it take 
the previous Executive so long even to recognise 
that inequity? 

Des McNulty: There are a number of issues 
that we now need to address, having taken that 
decision.  

The Scottish Association for Public Transport 
stated: 

―abolition of tolls on the Forth and Tay bridges is a 
populist promise that has been made without any regard for 
transport, fiscal or environmental strategy. This 
development can only increase bridge traffic and worsen 
road congestion‖. 

We need to listen to that. Tellingly, the association 
goes on to point out: 

―Free Forth crossings for cars at all times of day 
contrasts with a peak hour surcharge on rail fares.‖ 

We saw yesterday, from the figures in the 
transport budget, that allocations for road projects 
are being increased, while money for new rail 
projects next year is reduced to half of what it was 
in the budget set by Labour and the Liberal 
Democrats for this year. That imbalance in 
spending and the high fares being paid by rail 
passengers contribute to increased congestion 
and higher emissions—things that the 
Government is refusing to acknowledge. We 
believe that effective mitigating measures, such as 
park-and-ride schemes and re-examination of the 
fare structures, are vital to offset those likely 
consequences.  

Stewart Stevenson: Will the member give way? 

Des McNulty: The budget made some big 
general promises. Perhaps the minister will make 
more specific ones.  

Stewart Stevenson: Does the member 
recognise that yesterday’s statement provided 
£2.6 billion for rail projects, a figure substantially in 
advance of his party’s commitments? 

Des McNulty: If he reads page 89 of his own 
budget document, Stewart Stevenson will find the 
figures for new strategic projects.  

A sufficiently robust traffic management plan 
must be put in place for both the bridges and the 
road networks used by bridgebound traffic, 
otherwise traffic accidents or inclement weather 
will cause havoc. Increased traffic already causes 
havoc and that will get worse. As the bill 
progresses, and as the Government makes clear 
its transport plans, we want to see that things pan 
out in such a way that that does not happen. 

There are shortcomings in the way in which the 
bill has been brought forward and there are 
inconsistencies in the approach adopted by the 
Government. As Patrick Harvie said, those 
shortcomings and inconsistencies are highlighted 
in the committee report, which castigates the 
Administration for failing to carry out a strategic 
environmental assessment. The previous 
Parliament agreed, in legislation that it approved, 
that an SEA should be undertaken where 
significant environmental impact arises out of 
projects, plans or programmes. Ministers have 

277



3501  15 NOVEMBER 2007  3502 

 

weaselled out of that requirement, claiming that 
the legislation says that changing the financial 
arrangements, which is what is being done, is not 
subject to strategic environmental assessment. 
The exception for budget changes was intended to 
facilitate the budget process, not to allow the 
Government to push through legislation without a 
formal assessment of its environmental impact. As 
we know, there is overwhelming evidence of 
adverse environmental impact in the form of an 
estimated 9,000 tonnes of extra carbon emissions. 

The Government’s ministers would prefer to 
ignore that evidence. They promised annual 
targets for reduced emissions in their manifesto, 
but they abandoned that commitment in May. 
Yesterday’s budget document set no targets for 
reductions between now and 2011. In May, it was 
clear that the political will in this Parliament was in 
favour of the removal of tolls, but that did not 
mean that the minister should ignore the key 
findings of the toll impact study, to which 
officials—and, presumably, ministers—had access 
in May. The study was not made public until 
August, and we have yet to hear ministers provide 
answers to some of the difficult questions that it 
highlighted. Southbound traffic will increase by 15 
per cent and northbound traffic by 20 per cent, and 
those increases could have adverse 
consequences.  

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Alasdair 
Morgan): You have one minute left. 

Des McNulty: If, as the study suggests, the 
monetised transport impact assessment 
demonstrates that the disbenefit of congestion 
considerably outweighs the benefit of removing 
the tolls, how will the Government ensure that the 
people of Fife, Lothian and Tayside are not faced 
with longer queues, longer delays and longer 
travel times? 

The minister has said that he will meet the trade 
unions, and I welcome that. Why did he not do that 
before? Patrick Harvie has highlighted a number 
of suggestions to which ministers should respond, 
either in the course of the debate or by 
considering changes during the passage of the 
bill. In particular, they must address funding for 
remedial or mitigating measures, restraining road 
traffic across the Forth, reducing CO2 emissions 
across Scotland and considering additional traffic 
management measures that are a direct and 
quantifiable consequence of the removal of the 
tolls. Those are the things that should be done.  

Let me just say— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: No, you must 
conclude.  

Des McNulty: Sorry? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: You must 
conclude. 

Des McNulty: Okay. That means— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: That means 
finish. I call Alex Johnstone. 

15:24 
Alex Johnstone (North East Scotland) (Con): 

This is a great day for the Scottish Parliament. We 
have spent so much time in recent days and 
weeks complaining about Governments that do 
not fulfil their manifesto commitments, but today a 
Government is genuinely fulfilling one. I say that 
with a degree of pride, because the commitment 
was also in our manifesto, which is why I will 
support the motion. 

The stage 1 inquiry was interesting. The key 
issue of inadequate consultation was raised early 
in the process. I can understand why some people 
raised it, but, to be honest, given that if the bill had 
been printed in smaller type it could have fitted on 
a single sheet of paper, the fact that we produced 
a stage 1 report that is as thick as a telephone 
book shows that the committee was extremely 
thorough. 

In the time available, it is not possible for me to 
go through all the issues related to the inquiry and 
the bill, but I will raise one or two key issues, so 
that we can better understand my concerns and 
how we want the bill to be implemented, with all 
the appropriate safeguards. 

The first issue is what tolls are for. I do not think 
that anyone who came before the committee to 
give evidence or any committee member believed 
that tolls should be retained for the purpose for 
which they were originally imposed. I do not object 
to the idea that tolls should be imposed as a 
method of funding projects—who knows, tolls may 
once again be necessary to fund road 
development projects in Scotland—but I object to 
the idea that the tolls should be retained for 
reasons that were beyond the imagination of the 
people who originally put them in place. Therefore, 
one of the key issues that I raised during the 
inquiry was that people asked us to retain the tolls 
because of the provisions in part 3 of the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, yet those 
provisions have been put to the political test 
repeatedly in elections, referenda and by-
elections, and they have been rejected 
consistently by the people who would have to pay 
the charges. 

David McLetchie will come back to the possibility 
of repealing elements of the 2001 act to ensure 
that no subsequent Government has the 
opportunity to use it to reimpose tolls on existing 
road infrastructure. 

John Park (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): Why 
did the Conservative party not end tolls when the 

278



3503  15 NOVEMBER 2007  3504 

 

original tolling period came to an end in 1995, 
when it was in power? 

Alex Johnstone: That was a long time ago. If I 
had access to the people who were responsible 
for that decision, I might be able to answer the 
question. We must remember that, back then, 
people were paying tolls for the purpose for which 
they had been introduced. That is no longer the 
case, and that injustice is what we are dealing with 
today. 

I am content that with the structure that it intends 
to put in place, the Government is willing to ensure 
that the resources that are currently gathered 
through tolls are properly replaced by some other 
means. However, I am concerned that the 
independence that has been afforded the bridge 
boards and, subsequently, the transport 
authorities—owing to the fact that they have their 
own independent income through the toll booths—
could be undermined. I therefore seek assurances 
from the minister that the bill will not mark the start 
of a process that will lead to the removal of the 
bridge boards’ powers to make decisions about 
the long-term well-being of the structures in their 
charge. 

I am aware that an attempt has been made—I 
believe that it has been successful—to retain the 
power to borrow, but so far that power has been 
exercised against a steady income stream. Now 
that that stream will be replaced by a Government 
grant, I am worried that the confidence may not 
exist to allow the boards to borrow, should there 
be a crisis that requires to be dealt with. 

One of the key parts of the process that led to 
the decision to abolish the tolls being taken was 
the toll impact study. It might have been the 
position of someone such as me to try to rubbish 
the toll impact study, but I have no intention of 
doing so: I believe that the toll impact study was 
sound. However, its conclusions are only marginal 
to the decision-making process that is before us. 
Dr Iain Docherty estimated that the extra traffic 
that removing the tolls would generate 
―is probably only a few months’ worth … of background 
growth, which we would expect to see anyway.‖—[Official 
Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee, 25 September 2007; c 146-147.] 

I hold that view to be accurate. 

The key issue for me has always been equity or, 
to use a word that the minister used in his opening 
remarks, injustice. The tolls have become a tax on 
Fifers. In the Parliament, I have seen valiant and 
eventually successful efforts to remove tolls from 
the Skye and Erskine bridges. It can be viewed 
only as an injustice that the only two tolled bridges 
in Scotland are those that lead into or out of Fife. 
Injustice is the key issue on which the argument 
balances. As far as I am concerned, the argument 
is sound, so let us remove the tolls. 

15:31 
Alison McInnes (North East Scotland) (LD): 

As we have heard, the Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change Committee report 
recommends that Parliament agree to the general 
principles of the bill, but it also makes several 
important recommendations. The report attacks 
the SNP’s simplistic approach and advises that the 
bill’s environmental impacts must be dealt with. 
The Liberal Democrats support the sensible 
removal of tolls as part of an overall plan, with 
careful consideration of the cost, the impact on 
demand management, the environmental issues 
and congestion. However, that is not what the 
SNP is doing. 

So far, from evidence given to the committee 
and from the minister’s written response to the 
committee this week, the indication is that the 
Government intends to pay no heed to the issues 
that the committee raised. The minister has 
insisted that the bill is purely a financial 
arrangement, and he commented to the committee 
that he was pursuing 
―the simplest method of removing the bridge tolls‖.—
[Official Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee, 2 October 2007; c 179.] 

However, the simplest and quickest solution is not 
necessarily the best one. 

Stewart Stevenson: The member will be aware 
that the legislation on strategic environmental 
assessment stems from European legislation, 
which specifically excludes financial provisions. 
The inclusion of such provisions was debated in 
the Scottish Parliament and considered 
impracticable. Will the member remind us how the 
Liberals voted on that? 

Alison McInnes: I was not a member of 
Parliament at the time. I do not dispute the report’s 
conclusions on environmental assessment. 

Perhaps it is because the SNP has been in 
opposition for so long that it does not understand 
that a Government carries responsibility for its 
decisions. The soundbite policies of which the 
SNP is so fond do not work in government—they 
just come back and bite the party. The SNP likes 
to blame others—problems are always someone 
else’s fault, be it Westminster or the previous 
Administration—but the present problem is down 
to the SNP. If the SNP breenges ahead with the 
proposals without ensuring that compensating 
measures are put in place, the problems that arise 
will be of its own making. 

I note Patrick Harvie’s opposition to the 
committee’s recommendation, but that will not hold 
much water if the Greens vote through the SNP 
budget. The Greens should think carefully about 
propping up a Government whose first bill will 
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increase emissions and congestion and threaten 
existing successful public transport schemes. 

The minister’s written response to the 
committee’s stage 1 report outlines his thinking. In 
response to recommendations 3a and 3b, on the 
environmental impact of the proposals, he writes: 

―I note the Committee’s recommendation and their 
concerns. The impacts that concern the Committee are all 
driven by changes in traffic volumes. The Government will 
continue to monitor traffic levels‖. 

Monitoring the problem will not solve it. We have 
the evidence from the toll impact study and we 
know that changes in traffic volumes will occur, so 
why the prevarication? Why does the SNP not just 
get on and do it? 

In response to the committee’s recommendation 
3c, which was that the minister should outline the 
steps that the Government will take to decrease 
emissions throughout Scotland, given the 
additional load that the bill will add, the minister 
stated: 

―I note the Committee’s recommendation but it is 
considered to be outwith the scope of this Bill.‖ 

The Government must take seriously the 
implications of the policy decision and introduce 
measures to mitigate the effects. 

I turn to the evidence from Dundee City Council, 
the Confederation of Passenger Transport and the 
City of Edinburgh Council. Dundee City Council 
led evidence that the removal of tolls would have 
―an immediate positive impact on congestion and air quality 
in Dundee’s city centre.‖ 

I agree with the council on that, but there is an 
opportunity to provide a sustainable transport 
option through the provision of a park-and-ride 
facility at the southern access to the Tay bridge. I 
call on the Government to have enough foresight 
to make progress on that. 

The Minister for Public Health (Shona 
Robison): Will the member give way? 

Alison McInnes: Not at the moment, as I want 
to make some progress. 

The Confederation of Passenger Transport 
argued against the removal of tolls as a retrograde 
step, but it made a plea for bus priority measures 
on the bridge’s access roads if the bill proceeds. 
The CPT cited the success of the Ferrytoll park 
and ride, but expressed concerns about the threat 
that it might face due to increased congestion: 

―Stagecoach buses … shift 21,000 single-occupancy car 
journeys off the Forth road bridge every week … Ferrytoll 
park and ride has had a 24 per cent increase year on year. 
For the service from Fife to Edinburgh airport, there was a 
49 per cent increase in passengers last year. Where we 
provide a good service on quality vehicles, we will get the 
extra patronage. What will stop that investment is if we 
cannot keep those vehicles moving freely.‖—[Official 

Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee, 25 September 2007; c 128-131.] 

City of Edinburgh Council representatives gave 
evidence that the park and ride had been a huge 
success. However, they stated: 

―We fear that changes will impact on public transport use 
by making it less attractive. If public transport has to 
experience the same congestion as general car traffic, 
people might stop using it. If it appears to be more 
expensive, more people will stop using it … it will be 
affected by the change in the relative costs.‖—[Official 
Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee, 18 September 2007; c 94.] 

I know that bus priority measures have been 
discussed by the south-east of Scotland transport 
partnership—SEStran—and FETA, but there is as 
yet no certainty on the matter. The Government 
must agree that such measures will be funded and 
ensure that they are delivered at the same time as 
the changes to the traffic management schemes 
on the bridges. When I put those matters to the 
Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change at the committee, I could not get a straight 
answer. I pressed him three times on whether bus 
priority measures would be part of the plaza 
redesign, but he wriggled around and passed the 
buck. He did so again today in his opening speech 
by saying that such matters are for the bridge 
board. It is irresponsible of him to wash his hands 
of such matters for something of this scale. 

Removing the tolls will be cold comfort to the 
people of Fife and to transport hauliers throughout 
the country if the result is greater congestion, 
longer peak periods and more pollution. I urge the 
Government to pay heed to the committee’s 
recommendations and to bring forward proper 
plans to deal with the impact of the removal of 
tolls. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We move to the 
open debate. Speeches should be of six minutes. 

15:37 
Tricia Marwick (Central Fife) (SNP): On 4 

September 1964, the tolled Forth road bridge was 
opened. Exactly 43 years later, on 3 September 
2007, the first ever Scottish National Party 
Government introduced the Abolition of Bridge 
Tolls (Scotland) Bill to the Parliament. To the 
people of Fife and Tayside, the bill is another 
promise made and kept by the SNP Government. 

The road to get here has been long and 
tortuous. The journey has involved broken promise 
after broken promise by Labour to the people of 
Fife. Having carefully examined the stage 1 report 
of the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee, I must say—with all respect to 
the committee members—that the report is a bit 
po-faced. The report criticises the lack of public 
consultation, despite the fact that there is no 
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requirement for public consultation. I say as kindly 
as I can to the committee that the bridge tolls have 
been subject to public consultation: it was called 
an election. Labour paid a heavy price for its 
broken promises to the people of Fife. 

Those broken promises go back a long way. In 
1964, the Labour Government said that the tolls 
would be removed when the capital costs of the 
Forth road bridge were paid off. In 1985, Gordon 
Brown informed the Forth Road Bridge Joint Board 
inquiry into proposed increases in bridge tolls: 

―The unjust treatment of bridge users is exemplified by 
the fact that they effectively pay several times over for the 
facilities they use—as taxpayers, rate payers, road-tax 
payers and as toll payers.‖ 

Gordon Brown even went as far as to promise, by 
press release, a bill at Westminster to abolish the 
tolls. However, that promise went only as far as 
lodging a proposal in the House of Commons 
library; it was never translated into a bill that was 
considered. When Gordon Brown had time to do 
something about the matter in Government in 
1997, he still did nothing. 

In March 2006, when an SNP motion to scrap 
the tolls on the Tay was defeated by Labour and 
Liberal Democrats, I said: 

―One thing is sure: the SNP will vote to scrap the tolls on 
the Tay bridge. If we are defeated, the campaign will 
continue. An SNP Government will scrap the tolls on the 
Tay and Forth bridges next year.‖—[Official Report, 30 
March 2006; c 24570.] 

And that is just what we are about to do. 

I found it mildly amusing that, in a recent motion, 
Helen Eadie castigated the SNP for not setting a 
date for the abolition of the tolls—that from a 
member who voted to keep the tolls on the Tay 
when her party was in Government. Of course, the 
bill is subject to the Parliament’s timetable, not the 
Government’s. However, provided that the 
Liberals and Labour support the bill, it is 
reasonable to assume that the tolls will be 
removed from the Forth and Tay bridges by 
January next year. 

I offer particular thanks to The Courier 
newspaper, which came in behind the campaign 
and was truly a voice for the people of Fife, 
Tayside and Perthshire on the issue. I also thank 
my friends Shona Robison and Bruce Crawford, 
who would have dearly loved to speak in the 
debate but cannot do so. 

I turn again to the committee’s stage 1 report. 
Paragraph 182 states: 

―However the fact remains that in Scotland it is only 
those who live in, visit or work in Fife who are subjected to 
the requirement to pay bridge tolls.‖ 

However, in paragraph 183 the report states that 
the committee 

―is of the view that equity is a subjective as opposed to a 
scientific argument and, as such, should not generally be 
considered as a transport policy objective.‖ 

Not surprisingly, I disagree profoundly with that 
statement. I know that I speak for the people of 
Fife when I say that I do not care what issues are 
used to support the abolition of the tolls or what 
arguments are used to retain them. There is, and 
has been since 1964, only one issue: fairness and 
equity. It is not a perception of unfairness for Fife 
to have two tolls when no other part of Scotland 
has any—it is unfairness. 

Patrick Harvie: Will the member give way? 

Tricia Marwick: No. 

I do not want to finish without referring to the toll 
plaza—the vanity project that was agreed by 
Tavish Scott and FETA and cost £5 million to 
build. It will now cost us millions more to dismantle 
the plaza and remodel the road network. I say to 
Alison McInnes that it is a pity that when the 
Liberal Democrat Tavish Scott was the Minister for 
Transport he did not put in the bus lanes that were 
necessary. When he ordered a review of the 
review in March 2006, FETA had already made 
plans for a new toll plaza, including electronic 
collection. I asked the minister to halt that work 
while the review of the review took place, but he 
refused. However, I am a generous soul. I assure 
Labour and Liberal Democrat members that at 5 
pm tonight they can vote to redeem themselves. 
After all, if a repentant sinner can enter the 
kingdom of heaven, repentant politicians are 
welcome to enter the toll-free kingdom of Fife. 

15:43 
David Stewart (Highlands and Islands) (Lab): 

As a member of the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee—and, perhaps, as a 
repentant sinner as well—I am grateful for the 
opportunity to make a few brief comments. 

The committee did what was written on the tin—
we scrutinised the bill. As we have heard, we did 
not all agree, but we came up with a first-class 
report. Today, I thank publicly not only the staff 
and members of the committee, as Patrick Harvie 
has done, but all the excellent witnesses who 
appeared before us. I include the minister in that, 
although I hope that my comments will not 
damage his future political career. As we have 
heard, all the witnesses were happy and willing 
volunteers, apart from one pressed man, 
representing Transport Scotland, who did not 
seem keen to appear before the committee, until 
he turned up screaming and kicking, handcuffed to 
John Swinney. Perhaps I overstate my case. 

We know that this is a simple bill that takes 
away the tolls from the Forth and Tay road bridges 
and tidies up the legislation on the Erskine bridge. 
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I thank publicly Helen Eadie for the excellent work 
that she has done on the issue, especially in her 
previous proposed member’s bill. 

I support the principle of the bill and will vote for 
it this evening, but I would like to make a couple of 
points; the minister may want to respond to them 
when he winds up. My points relate to 
consultation, environmental issues—about which 
we have already heard—modal shift, equity and 
staffing. 

I am still confused about why the public were not 
formally consulted under the new Administration. I 
am not convinced—although I am happy to be 
convinced if the minister can come up with some 
arguments—that because the abolition of bridge 
tolls was a manifesto commitment there was no 
reason to consult. What is the legal precedent for 
such an approach? I understand that the 
Government will consult on local income tax, 
which was also a manifesto commitment, so there 
seems to be a contradiction. However, if the 
minister can show me the legal precedent for the 
approach, I will be happy to withdraw my 
comments. 

On the environmental issues, the toll impact 
study was the key piece of information that was 
available to us. As we have heard, the study 
suggested that there would be increased 
congestion and extended peak periods on both 
bridges. Stuart Hay, from Friends of the Earth 
Scotland, said in evidence to the committee that 
toll removal would add 9,000 tonnes of CO2 to the 
environment, which he said was 16 times more 
CO2 than the Government’s whole 
microrenewables programme currently displaces. 
The Scottish Government has a debit side on its 
carbon balance sheet, so where will the credits 
come from? Where is the evidence of modal 
shift—the transfer from car to bus, rail or bicycle? 
Where is the evidence for a transfer to park and 
ride, or at least to high-occupancy vehicle lanes? I 
am interested to hear more from the minister on 
that. 

In fairness—I believe in being fair in this 
debate—I have no doubt that the minister is 
genuinely dedicated to trying to ensure that, in the 
future, trains are more efficient and have greater 
capacity: he made that clear to the committee. 
However, in his letter to the committee, which is 
reproduced on page 165 of the report, he said: 

―Transport Scotland has no plans to modify or upgrade 
any section of the trunk road network to minimise the 
impact of any increase in congestion caused specifically by 
the removal of tolls‖, 

and went on to say, in response to a suggestion 
by the City of Edinburgh Council: 

―Transport Scotland has not considered any proposal to 
reduce Edinburgh-Fife rail fares‖. 

City of Edinburgh Council was also concerned 
about CO2 emissions, and it thinks that in the 
future there might be an argument for more air 
quality management areas in the city. In addition, 
it suggested bus priority measures on the A90, 
more park-and-ride facilities in Fife and clean bus-
engine technology. I ask the minister to comment 
on those suggestions when he winds up. Does he 
share my view that it would have been helpful to 
complete a strategic environmental assessment, 
as other members have said? 

I acknowledge the work that was carried out by 
the Fife and Tayside members who took part in 
the original consultation and who articulated well 
the sense of grievance that communities feel 
about the tolls on both bridges, particularly given 
that the Skye and Erskine bridges are now toll 
free. 

I do not always sign up to the arguments of 
environmentalists, but some environmentalists 
have asked how fair our approach is for non-car 
users in Kirkcaldy or Wester Hailes. How can 
there be equity without an increase in public 
transport projects? It is important that we measure 
future transport initiatives against a national 
transport strategy. 

It is important that there should be more direct 
intervention by the minister in relation to people 
who will lose their jobs, particularly on the Forth 
bridge. The minister has given assurances on that. 
The evidence on staffing that the committee took 
from trade unions was compelling. 

My speech is designed to praise the bill, not to 
bury it. The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee supported the principle behind 
the bill, although there are issues to do with 
staffing, environmental mitigation and future 
financing. I support the bill and I commend it to 
members. 

15:48 
Joe FitzPatrick (Dundee West) (SNP): I am 

delighted to welcome the Scottish National Party 
Government’s first bill, which addresses an issue 
of great importance to my constituents and the 
constituents of my colleague Shona Robison, on 
the other side of Dundee. 

The fact that the first bill of the new 
Administration focuses on the abolition of tolls on 
the Forth and Tay bridges sends a strong 
message that the unfair tolls that the Labour and 
Liberal Democrat coalition kept in place have no 
place in a Scotland headed by an SNP 
Government. The people and economies of Fife 
and Tayside have suffered as a result of the unfair 
tolls, but the Labour and Lib Dem Executive 
refused to remove the tolls, despite having 
numerous opportunities to do so during its eight 
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long years in power. The Executive that removed 
tolls from the Skye bridge in 2003 and the Erskine 
bridge in 2006 left the people of Fife and Tayside 
as the only people who paid tolls. 

This session of Parliament has seen a 
welcome—if somewhat half-hearted—U-turn by 
Labour and the Liberals, and I am glad that they 
are beginning to see the error of their ways. I 
welcome their support for the removal of tolls from 
the Forth and Tay bridges. However, it would be 
wrong of me not to acknowledge the role that the 
campaign by The Courier played in putting 
pressure on those parties to make that U-turn. It 
was incredible to see the U-turn spreading across 
the Labour and Lib Dem benches during the 
debate on 31 May—that was something to behold.  

I will focus on the tolls on the Tay bridge, which 
are of most relevance to my constituents. No 
matter where people are trying to get to by car in 
Dundee, the congestion from the queues of traffic 
from the Tay bridge toll booths will affect them. 
Car and bus journeys are lengthened, and at peak 
times the town centre can come to a virtual 
standstill, with a knock-on effect on air quality. 
Anyone who has tried to get around Dundee in the 
early evening knows how bad the situation is. It is 
clear that the situation in Dundee is caused by 
cars idling in the city because they cannot reach 
the Tay bridge, or cannot traverse the city centre 
from east to west or west to east because they 
cannot get through the queues of traffic that are 
trying to get to the tolls, which often stretch right 
round the inner ring road. 

I see that Patrick Harvie has gone, but—just to 
clarify—the tolls on the Tay bridge do not just slow 
down traffic that is crossing the bridge; they slow 
down traffic, including public transport, that is 
crossing the city. I appreciate the position of 
members in the Green party, but in the case of 
Dundee, speeding up the flow of traffic will reduce 
the amount of emissions that are caused by static 
traffic and will benefit bus users just as much as 
those who travel by car.  

In 1991, when the two-way tolling was replaced 
by southbound-only tolling on the Tay bridge, the 
benefits were clear, as congestion was reduced on 
the south bank. On 28 March 2006, when the toll 
collectors were on strike, the congestion 
disappeared almost altogether, even in the 
evening. There is good evidence that congestion 
in Dundee is caused by tolls, and removing the 
tolls will alleviate that daily congestion. I assure 
members that the bill is warmly welcomed in my 
constituency, as the people anticipate an end to 
the unjust tolls and, more important, the queues of 
traffic that they have suffered for so many years.  

I also welcome the proposal in the bill that 
provides for central Government funding for the 
running of the bridges and for taking on the Tay 

bridge capital debt. We should remember that 
central Government took over the £26 million Skye 
bridge debt, which is double the amount of the Tay 
bridge debt. Local councillors in Dundee, north-
east Fife and Angus will also welcome the 
proposals to retain the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board as the body that is responsible for the day-
to-day management of the bridge. There was 
some concern, particularly among staff, that when 
the tolls went the bridge board would go as well. I 
particularly welcome the fact that we will maintain 
the wealth of experience that has been built up 
over the years by board members, managers 
and—most important—members of staff.  

I am pleased that the new arrangements that 
have been laid in place by the Tay bridge board 
will be arrived at with no compulsory 
redundancies. I hope that all members of the 
Parliament will welcome that, which is in stark 
contrast to the shoddy way in which workers were 
treated when the former Labour-Lib Dem 
Executive removed tolls from the Erskine bridge 
with no regard for the workers involved.  

The effect on the economy was raised earlier, 
and it should not be underplayed. In order to 
benefit fully from inward investment, Dundee 
requires transport across the Tay bridge. North-
east Fife is naturally geared towards Dundee, and 
we need to ensure that as much as possible of 
that business comes into the city centre. That will 
be important when the waterfront development is 
advanced, and we want Dundee to take maximum 
benefit from that—the people of north-east Fife are 
very welcome in our city. The removal of the 
burden of tolls is essential to ensure that 
businesses in Dundee compete on an equal 
footing with businesses elsewhere. The bill will 
remove the extra tax that the tolls add and give an 
extra boost to the economies of both Fife and 
Tayside.  

We are not giving the people of Tayside and Fife 
anything more than what the rest of the country 
expects—and has, at present. There are almost 
30 road crossings over tidal waters in Scotland, 
and tolls are charged only for the Tay and Forth 
bridges. There can be no argument in favour of 
keeping the unjust tolls, and I call on all members 
to support the bill.  

15:54 
Helen Eadie (Dunfermline East) (Lab): I 

welcome the bill and give the credit that is due to 
the Scottish Government. If we are to have 
credibility, it is important that we acknowledge 
when our political opponents do something that we 
would like to see done. I warmly welcome the 
position that we are in today. I have an issue with 
Patrick Harvie. The fact that he spoke in the way 
that he did today is an issue for his committee and 

283



3513  15 NOVEMBER 2007  3514 

 

for the Scottish Government. However, I will let 
that stick. 

I was chair of the Forth Road Bridge Joint Board 
from 1996 to 1999, so I speak with some 
knowledge of the historical issues. I also want to 
mention the A8000—I hope that colleagues will 
allow me to do so. Some members will know that 
the approach roads to the bridge were paid for by 
the tolls. The Forth road bridge is the only road 
bridge in the United Kingdom whose approach 
roads were paid for by tolls. More recently, FETA 
paid for the A8000. Colleagues ought to give credit 
to the previous Labour-led coalition and the 
ministers who were involved in developing the 
A8000, which is one of the best pieces of the road 
network in central Scotland. I applaud the Labour 
and Liberal Democrat ministers who were involved 
in that decision, because the road has made a 
colossal difference to all travellers across 
Scotland. 

I am delighted to hear that the SNP will not 
backtrack on the issue, although I have to say to 
the minister that that is in stark contrast to the 
SNP’s approach to some of its other manifesto 
commitments. I hope that the SNP will learn from 
this example that when it keeps its manifesto 
commitments, we warmly welcome that and 
applaud it. 

I hope that the minister will take on board the 
concern that I noted at the Subordinate Legislation 
Committee. The committee had a slightly unusual 
request from the Government for a delay to the 
commencement— 

Stewart Stevenson: There will be no delay. The 
provision at the end of the bill is a standard one, 
which states that the minister may act by order. It 
will be done on the first day on which I can do it. 

Helen Eadie: I am delighted to know that. I 
welcome the minister’s comment, because that 
was certainly not the impression that I had at the 
committee.  

Tricia Marwick cynically tried to rewrite history 
today. When the Parliament voted on the Tay 
bridge tolls, the motion mentioned only the Tay 
bridge. It did not mention the Forth bridge. 
Everyone knows that my position on the Forth 
bridge tolls has been absolutely consistent. I have 
never done a U-turn on the issue. My position was 
clear—I would not support the removal of tolls 
from the Tay bridge unless tolls were also 
removed from the Forth bridge. That is important. 

I am pleased that the Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change Committee considered the 
wider socioeconomic issues. In the past, the focus 
largely ignored the interests of the wider 
community. I am especially pleased that the 
committee took evidence from a variety of key 
stakeholders in the business community, including 

officials from the Freight Transport Association, 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce and the 
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK. 

I was especially pleased to read the evidence 
that was given by Alan Russell, representing both 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce and Fife 
Chamber of Commerce. He pinpointed one of the 
points that have been argued powerfully in Fife 
when he said that Fife businesses pay about an 
extra £3.4 million in additional taxation. That was 
shown by a survey that Fife Chamber of 
Commerce carried out. He went on to say that the 
additional costs have impinged dramatically on 
business development in Fife and cited an 
example of a company that failed to locate in Fife. 
That really is a matter of grave concern, as it was 
not the only example. 

I am especially keen to highlight the fact that the 
Government does not seem to speak to local 
government—that seems to be a pattern for this 
Government. It is arguing for all kinds of measures 
to be taken, but in Fife we are seeing different 
effects. Today’s Dunfermline Press and West of 
Fife Advertiser reports that Fife Council is to 
impose a £1 car parking fee at all railway stations 
in Fife. Just as we are trying to encourage people 
to take public transport, the SNP puts up another 
cost barrier. The SNP is taking the tolls off the 
bridge, but the SNP and Lib Dem-controlled 
council in Fife is adding an extra £1 a day to the 
cost of travel for people who want to go by train. It 
is perverse logic to put people in that position. 

Finally, if we really wanted to get meaningful 
change in patterns of public transport use, we 
would be investing in the Edinburgh airport rail 
link. 

16:02 
David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands) 

(Con): I welcome the bill to abolish tolls on the 
Tay and Forth bridges. 

Although the new Government has been quick 
to take credit for that outcome, we should reflect 
on the fact that it is really a result of the confused 
and contradictory policies of the previous Labour 
and Liberal Democrat regime and of the naked, 
unprincipled opportunism that characterised so 
much of the Faustian bargain between the two 
parties. 

The genesis was the abolition of the tolls on the 
Skye bridge, a Lib Dem demand that was 
enshrined in its first partnership agreement with 
Labour. Inevitably and inexorably, that led to 
demands from Labour MSPs for a tolls quid pro 
quo. Sure enough, only a few years later, the 
Executive came up with the abolition of the tolls on 
the Erskine bridge. As many members have 
pointed out, that left commuters to and from Fife 
as effectively the only toll payers in the country. 
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That was a fundamental inequity in treatment 
that no amount of argument in favour of tolls from 
Patrick Harvie or others could resolve, for the 
simple reason that the pass had been well and 
truly sold and Labour members in particular were 
placed in an untenable position—literally, of 
course, as two of them lost their seats. 

The bill should not be regarded as the end of the 
matter or as signifying the final demise of tolls in 
Scotland. Lurking on the statute book, we have the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, which empowers 
the Forth Estuary Transport Authority to introduce 
a road user charging scheme for traffic on the 
bridge. 

Members will be aware of that power, because 
the Liberal Democrat Minister for Transport Nicol 
Stephen ordered FETA to exercise it when he 
instructed FETA to devise a variable tolling or road 
pricing scheme as a condition of funding for the 
A8000 upgrade. Then, as we all know, less than a 
year later it became the road user charging 
scheme that the Liberal Democrats disowned in 
the Dunfermline and West Fife by-election and 
which was subsequently rejected.  

In one of the most two-faced, unscrupulous 
pieces of political chicanery ever seen in Scotland, 
the Liberal Democrats won a by-election by 
campaigning against the very tolls that their 
ministers had instructed FETA to introduce. Not 
surprisingly, that must have left a sour taste in 
many a Labour mouth, and the eventual demise of 
the loveless marriage in the Parliament between 
the two can perhaps be traced to that event. 

Enough of the history, entertaining though it is to 
record—the fact is that the variable tolling power 
remains on the statute book, and it is open to all 
local authorities in Scotland and to FETA to 
introduce road user charging schemes. 
Accordingly, until that power is removed, tolls—or 
the prospect of tolls—will not be finally laid to rest. 

The Conservatives raised the issue in the 
Parliament back in February this year, before the 
election, when we lodged an amendment that 
called for the repeal in its entirety of part 3 of the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001. Those are the road 
user or so-called congestion charging provisions, 
which were supported at the time by Labour, the 
Liberal Democrats and—I am afraid to say—the 
SNP. Only the Scottish Conservatives opposed 
them.  

However, back in February, in a most welcome 
U-turn, the then SNP transport spokesman, 
Fergus Ewing, said unequivocally in Parliament 
that: 

―The SNP is wholly opposed to additional taxation on the 
roads and to road tolls.‖ 

He added: 

―We are not prepared to allow a piece of legislation to 
remain on the statute book that could be used to put a 
charge of £4 or £10 on the Forth road bridge by the back 
door‖.—[Official Report, 22 February; c 32352.] 

Mr Ewing has since gone on to lesser things, but 
we have continued, since the new Government 
was appointed, to pursue the issue with Stewart 
Stevenson. That has been done both in 
correspondence between me and the minister and 
through meetings of the Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change Committee. The minister has 
undertaken to consider whether the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill could be amended to 
remove the power from FETA. I give notice that 
the Conservatives will lodge such an amendment 
at stage 2. 

Stewart Stevenson: Should such an 
amendment be lodged, we would be minded to 
accept it, if it were properly drafted. 

David McLetchie: I welcome the Government’s 
support, and I would welcome the support of other 
parties in the chamber—in particular the Liberal 
Democrats, who I am sure have now seen the 
error of their ways, despite the prominent positions 
that their former transport ministers still occupy in 
the party. 

If we are successful in achieving that objective 
through the bill, we will seek support later this 
session for the repeal in its entirety of part 3 of the 
2001 act—a proposal for which SNP members 
voted back in February. We shall seek that repeal 
so that the imposition of a tolling regime on any 
road or bridge in Scotland is no longer possible, 
and so that our motorists, who already pay the 
highest fuel prices and the highest fuel taxes in 
western Europe, will not have to pay any 
additional charges to drive on the very roads that 
their taxes have already paid for. 

Bearing in mind the persistent threats from 
Labour at Westminster to promote national or local 
road pricing schemes, it is imperative that the 
Scottish Parliament says no to tolls in Scotland—
in what is quite clearly a devolved responsibility—
by cleaning up the statute book. On that wider 
issue, we would welcome all converts to our point 
of view. We look forward to the support of 
members across the chamber. 

16:07 
Jim Tolson (Dunfermline West) (LD): I 

welcome today’s debate as an opportunity to 
move towards a fair tolling system for all  
Scotland, but also as an opportunity to challenge 
the Government on its inconsistent approach to 
tolling. 

Many of my constituents in Dunfermline West 
have regularly commuted to Edinburgh for 
decades. Overcrowded trains, congested roads 
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and bridge tolls all added to their misery. 
Fortunately, the previous Executive—under the 
direction of my good friend Tavish Scott—
extended platforms and improved the quality and 
capacity of the rolling stock. The previous 
Executive also helped to reduce congestion with 
the implementation of the very successful 
Inverkeithing park and ride. In this session of 
Parliament, we have supported the abolition of 
bridge tolls to ensure fairness across the whole 
country. 

Patrick Harvie: Will the member give way? 
Jim Tolson: I am sorry, but I have very little 

time. 
The recent toll impact study suggests that the 

removal of the tolls will lead to a 20 per cent 
increase in traffic congestion, but the SNP claims 
that traffic will stabilise at 2006 levels. Given the 
well-known traffic growth figures, it seems that that 
is another promise that the Government is 
destined to break. 

The Government has used its very first 
legislative proposal to increase emissions and 
congestion. Its ambitious targets of reducing 
emissions by 80 per cent by 2050 are not 
consistent with its actions so far. It has delayed 
the introduction of the climate change bill, it is 
blocking renewable energy projects and it is 
undermining public transport projects. That is not a 
very good—or even consistent—start for the SNP 
Government. 

The Government is due to announce soon—
whenever ―soon‖ is—its decision on a new Forth 
crossing. That project is vital not only to my 
constituency but to the economy of the whole of 
eastern Scotland. The existing bridge is operating 
way beyond its intended loads and capacities and 
a very real crisis is looming, in that it may have to 
close to traffic in whole or in part within the next 
decade. I sincerely hope that the Government 
makes the right decision for Scotland on a new 
crossing and that it selects a cable-stayed bridge 
on the grounds of urgency, cost and the 
environment. 

Is the minister aware that a significant 
landowner along the route that a tunnel might take 
on the Fife side of the Forth claims to have 
decades of test bore data for his land, which he 
claims show pockets of underground water? That 
water, if struck as part of the route of a proposed 
tunnel, would significantly increase the time and 
cost of the tunnel option. The minister and the 
Government continue to come under sustained 
pressure from political colleagues to support the 
tunnel option, but to ignore the perils of a tunnel—
or the benefits of a bridge—would let down the 
vast majority of the people of Scotland, not just a 
few of the SNP’s supporters, who will vote for the 
SNP in 2011 come what may.  

Despite my repeated requests for information 
from the Government, it refuses to rule out the use 
of tolls on what I hope will be the bridge for the 
third millennium across the Forth at Queensferry. 
Will the Government dare to give members and 
the public a clear statement today on whether it 
will include a tolling regime with a new Forth 
crossing? Many businesses in Fife already have 
great concerns about the uncertainty over the 
provision of a new crossing. In fact, some 
businesses are actively considering moving south 
of the Forth. Will the minister put their concerns at 
rest by confirming today that a replacement Forth 
crossing will be put in place in the shortest 
possible timescale, and that it will cost the 
taxpayer less and have the least environmental 
impact? The only option that meets those criteria 
is a cable-stayed bridge. Will he please put 
employers, employees and everyone in Fife out of 
their misery and back the cable-stayed bridge 
option? 

The Liberal Democrats welcome today’s debate 
and will support the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill. However, the Government must 
not forget the consequences and should build in 
environmental protection measures to offset an 
increase in emissions.  

Thus far, the Government has refused to confirm 
that it will not impose tolls on a new Forth 
crossing. It has been inconsistent in its promises 
to the public, who will hold it to account on that 
issue. The Government says that it will not only 
reduce pollution but halt traffic growth—that 
sounds like the kind of hare-brained idea that we 
have come to expect from its Green bedfellows.  

Removal of the Forth and Tay bridge tolls has 
been a long-term aspiration for businesses, 
commuters and visitors. I believe that today we will 
take a major step toward making that a real benefit 
for my constituents and everyone who lives or 
works in, or travels through, the great kingdom of 
Fife. [Interruption.] 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish 
Godman): Here we go again. Put your mobile 
phones and Blackberrys off—easy. 

16:12 
Shirley-Anne Somerville (Lothians) (SNP): As 

a member of the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee, and as someone who 
was born and brought up in the kingdom of Fife, I 
am delighted that one of the SNP Government’s 
first moves has been to abolish tolls on the Forth 
and Tay road bridges. The debate is about 
fairness. The tolls on the Forth and the Tay are a 
unique form of regressive taxation on the people 
of Fife and the east of Scotland.  
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Claire Baker (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): I 
have listened to the debate over the principle of 
equity for Fife with interest. Does the member 
agree that it would be helpful if the minister 
confirmed today whether he is considering tolling 
as part of the funding package for a future 
replacement Forth crossing? 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: I think that the 
minister has heard the member’s intervention and 
will take it into account if he wants to.  

The debate is about fairness. It has always been 
an anomaly that only a few stretches of road in 
Scotland are tolled. The successful campaigns 
against the tolls on the Skye and Erskine bridges 
rightly highlighted the negative impact those tolls 
had on the local economies and on local 
communities. To put it simply, if the tolls on the 
Skye bridge and the Erskine bridge were wrong, 
the tolls on the Forth and the Tay are wrong, too.  

One of the most striking reasons why the tolls 
should go is that the reason why they were put 
there in the first place has long gone. They were 
introduced specifically to pay off the capital costs 
of constructing the bridge. That milestone passed 
some time ago, yet the tolls have remained. If the 
original reason for tolling has passed, it is 
important to get to the real motivation of the 
people who want tolls to remain. As the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
took evidence on the bill, it became clear that the 
debate about tolls had grown into something quite 
different. Many people who supported the 
retention of tolls did so because they saw tolling 
as a means of having congestion charging on 
Scotland’s roads.  

Although I do not agree with Patrick Harvie, I 
respect the sincerity of his views and those of the 
Green party on the issue. Patrick and some of the 
witnesses who came before the committee put 
forward an impassioned case for congestion 
charging. They may believe that that is the right 
way forward for Scotland’s road network—I do 
not—and they may want to see more rather than 
less tolling, but the fact that tolls were introduced 
decades ago to fund initial capital costs cannot 
mean that the people of Fife should be subject to 
Scotland’s only congestion charge. They have the 
right to have the current discrimination ended—
and soon. 

Patrick Harvie: Will the member give way? 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: Not at the moment. 

Equity is not the only important issue in the 
debate. The abolition of tolls is also right for the 
economy of Fife. Both the Fife Chamber of 
Commerce and the Scottish Chambers of 
Commerce have argued strongly that tolls harm 
the Fife economy. During their evidence to the 
committee, they highlighted that tolls act as a drag 

on development and prosperity, and that their 
continued existence represents an additional 
financial and psychological impediment to growth. 

Indeed, a recent survey by Fife Chamber of 
Commerce found that the direct cost of the tolls to 
businesses in Fife is £1.4 million. If we add on to 
that the £2 million in indirect costs to which they 
are also subject, the total additional tax bill that 
they face reaches nearly £3.5 million. That is a 
heavy burden, the removal of which will be 
welcomed by small businesses, in particular. 

Some of the evidence that the committee 
received made much of the forecast increase in 
carbon emissions that will result from the abolition 
of the tolls; much has been made of those 
predictions again today. However, we should bear 
in mind the scale of the numbers involved. We are 
talking about an increase of less than 0.1 per cent 
in the emissions caused on Scotland’s roads, 
which represents an increase of less than 0.02 per 
cent of the total CO2 emissions for Scotland. 

I appreciate that that increase, albeit that it is 
small, is concerning to environmental groups, but 
it does not take into account the evidence from 
Dundee City Council, which clearly believes that 
the abolition of the tolls will lead to a reduction—
rather than, as the toll impact study forecasts, an 
increase—in congestion and emissions. 

Most significantly, even if the forecast increase 
is true, it must be seen in the context of the 
Government’s wider pledge to introduce a climate 
change bill and its commitment to reduce carbon 
emissions by 80 per cent by 2050, which we 
should remember is a much stronger target than 
the one that has been set by the Government at 
Westminster. In particular, it must be seen in the 
context of the budget that was published 
yesterday, which committed the Scottish 
Government to record amounts of expenditure on 
public transport. Over the next three years, £2.65 
billion will be spent on railways and £740 million 
will be spent on increasing bus travel. In addition, 
there will be an increase of 40 per cent in funding 
for sustainable and active travel. That is good 
news for Scotland’s commuters, especially those 
in Fife, and for the environment. I welcome the 
Government’s commitment to tackling our 
country’s contribution to climate change. 

Alison McInnes: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: I am sorry, but I am 
winding up. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Yes, you are in 
your final minute. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville: As part of our work 
on the bill, the committee undertook a visit to the 
Forth road bridge, which left us in no doubt about 
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the hard work and dedication of the people who 
work behind the scenes on that impressive 
structure. It is important that, as we make our 
decisions in Parliament, we pay special attention 
to the direct impact that those decisions will have 
on the people who currently work on both bridges. 
I end by paying tribute to the staff and 
management who work on the Forth and Tay 
bridges and acknowledge their considerable 
experience. It is important that their vital skills be 
retained and I welcome the minister’s agreement 
to meet staff to discuss their concerns. 

16:18 
Marilyn Livingstone (Kirkcaldy) (Lab): I thank 

the Presiding Officer for giving me the opportunity 
to participate in the debate. It will come as no 
surprise to the Parliament that I will speak in 
support of the removal of tolls from the Forth and 
Tay road bridges. 

There is no doubt that both bridges are essential 
to the social and economic well-being of Fife, 
including my Kirkcaldy constituency. They are 
crucial in providing access to jobs and markets for 
local businesses and residents, who must be 
allowed such access on an equal basis with the 
rest of Scotland. The removal of the tolls will do 
just that, which is why I warmly welcome the bill. 

In my submission to my colleague Helen Eadie’s 
consultation as part of her draft proposal to 
remove tolls from the Forth and Tay bridges, I 
made the point that the removal of tolls would 
allow Fife to compete equally with other areas of 
Scotland and would have an extremely positive 
social impact. As others have mentioned, that view 
is supported by Fife Chamber of Commerce and 
the Scottish Chambers of Commerce, which said 
in evidence that the tolls on Fife’s bridges are 
―a barrier to economic growth, particularly in Fife. There is 
no evidence to support the idea that tolls benefit the 
economy; if anything, they have the opposite effect. We 
could produce a range of evidence to prove that the tolls 
are detrimental to tourism, which is one of the major 
industries in Scotland and Fife.‖—[Official Report, 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 
25 September 2007; c 129.] 

The toll impact study suggests that about 1,000 
additional jobs will be created in Fife following the 
abolition of the tolls. Businesses will benefit from a 
reduction in their transportation costs. However, 
as has been said, the committee noted that 
increased congestion, particularly on the Forth 
road bridge, is likely to bring economic 
disadvantage and have an environmental impact. 
We must pay heed to that. 

Fife Council was concerned that, in its early 
phase, the toll impact study did not properly reflect 
the measures that the council introduced to 
mitigate the effect of increases in road traffic. A 

council representative said that the tolled bridges 
review phase 1 to phase 3 reports show the 
projected increase in traffic movements reducing 
from 40 per cent to 10 per cent and asked 
whether, if there were a phase 4 report that took 
other matters into account, that would further 
reduce the increased volume of traffic using the 
bridge. That question is important and I would like 
the minister to answer it, if possible. 

My constituents and the wider east of Scotland 
region have experienced major improvements 
because the A8000 has been upgraded, as Helen 
Eadie mentioned. That has removed one of the 
major barriers that caused increasing traffic 
congestion. I congratulate all who were involved in 
that major project. 

Members who represent Fife must take 
economic disadvantage seriously. Fife Chamber of 
Commerce members have raised with Fife MSPs 
the economic disadvantage of congestion. What 
action will the Scottish Government take on the 
committee’s recommendations that the 
Government should provide appropriate funding 
for any remedial or mitigating measures and that it 
should fund any additional traffic management 
measures that may be considered necessary? 

I ask the minister to answer the following 
specific questions about support for appropriate 
modal shift measures. Does he agree that a new 
crossing is crucial to the economy of Fife and 
Scotland? Will he support a multimodal option for 
a new crossing, to give the people of my 
constituency and the wider Fife community a 
public transport option? Will he say how soon work 
will commence? Will he support increased park-
and-ride opportunities, especially for people in 
mid-Fife, who find it difficult to reach Inverkeithing 
park and ride? 

What plans does the Scottish Government have 
for further development of sustainable transport 
initiatives, such as bus priority and rail travel 
measures, including the continued expansion of 
parking facilities at railway stations throughout 
Fife? The lack of parking is still a major barrier. 
Also, what support will be given to cycle use? 

Will the Government support the initiatives for 
ferry or hovercraft services from my constituency 
to Edinburgh? How will the minister mitigate the 
negative impact that the Government’s rejection of 
the Edinburgh airport rail link has had on my 
constituents? That link would have not only given 
the people of Fife a direct route to Edinburgh 
airport but opened up the rail network to them. The 
failure to support the link has dramatically reduced 
their access to public transport options. 

When the minister considers transport spending 
initiatives, I ask him to take on board the issues 
that have been raised today. I ask the Parliament 

288



3523  15 NOVEMBER 2007  3524 

 

to support the bill to ensure equity for the people 
of my constituency and the wider Fife community. 

16:24 
John Park (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): We 

have heard speeches from many MSPs who have 
been involved in the campaign for a while, so I 
was going to start by paying tribute to Helen Eadie 
and Tricia Marwick. However, there was a little bit 
of tit for tat earlier, so I say gently to Tricia 
Marwick that perhaps she should show a wee bit 
more humility in such situations. As she said, we 
are reaching the end of a long campaign. Neither 
member is a Johnny-come-lately to the issue and 
they should both be pleased about the outcome 
that will be in place early next year. 

I have no doubt that the majority of people in 
Fife will warmly welcome the removal of tolls from 
both crossings. I have lived in the area that I now 
call ―the bridgehead area‖—I have called it that 
only since I became a politician; before I was 
elected to the Parliament, I called it ―Dunfermline 
and Rosyth‖—and, in my undoubted 
understanding of the west Fife psyche, public 
opinion on the matter has shifted very quickly over 
the past two or three years. However, we must not 
lose sight of the fact that some people who live in 
the bridgehead area and elsewhere in Fife have 
legitimate concerns about the negative impact that 
increased congestion could have on their 
communities. I have received correspondence 
highlighting those concerns and have tried my 
best to put people’s minds at rest. I am sure that 
the minister agrees that appropriate measures will 
have to be introduced—indeed, he mentioned that. 
I am pleased that finances will be available to 
introduce further measures. 

People who regularly travel over the Forth road 
bridge will have seen improvements in recent 
months. The new toll plaza and the associated 
traffic management to the north of the toll plaza 
have led to far fewer queues on the northbound 
road at peak times, and the M9 spur has led to 
less congestion on the southbound road at peak 
times. More important, that spur has reduced the 
load on the bridge, as heavy goods vehicles no 
longer end up nose to tail on it waiting to go up the 
ramp towards the A8000. That will make a huge 
difference to the condition of the bridge’s cables, 
the study on which will be completed in the next 
couple of years. 

I was a little bit worried by the minister’s 
semantics when we initially asked him about the 
workforce. The Transport and General Workers 
Union and I wrote to him about meeting the 
workforce, but he replied that he was unable to 
meet its representatives at that time. In response 
to a question that I asked in the chamber, he said: 

―I will be happy to meet anyone who wishes to discuss 
the continued safe operation of the bridges, which is in all 
our interests.‖—[Official Report, 6 September 2007; c 
1515.] 

He told the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee: 

―I am happy to meet the unions … once the terms 
between the employers and the unions have been signed 
off.‖—[Official Report, Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee, 2 October 2007; c 184.] 

Removing tolls from the Forth road bridge raises 
two particular issues. The first is industrial 
relations—I recognise that the minister has tried to 
separate out issues relating to redundancy pay, 
terms and outplacements. However, the second 
issue is wider: the operation of the bridge in the 
future. I raise that issue because the SNP 
Government has made a big play of social 
partnerships and engaging with trade unions. I 
welcome what it has said, but we must ensure that 
there is early dialogue and that organised workers 
are involved in the process. There should not be 
only warm words. 

Tricia Marwick rose— 

John Park: I am sorry, but I still have a lot to 
say. 

Industrial relations and workers’ legitimate 
concerns cannot be separated. That is what social 
partnership is about. It is about engaging with 
people as early as possible and discussing 
decisions that matter to them. People might think 
that having a national conversation is laudable, but 
there must be much earlier engagement and 
meaningful conversation, particularly with 
organised workers. I am pleased that the minister 
has made a commitment on that, but I would like 
him to provide details in summing up. He said that 
he has made contact with representatives of 
bridge staff, but I have received no notice of that, 
although I have spoken to the unions. Perhaps he 
can confirm when correspondence was sent to 
them or when contact about a meeting was made. 
Feedback about such meetings to the chamber or 
the committee would be useful. 

In debating the removal of tolls from the Forth 
road bridge, another massive factor that we 
cannot lose sight of is the current condition of that 
crossing. I am particularly concerned about the 
potential for HGVs to be banned from it in 2013 or 
2014. That would lead to a nightmare in the 
Rosyth area. Many lorries would end up travelling 
nose to tail through a heavily populated area. 
From a business perspective, hauliers would have 
to take a detour of at least 40 miles over the 
Kincardine bridge, which would have an impact on 
communities in west Fife. 

I tried to start on a positive note, and will finish 
on one. There are many transport priorities that 
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will have implications for communities in the east 
of Scotland and for the Fife economy. The 
Government has very big decisions to take in the 
next few months, none of which is bigger than the 
decision on a new Forth crossing. If the SNP 
delivers on the promise of a new Forth crossing, it 
will get support from this side of the chamber for 
getting its plans in place and moving them 
forward. That is what the people of Fife expect, 
and it is what I hope they will get. 

16:30 
Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): I am 

delighted to wind up the debate on behalf of the 
Liberal Democrats. Despite Tricia Marwick’s 
speech, it would be churlish not to congratulate 
the SNP Government on producing the bill to 
abolish the bridge tolls so quickly. However, I have 
concerns about the bill, which I will come to later. 

As the MSP for North East Fife, I warmly 
welcome the fact that my constituents will no 
longer be faced with tolls at both ends of our fine 
kingdom. The abolition of the tolls on the Tay road 
bridge is especially welcome to my constituents. 
The residents of North East Fife are the main 
users of the Tay road bridge and, as such, have 
contributed the bulk of the toll revenue on the 
bridge over the past 41 years. I firmly believe that 
we have paid for that bridge over and over again 
and that there is no case for continuing the tolls. 

I began campaigning for the abolition of the Tay 
road bridge tolls about 30 years ago. 

Tricia Marwick: You voted to keep them. 

Iain Smith: No, I did not. 

David McLetchie: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Iain Smith: No, I am not taking an intervention 
at the moment. Sit down, the pair of you. 

Alex Johnstone: We have never heard this 
before. 

Iain Smith: I can show you a picture of me 
campaigning against the tolls. 

Tricia Marwick: You voted to keep them. 

Iain Smith: I did not vote to keep them. 

Tricia Marwick: You did. 

Iain Smith: That is not true. I readily accept that 
the Liberal Democrats did not include the abolition 
of the Tay road bridge tolls in their manifestos for 
the Scottish Parliament elections in 1999 and 
2003—no party in the Parliament did. The SNP did 
not, the Conservative party did not, the Labour 
Party did not and the Green party certainly did not. 
No party supported the abolition of the tolls in its 
manifesto in 2003. However, I did not vote to keep 

the tolls; I voted to have a proper study conducted 
into the environmental and other impacts of the 
tolls. I did not vote to keep the tolls. Members 
should read what I voted for in the chamber. 

It is time for Tricia Marwick and the SNP to stop 
their churlish behaviour on the matter, accept that 
we have moved on in the debate and 
acknowledge that there are important issues 
around the abolition of tolls that need to be 
addressed. It is important that we move on to 
those issues instead of going on about the past in 
the rather pathetic and negative way that Tricia 
Marwick always tends to do. 

I am pleased that I got the Liberal Democrats to 
put the abolition of the Tay road bridge tolls in our 
2007 manifesto. I included it as one of my five 
personal priorities in the election for North East 
Fife, and I am delighted to support the general 
principles of the bill today. 

Alex Johnstone: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Iain Smith: Not at the moment. I am running out 
of time because of all the asides. 

However, there are serious questions about the 
approach that the Government is taking in the bill, 
which I hope the minister will address in summing 
up. To paraphrase an old adage, if we legislate in 
haste, we repent at leisure. Legislating simply to 
remove the powers of the Tay Road Bridge Joint 
Board and the Forth Estuary Transport Authority to 
raise tolls, rather than addressing the statutory 
basis of those bodies, is a major weakness. I am 
surprised that there was little consideration of that 
issue during the committee’s consideration of the 
bill. The Government has made much of its pledge 
to axe a quarter of our quangos, but the bill 
proposes the retention of two quangos whose 
primary function will be removed by the bill. 

Dave Thompson (Highlands and Islands) 
(SNP): Will the member give way? 

Iain Smith: I do not have time. There have been 
too many asides. 

The Tay and Forth road bridges are part of 
Scotland’s major road network and should be 
operated and maintained in the same way as all 
the other bridges on that network. Although we 
need to retain the engineering expertise, why 
should that not be transferred into Transport 
Scotland? Surely the assets and liabilities of the 
bridges should be transferred to Scottish ministers 
instead of being left, de facto, with the local 
authorities that make up the joint boards. 

There is an issue about ensuring the long-term 
funding—both revenue and capital maintenance—
which should be the responsibility of Scottish 
ministers. Frankly, transport infrastructure of the 
importance of the Forth and Tay road bridges 
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deserves more security than an announcement 
that ministers intend to replace lost toll revenue as 
―a policy decision‖. As we have seen in the budget 
documents, the Government is not even going to 
replace all the lost toll revenue. The Finance 
Committee’s report raises concerns about whether 
the likely long-term investment in the maintenance 
of bridges—especially the Forth road bridge—is 
adequately reflected in the financial memorandum. 
FETA has identified £107 million of expenditure in 
its 15-year capital plan, which is around £7 million 
a year. However, the financial memorandum and 
additional information that has been provided by 
Government officials give a maximum figure of £4 
million. Therefore, there is a serious shortfall that 
must be of concern. 

There must also be a concern that no other 
source of revenue is available to cover any 
funding shortfall. Would such a shortfall have to be 
made up by the constituent local authorities of the 
joint boards, to the detriment of their other 
transport commitments? Will the minister explain 
why he has chosen to leave the responsibility for 
bridge maintenance with the Tay Road Bridge 
Joint Board and FETA rather than take direct 
responsibility for them, as ministers always had 
with the Erskine bridge, and as they had with the 
Skye bridge after the tolls were scrapped there. 

Given the importance of the bridges to the 
transport strategy in the east of Scotland, I cannot 
see the logic in retaining the boards as separate 
roads authorities. The south-east of Scotland 
transport partnership and Tayside and central 
Scotland transport partnership are supposed to be 
the strategic transport authorities for the Forth and 
Tay estuaries. Would it not make more sense for 
the traffic management functions of FETA and the 
Tay Road Bridge Joint Board to be transferred to 
SEStran and tactran respectively, where they can 
be fully integrated into the wider regional transport 
strategies, including public transport strategies in 
particular? Surely the importance of the estuarial 
crossings to regional transport in the east of 
Scotland means that it should be the regional 
transport authorities that manage the transport 
strategies for the crossings, not the boards, which 
are primarily responsible for the maintenance of 
the bridges. 

I am not wholly convinced by some of the claims 
that have been made about increased congestion. 
If there is going to be a 20 per cent increase in 
traffic going across the Forth, why is there not 20 
per cent more going south at the moment when no 
tolls are being paid? The crossings must be seen 
in the context of the wider public transport 
strategy, particularly the need to get more people 
on to public transport. The scrapping of the 
Edinburgh airport rail link by this unambitious SNP 
Government will do nothing to encourage more 
people from Fife to go by train. Although EARL 

would have increased rail capacity, the SNP’s 
alternative glorified tram stop will reduce it 
because it will create extra stops on the line, which 
means that fewer trains can use the train path. 
That is a simple fact of rail engineering; a train 
cannot get past a train that is stopped. 

We need the bridges to be managed by the 
transport authorities because they have a wider 
vision, not one that is based on managing the road 
crossings, and I hope that the minister will reflect 
on the wisdom of the management of the bridges 
remaining with FETA and the Tay Road Bridge 
Joint Board. 

16:37 
Ted Brocklebank (Mid Scotland and Fife) 

(Con): The bottom line to this stage 1 debate is 
that we are finally righting a palpable wrong. I 
understand why Iain Smith does not want to dwell 
on the past, but there is an Inuit proverb that says, 
in effect, that to know where we are going, we first 
have to know where we have come from. 

Members will forgive me if I reiterate some of the 
arguments. As a Fifer, I can modestly claim to 
have been among the first to campaign for the 
removal of tolls from the kingdom’s bridges, 
although I accept that there is an argument that 
payment by individual motorists can be an 
acceptable solution to financing specific 
motorways, tunnels or bridges where payments 
are charged for a specific amount of time until the 
capital cost of the project is recovered. That is an 
economic argument. 

However, what has happened in respect of 
removal of the Fife bridge tolls has had nothing to 
do with economics and everything to do with 
politics. As David McLetchie reminded us, it is all 
about political opportunism, initially by the Lib 
Dems, who used their clout in the coalition to have 
the Skye bridge tolls removed. Not to be outdone, 
the Labour group insisted on a pay-off from their 
partners through abolition of the tolls on the 
Erskine bridge. A political innocent could have 
seen the hole that the coalition was digging for 
itself, but apparently not the Lib Dem transport 
ministerial duo of Nicol Stephen and Tavish Scott, 
who are notably absent from the chamber today. 

With the removal of all other bridge tolls in 
Scotland, it became a simple matter of when, 
rather than if, the Fife bridge tolls would be 
removed. When Fife became the only part of 
Scotland where a direct tax was being charged on 
motorists coming into the kingdom across both 
firths, the economic argument was lost. Quite 
rightly, it then all became about fairness. 

Where is it written that it has to be fair? That 
seemed to be the Executive’s argument in the dog 
days of the previous Administration. As Alex 
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Johnstone reminded us, we and the SNP were 
able to point to our manifestos and say, ―That is 
where it is written in cold print that it has to be 
fair‖. Of course, at the 11

th hour—surprise, 
surprise—the Executive partners underwent a 
Damascene manifesto conversion to abolishing 
the Tay bridge tolls and ending the Forth bridge 
tolls for cars with more than one occupant. 

The voters were not fooled. As Tricia Marwick 
pointed out, in the May elections coalition 
members—particularly Labour—lost seats in Fife 
and thereby reaped the whirlwind of their own 
intransigence. Of course, I except Helen Eadie’s 
honourable record on this issue. Although I take 
on board John Park’s reminder that we 
abolitionists should show some humility, it must 
have been especially galling for Labour’s Scott 
Barrie—who tried to distance himself from his 
party’s doomed policy—to find himself unseated 
by a member of a party that, despite Iain Smith’s 
recollections, had campaigned so vigorously to 
retain the tolls until a few short weeks before the 
election. 

Patrick Harvie claimed again today that 
congestion over the Forth bridge might increase 
as a result of de-tolling. Well, I guess that that will 
depend partly on how the existing bridge will 
dovetail with the proposed new crossing. What 
cannot be allowed to happen is for the economy of 
the whole east of Scotland to be put in jeopardy 
while Patrick Harvie wrings his hands and the SNP 
Administration tries to get its act together on the 
new crossing. 

On congestion, Tavish Scott, in a last desperate 
throe as Minister for Transport, commissioned 
traffic flow figures for the roads approaching the 
Tay bridge from the Dundee side. Of course, as 
Joe FitzPatrick reminded us, anyone who uses the 
bridge at rush hour could have told him that the 
only days on which the traffic flows freely in and 
out of Dundee across the bridge are days on 
which tolls are suspended for one reason or 
another. As Alison McInnes accepted, surveys by 
Dundee City Council predicted that there would be 
little increase in traffic levels as a result of 
abolishing the tolls.  

Iain Docherty of the University of Glasgow 
reported that removal of tolls from the Forth bridge 
would 
―not make a huge impact on the … level of congestion or 
on carbon emissions‖.—[Official Report, Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 25 
September 2007; c 147.] 

As David McLetchie eloquently pointed out, all that 
remains is for Stewart Stevenson to assure us that 
a future Government will not be able to introduce a 
road user charging scheme on the bridge, as was 
previously proposed by FETA and by the then 
Minister for Transport, Nicol Stephen. I was glad to 

hear that the current minister is exploring how 
such an amendment of part 3 of the Transport 
(Scotland) Act 2001 might be achieved. 

Ultimately, as all Fifers are aware, the toll issue 
is of secondary importance to the need for a new 
crossing over the Forth. We Conservatives believe 
that too much time has already been wasted 
because of successive Lib-Lab, and now SNP, 
ministers dragging their feet. We must ensure that 
the unthinkable does not happen—that the current 
bridge is forced to close before a new crossing is 
ready. I agree with John Park that there are 
serious considerations in relation to heavy goods 
vehicles crossing the bridge, and we really have to 
get that right. 

The day when Fifers can look forward to driving 
across toll-free bridges all the way from Edinburgh 
to Dundee cannot come soon enough—ideally by 
Christmas, but certainly by Burns night. I ask all 
members to support the bill.  

16:42 
Charlie Gordon (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab): 

What an unusual debate this has been in some 
respects. It started with Stewart Stevenson telling 
us how very satisfied he is. There was nothing 
unusual about that, but he then reminded us that 
the bill is the first to have come before Parliament 
from a Government that has been in power for six 
months, which is highly unusual. 

Stewart Stevenson also said that there would be 
no backtracking on the bill, which is also unusual, 
given the pledges that were ditched in the budget 
yesterday—the pledges on student debt and 
classroom sizes, to perm two from quite a few. 
However, given Labour’s support for the bill, I 
have to mark the minister’s card and say that, if 
there is any sign of backtracking from de-tolling 
the two bridges, I will personally send for the 
―equivalent‖ polis.  

Also unusual was the fact that the convener of 
the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee—I am a member of that committee, of 
course—spoke on behalf of the committee but 
said virtually nothing about the committee’s 
voluminous report and told members virtually 
nothing about the committee’s recommendations. 
He chose instead to take the opportunity to pursue 
a mainly personal agenda.  

Patrick Harvie: We will both have to check the 
Official Report, but I certainly made an effort to 
address the majority of my comments to the 
serious concerns that the entire committee signed 
up to on various aspects of the bill. The fact that 
the entire committee agreed on those serious 
concerns—even though not all members share my 
view on the final recommendations and 
conclusions—reinforces them. I reserved only the 
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last few seconds of my remarks for my personal 
viewpoint. 

Charlie Gordon: No. I think that if the Deputy 
Presiding Officer checks the Official Report—I had 
the summary of the committee’s report before 
me—she will find that the convener rather let the 
committee down in his speech, which was 
supposed to be on behalf of the committee. He 
has his own agenda, as we saw last week when 
he briefed against completion of the M74—a vital 
component of Scotland’s bid—on the front page of 
a national newspaper 48 hours before the vital 
decision on the Commonwealth games was taken 
in Sri Lanka. It was serendipitous that that did not 
do major damage to the interests of the country. 

In an unusual revelation, Stewart Stevenson 
said that his satisfaction today derives from 
redeeming the pledges of his great-uncle in days 
of yore. Some commentators have said that 
Stewart Stevenson became the minister for 
transport because he drove Alex Salmond’s car 
during the May election campaign. I do not accept 
that—in my view Stewart Stevenson is a fine 
parliamentarian. As an aside, I have sometimes 
ruminated on whether Mr Richard Lochhead owes 
his current position to having washed Alex 
Salmond’s car during the election, but that is 
entirely by the way, as they say in Castlemilk. Now 
that Stewart Stevenson has got the nod—my 
money was on Fergus Ewing, but I presume that 
he did not get the post because the Greens do not 
like him—I find myself wondering whether he is 
the Government’s transport minister because the 
post has been made hereditary to the Stevenson 
family. 

As a rule, our approach to transport policies and 
projects should be strategic and should involve 
public consultation, an environmental assessment 
and, generally speaking, an objective approach. 
Equity arguments can be problematic in transport 
evaluation, given the cross-subsidies that often lie 
beneath the surface of cross-boundary transport 
networks. 

Today, Parliament is uniting and heeding the 
voice of the people. Success has many parents—
most parties in Parliament have claimed credit for 
the stage that we have reached with this bill. I 
could be statesmanlike and say that Labour will 
not descend to that level of politicking but, seeing 
Trish Godman in the chair as Deputy Presiding 
Officer, I am reminded that the success of her 
campaign—along with Des McNulty—on de-tolling 
the Erskine bridge, could be said to have set the 
example to the politicians who have followed. 

Labour will vote for the bill. I am grateful to 
Alison McInnes and to my colleague, Dave 
Stewart, for telling Parliament—and, indeed, the 
press and public—about the recommendations in 
the committee’s report. It is not necessary to 

reiterate them. We will vote for the bill, which I 
would, in my rather down-to-earth way, call a quick 
and dirty wee bill, in order to realign the whole 
Parliament with the opinion of the many users of 
the Forth and Tay bridges. 

16:49 
Stewart Stevenson: That was a model 

example, from my dear friend Charlie Gordon, of 
how to sook up to the Presiding Officer. I hope that 
all members take note of his example and, 
whoever may be in the chair, copy it. 

When I opened the debate, I said that the 
Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill was based 
on equity. The dictionary definition of equity is 
―the spirit of justice which enables us to interpret laws 
rightly‖. 

The bill will provide justice for the people of Fife, in 
particular, and for all other users of the Forth and 
Tay road bridges by giving them free access to 
Scotland’s road network, the same as everyone 
else on every other road in Scotland. I am 
delighted that all but one of the members who 
spoke in the debate clearly support that principle. 
In doing so, they reflect the views of a great many 
travellers, bridge users and businesses in the east 
of Scotland. 

I understand that concerns exist about the 
impacts that the removal of tolls might have; I 
commented on some of them in my opening 
remarks and I will make further comments on them 
in closing. However, I repeat that we are debating 
the principle of what Charlie Gordon described as 
a dirty little bill, but what I describe as a simple bill 
with simple ends, which are to remove the bridge 
tolls as soon as practicable; to remove an artificial 
deadline for the repayment of the Tay bridge 
loans; and to remove redundant Erskine bridge 
legislation from the statute books. 

Patrick Harvie referred to the results of the 
model that was used in the toll impact study as 
―findings of fact‖. We should be slightly cautious 
about that, because the model is not intrinsically a 
matter of fact; it is an assessment that is based on 
a wide range of assumptions, any one of which if 
changed could lead to different outcomes. The 
model is the best available assessment, but it 
probably is not fact, so we must be careful in 
interpreting it. 

Patrick Harvie’s attempt to remove equity from 
Scotland’s political life will have puzzled many 
members. If equity is removed from the political 
debate on transport or on a wide range of other 
policy matters, frankly, we are left with little but the 
mechanistic assessment of what we should do. I 
do not support that. 
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Patrick Harvie: To reinforce my point, I was 
certainly not arguing that equity should not exist in 
public policy making, but that, at present, the 
Government’s strategic transport objectives do not 
include it and that if we included equity as a 
transport objective, we would look for the greatest 
inequity and we would not find car drivers. 

Stewart Stevenson: Continuing with other 
members, Iain Smith must read the budget 
document more carefully. The £10.7 million in 
2010-11 to which he referred is of course capital 
provision, not revenue provision—that provision 
amounts to £13 million each year for tolls and 
appears elsewhere in the budget. He will find an 
extremely generous provision for the boards, 
which in the immediate year ahead is mainly for 
dehumidification and replacement of joints on the 
Forth bridge and for bearings on the Tay bridge. 

Iain Smith: Will the minister take an 
intervention? 

Stewart Stevenson: I am sorry, but I am 
running out of time. 

One surprising point that Liberal members 
raised—Alison McInnes and Iain Smith mentioned 
it—was on their desire to remove local input to the 
management of the bridges by abolishing the 
boards for the Tay and Forth road bridges. 

Iain Smith seemed to suggest that putting the 
Gogar station, rather than an Edinburgh airport 
station, on the railway line from Fife would 
somehow have a negative effect. The reality is 
that we can deliver the Gogar station sooner, more 
quickly and more cheaply and, because it will not 
be below ground, the stopping time at the station 
will be less than it would have been under the 
proposals for the Edinburgh airport rail link. We 
are increasing capacity as well. That is a positive 
approach. 

Alex Johnstone took a different view on the 
bridge boards and asked whether their 
independence will be maintained. We are doing 
nothing that will affect the boards’ independence. I 
have given that assurance to the boards’ 
members. They make a valuable contribution and I 
want them to continue to do so for the foreseeable 
future. 

Alison McInnes commented that, somehow, the 
bill will threaten successful public transport 
schemes. She gave no examples, so I am not 
entirely sure what she was referring to, although 
later she talked about Ferrytoll park and ride. We 
support the Ferrytoll park and ride, which will be 
expanded, as a vital part of multimodality in 
transport infrastructure north of the bridge. Indeed, 
when we came to office, we discovered a 
substantial number of proposals for park-and-ride 
schemes around central Scotland on which no 
progress appeared to have been made. One of the 

challenges for me—I will rise to it and seek to 
engage with it—is to make more park and rides 
work. We will do so, of course, through local 
interests. Peak-time congestion on the bridge will 
be unchanged, so there will be no difference for 
buses or for anything else. 

Joe FitzPatrick made some interesting 
comments. As he highlighted, it is proper to say 
that much of the groundwork on which the bill is 
founded was started by the previous 
Administration. We welcome that. That 
groundwork has accelerated the pace at which we 
were able to introduce the bill. 

Helen Eadie was gracious in her remarks. Once 
again, I congratulate her on her persistence on the 
issue. She said that she will always welcome the 
SNP keeping a manifesto commitment. I very 
much look forward to her voting for the referendum 
bill and supporting a local income tax—both of 
which are key commitments on which we seek to 
move forward. 

To Jim Tolson, I say that the climate change bill 
is moving forward at a tremendous pace. We are 
also working with the UK Government on its bill. 

Marilyn Livingstone hinted at increased rail 
costs. It is worth saying to her that we inherited the 
current pattern of rail costs, but we are looking at 
how things might be in the future. On ferry and 
hovercraft support, we have yet to receive a 
proposal. We will assess any such proposal when 
we get it. 

John Park again—quite properly—returned to 
the issue of the bridge staff. Of course I see a role 
for organised labour. Early in my period in office, I 
spoke to the Highland and Islands conference of 
the Scottish Trades Union Congress and I will 
continue to engage with representatives of 
organised labour. The approach— 

The Presiding Officer: Order. There is too 
much background noise. 

Stewart Stevenson: In relation to the bridge 
staff, the approach that we have made has been 
via the bridge boards. I hope that we will get a 
response shortly and I stand ready to speak to the 
staff. 

I want to repeat something in case, in my 
enthusiasm earlier, I miscued it. The amount of 
money that we announced for bus and rail is two 
threes followed by eight zeros—£3,300,000,000—
so I hope that I have made that point absolutely 
clear. 

Alison McInnes: Will the minister give way? 

Stewart Stevenson: I am sorry, but I am 
coming to the end of my speech. 

The benefits of the bill are clear and others 
share that clarity. David Chalmers, of the 
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Federation of Small Businesses in Fife, has said 
that it is nice to see that we are reaching a point at 
which we can say that the tolls are definitely 
coming off. Businesses across Scotland will 
benefit from having no tolls. Alan Russell, of the 
Scottish Chambers of Commerce, stated: 

―The tolls are a restraint on trade.‖—[Official Report, 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 
25 September 2007; c 129.] 

I offer my thanks, in addition to those that others 
have given, to members for contributing to the 
debate on the first bill that the SNP Government 
has introduced to the Parliament. In particular, I 
am grateful to the members of the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. I 
hope that I have answered many of their questions 
and I look forward to continuing the dialogue. 

Finally, I publicly thank the members and 
officials of both FETA and the Tay Road Bridge 
Joint Board. I have met representatives of the 
boards and my officials continue to work with 
them. Charlie suggested that my post had perhaps 
been made hereditary— 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): 
Charlie who, minister? We are not on first-name 
terms in the chamber. 

Stewart Stevenson: I beg your pardon, 
Presiding Officer. 

The member on the benches opposite referred 
to my post as possibly being hereditary. I wonder 
what my late great-uncle, Alexander Stewart 
Stevenson, would think of our deliberations today. 
As the person who chaired the Road Bridge 
Promotion Committee in the 1930s, I suspect that 
he would join many people in eastern Scotland in 
quiet satisfaction. 

Following today’s debate, I am hopeful that the 
bill can proceed quickly and safely. I thank 
members for their contributions. 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Financial 

Resolution 

17:02 
The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 

next item of business is consideration of motion 
S3M-691, in the name of John Swinney, on the 
financial resolution in respect of the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament, for the purposes of any Act of the 
Scottish Parliament resulting from the Abolition of Bridge 
Tolls (Scotland) Bill, agrees to any increase in expenditure 
of a kind referred to in paragraph 3(b)(iii) of Rule 9.12 of the 
Parliament’s Standing Orders arising in consequence of the 
Act.—[Stewart Stevenson.] 

The Presiding Officer: The question on the 
motion will be put at decision time. 
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The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that motion S3M-780, in the name of Stewart 
Stevenson, that the Parliament agrees to the 
general principles of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: We are forcibly agreed. 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: My apologies. I failed to 
hear members. There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  

Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
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Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD) 

ABSTENTIONS 
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 107, Against 4, Abstentions 2. 

Motion agreed to. 

That the Parliament agrees to the general principles of 
the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 

The Presiding Officer: The final question is, 
that motion S3M-691, in the name of John 
Swinney, on the financial resolution in respect of 
the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill, be 
agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  

Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
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Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 110, Against 3, Abstentions 0. 

Motion agreed to. 

That the Parliament, for the purposes of any Act of the 
Scottish Parliament resulting from the Abolition of Bridge 
Tolls (Scotland) Bill, agrees to any increase in expenditure 
of a kind referred to in paragraph 3(b)(iii) of Rule 9.12 of the 
Parliament’s Standing Orders arising in consequence of the 
Act. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 

13th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Tuesday 4 December 2007 

Present:  

Rob Gibson Patrick Harvie (Convener) 
Alex Johnstone Alison McInnes 
Cathy Peattie (Deputy Convener) Shirley-Anne Somerville 
David Stewart 

 

  

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Committee considered the Bill at 
Stage 2.  

Sections 1 to 3, schedules 1 and 2, section 4 and the long title were agreed to 
without amendment.  

The Committee completed Stage 2 consideration of the Bill. 
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16:14 
On resuming— 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 2 

The Convener: I welcome back Stewart  
Stevenson and welcome his colleagues Chris  
Rogers, Jacqueline Pantony and David McLeish.  

Item 4 is stage 2 consideration of the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. Although no 
admissible amendments have been lodged, we 
are required under standing orders to consider 
each section in and schedule to the bill and the 
long title. 

Sections 1 to 3 agreed to.  

Schedules 1 and 2 agreed to. 

Section 4 agreed to. 

Long title agreed to.  

The Convener: That ends stage 2 consideration 
of the bill. I was expecting my first stage 2 as 
convener to be more demanding than that, but  
there we go. 

I thank the minister and his officials for joining 
us. 

Stewart Stevenson: Thank you, convener.  

16:16 
Meeting continued in private until 16:48.  

301



SP Bill 1-ML  Session 3 (2007) 
 

1

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
 

Marshalled List of Amendments selected for Stage 3 
 

The Bill will be considered in the following order— 
 

Sections 1 to 4 Schedules 1 and 2 
Long Title  

 
Amendments marked * are new (including manuscript amendments) or have been altered.  

 

Schedule 1 

David McLetchie 
 

1 In schedule 1, page 3, line 7, at end insert— 

<Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 2) 

In the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, in section 49— 

(a) at the beginning of subsection (1) insert “Subject to subsection (4A),”, 

(b) after subsection (4) insert— 

“(4A) No charging scheme may be made in relation to a road carried by a bridge 
by— 

(a) a joint board constituted by order under section 69 of this Act (whether 
acting solely or jointly); or 

(b) a body— 

(i) which is under any enactment responsible for the management and 
maintenance of a bridge constructed in pursuance of powers 
conferred by, or by an order made under or confirmed by, any 
enactment; and 

(ii) the functions of which relate solely or mainly to such a bridge.”.> 

Schedule 2 

David McLetchie 
 

2 In schedule 2, page 3, line 17, at end insert— 

<Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 2) Section 69(3)(b) and the word “and” immediately 
 preceding it.> 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill

Groupings of Amendments for Stage 3 

This document provides procedural information which will assist in preparing for and 
following proceedings on the above Bill.  In this case, the information provided consists
solely of the list of groupings (that is, the order in which amendments will be debated). The 
text of amendments set out in the order in which they will be debated is not attached on this 
occasion as the debating order is the same as the order in which the amendments appear in 
the Marshalled List.  

Groupings of amendments

Note: The time limit indicated is set out in the timetabling motion to be considered by the 
Parliament before the Stage 3 proceedings begin.  If that motion is agreed to, debate on the 
groups above the line must (subject to Rule 9.8.4A of Standing Orders) be concluded by the 
time indicated, although the amendments in those groups may still be moved formally and 
disposed of later in the proceedings. 

Group 1: Power to propose road user charging schemes
1, 2

Debate to end no later than 20 minutes after proceedings begin
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EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

Vol. 1, No. 43 Session 3 

Meeting of the Parliament 

Thursday 20 December 2007 

Note: (DT) signifies a decision taken at Decision Time. 

Abolition of Bridge Toll (Scotland) Bill: Bruce Crawford, on behalf of the 
Parliamentary Bureau, moved S3M-1058—That the Parliament agrees that, during 
Stage 3 of the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill, debate on groups of 
amendments shall, subject to Rule 9.8.4A, be brought to a conclusion by the time 
limit indicated, that time limit being calculated from when the Stage begins and 
excluding any periods when other business is under consideration or when a 
meeting of the Parliament is suspended (other than a suspension following the first 
division in the Stage being called) or otherwise not in progress:  

Group 1: 20 minutes.  

The motion was agreed to. 

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill - Stage 3: The Bill was considered at 
Stage 3. 

Amendment 2 was agreed to without division. 

Amendment 1 was agreed to (by division: For 106, Against 2, Abstentions 16).    

Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill: The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure 
and Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson) moved S3M-992—That the Parliament 
agrees that the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill be passed. 

After debate, the motion was agreed to ((DT) by division: For  122, Against  3, 
Abstentions  1). 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 3 

14:55 
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Alasdair 

Morgan): The next item of business is stage 3 
proceedings on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill. In dealing with amendments, 
members should have the bill; the marshalled list, 
which contains amendments selected for debate; 
and the groupings. 

The division bell will sound and proceedings will 
be suspended for five minutes for the first division. 
The period of voting for divisions will be 30 
seconds. 

Schedule 1 
MINOR AND CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The first group 
is group 1. 

Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): On a point 
of order, Presiding Officer. 

Although I respect the Presiding Officer‟s right to 
select amendments for debate at stage 3 as he 
sees fit, is it in order to ask about the basis on 
which the amendments have been deemed 
admissible? The bill is on the abolition of bridge 
tolls, and it would achieve the abolition of bridge 
tolls, but the amendments go beyond that and 
seek to interfere with a completely different policy 
mechanism: road user charging schemes. It 
seems to me that the amendments are outwith the 
scope of the bill. Can I ask for an explanation of 
the basis on which they have been accepted? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: No. As the 
member knows, the decision on selecting 
amendments to bills lies with the Presiding Officer. 
The Presiding Officers do not discuss the reasons 
for decisions on matters such as the admissibility 
of amendments. 

Amendment 1, in the name of David McLetchie, 
is grouped with amendment 2. 

David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands) 
(Con): The bill that the Government has 
introduced seeks to repeal the legislative 
framework for the imposition of tolls on the 
Erskine, Tay and Forth road bridges, by which is 
meant the fixed tolls payable by motorists for 
crossing the bridges, which were set, initially, for 
the purpose of recouping the construction costs 
and, latterly, for their maintenance costs and allied 
purposes. 

However, those are not the only tolls that can be 
levied in relation to those bridges. If we were to 

pass the bill as it stands, the job would be only half 
done. The reason for that is that under part 3 of 
the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, power is 
conferred on a local traffic authority, which covers 
a joint board such as the Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority, to introduce a charging scheme that 
could impose fixed or variable tolls for using the 
road carried by the bridge. Accordingly, 
amendment 1 seeks to make it clear that no such 
scheme may be made in the future by any joint 
board or body responsible for the management 
and maintenance of a bridge. 

Members will be aware that this is no theoretical 
impost. It is not so long ago that a certain Liberal 
Democrat Minister for Transport instructed FETA 
to bring forward a scheme for road user charging 
under the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, 
applicable to the Forth road bridge, as a condition 
of funding the upgrade of the A8000. If such a 
scheme had been approved, the tolls being 
abolished today on the Forth road bridge would 
not be a flat-rate toll of £1, but a scheme of 
variable toll charges of up to £4 to cross the 
bridge. That is unacceptable.  

I hope that the Liberal Democrats will support 
amendment 1, because in the unlikely event of 
that party ever again being in government in 
Scotland, and in the even unlikelier event of one of 
their members being daft enough to agree to take 
on the transport portfolio, the passage of my 
amendment today would save them from 
themselves and avoid the ridiculous pantomime 
that we witnessed over the FETA tolls plan in the 
previous session. 

Labour members will recall that a variable tolls 
plan for the Forth road bridge was denounced by 
no less a person than the current Prime Minister 
back in February 2006, at the time of the 
Dunfermline and West Fife by-election. 

Members: Oh! 

15:00 
David McLetchie: Yes, he did. The fact of the 

matter is that there have been two major tests of 
public opinion on road user charging in Scotland: 
the Edinburgh scheme, which was overwhelmingly 
rejected in a referendum—by a margin of three to 
one—and the aforementioned Dunfermline and 
West Fife by-election, which was so deceitfully 
won by the Liberal Democrats. The lesson is that 
the public in Scotland will not accept such 
schemes for existing roads and bridges without at 
least a substantial recasting of all the taxes and 
duties that are applicable to motoring in this 
country. 

Amendment 1 is limited to road user charging 
schemes as they apply to bridges because that is 
all that can be addressed within the scope of the 
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bill, which is about tolls on bridges. However, there 
is undoubtedly a wider debate to be had. 

In opposition, the Scottish National Party voted 
for the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 in the first 
instance but, eventually, it saw the Conservative 
light, as ever. I welcome the fact that the Minister 
for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change, 
Stewart Stevenson, indicated the Government‟s 
support for my amendments at stage 1. That 
support is in line with a commitment that the 
SNP‟s then transport spokesman, Fergus Ewing, 
made earlier this year when the party was in 
opposition. He said that the SNP would not permit 
a measure that could result in drivers who use the 
Forth bridge paying tolls of £4 or more by the back 
door to remain on the statute book. Mr Ewing‟s 
commitment would be fulfilled by the Parliament 
agreeing to the amendments. I thank him and Mr 
Stevenson for their support, as I am sure they 
thank me for my support in implementing their 
manifesto—on this occasion, at least. 

I suspect that Patrick Harvie will have more to 
say on the amendments—he has already had his 
tuppenceworth—and on the general principles of 
the bill. I respect his long-standing commitment to 
charging tolls on our motorists and will listen with 
interest to what he says, but before he and others 
speak, I advise members that I lodged identical 
amendments for consideration by the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee at 
stage 2 of the bill but Mr Harvie rejected them in 
his role as the convener, which he is entitled to do 
in exercising his discretion. Accordingly, they were 
never put to the committee for debate and this is 
the first opportunity that members have had to 
consider them. 

I hope that I have made the case for the 
amendments‟ adoption, and I take much pleasure 
in moving them. 

I move amendment 1. 

Patrick Harvie: I am entirely happy to accept 
that I took the decision that the amendments were 
outwith the bill‟s scope. However, we are here 
now, the Presiding Officer has decided differently 
and I am happy to debate their substance. 

David McLetchie offers to save the Liberal 
Democrats from themselves. I sincerely hope that 
it never occurs to him to offer such assistance to 
me. Whether he wishes to save me from myself or 
from anyone else, it is the kind of assistance that I 
can do without. 

Road user charging is a fundamentally different 
policy mechanism from bridge tolls. David 
McLetchie argued that it is a form of bridge tolling. 
It has been the Government‟s position throughout 
and, with my noted exception, the position of the 
majority of the committee that bridge tolls were 
implemented to pay for transport infrastructure, 

that that is their only acceptable use and that, on 
the basis that the infrastructure has been paid for, 
they should be abolished on the Forth and Tay, as 
they have been elsewhere. The Government and 
the committee do not accept that bridge tolls are a 
valid demand management measure.  

The fact that we are debating the issue in the 
context of a bill on bridge tolls is perhaps 
disappointing because there is a separate debate 
to be had about the demand management of road 
traffic. When the 2001 act was debated in the 
Parliament seven years ago today, Sarah Boyack, 
who was Minister for Transport at the time, put the 
arguments in favour of demand management 
measures through road user charging. She said: 

“We must take action now; we cannot leave it to future 
generations. We have crippling future congestion levels 
and alarming traffic growth projections, which will cause 
long-term damage to our environment. Charging schemes 
will be one way of addressing those issues effectively. Not 
only do they offer a robust means of reducing congestion, 
the revenue raised from charges will be ring-fenced for 
transport improvements.”—[Official Report, 20 December 
2000; c 1239.] 

I would add to those environmental arguments, 
which were put clearly by Sarah Boyack at the 
time, the economic impact of congestion, of which 
we are all aware. We know that congestion will 
grow as a result of the decision on the bill that the 
majority of MSPs are likely to take later this 
afternoon.  

I urge Labour and Liberal Democrat members 
who supported and argued for the principle of 
demand management on our roads as one 
measure that we need to get to grips with to 
consider the matter. I accept that it is politically 
difficult, but it is unavoidable in the long term. 
Agreeing amendment 1 does not mean that bridge 
tolls will be scrapped—that will be done by the bill; 
it means that at any future time, a multi-road-
authority road user charging scheme that includes 
a bridge will be made impossible. I ask Labour and 
Liberal Democrat members to think again if they 
are intending to do anything other than vote 
against the amendments.  

The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson): I am 
struck that David McLetchie must have all too 
clearly adumbrated his intentions in relation to 
comments about the Liberals; I see that there has 
been a mass cull on their benches—only four are 
present to hear this exciting debate. 

The issue of a bridge authority, specifically the 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority, having the 
power to adopt a road user charging scheme in 
place of bridge tolls was discussed on a number of 
occasions during the passage of the bill. I am 
grateful to David McLetchie, and indeed to Alex 
Johnstone, for raising the matter.  
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Ministers have considered the position carefully. 
We see no prospect of the present bridge 
authorities‟ promoting such a scheme, at least in 
the foreseeable future, but we consider it prudent 
to put the position beyond doubt for the future. I 
am satisfied that there does not appear to be 
anything in the amendments that would delay the 
ending of tolls. Given that, the Government is 
content to accept them. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I call David 
McLetchie to wind up and to indicate whether he 
wishes to press amendment 1.  

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 
Keep us on tenterhooks. 

David McLetchie: Yes—I will let you know at 
the end.  

This is an exciting moment for me. I have been 
campaigning on this matter in the Parliament for 
eight years or more. I respect Patrick Harvie‟s 
position in relation to the use of tolls as a demand 
management mechanism, but on the issue of 
scope, which he raised, if a motorist comes to the 
bridge, winds down his window and parts with 
money, he is not too interested in whether his £1, 
£2 or £4 is going towards a maintenance cost or is 
part of a demand management mechanism. The 
fact is, it is a toll. A toll is a toll is a toll. We can 
give it as many fancy names as we like, but that is 
how it is seen by the public. That is the inequity 
that the bill and amendment 1 seek to remove in 
relation to the bridges that are under discussion. 

Patrick Harvie quite rightly said that the Liberal 
Democrats and the Labour Party supported the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 in principle, but the 
fact is that they rarely support it in practice. That 
goes to the heart of the debate on the public 
acceptability of the provisions that we are 
discussing. It goes to the heart of my argument 
that it is not acceptable in this country to have 
such charging schemes while motorists and 
hauliers are paying the highest fuel taxes in 
Europe. Until we recast the whole pattern of 
taxation in that respect, I do not think that 
additional impositions of the type that Mr Harvie 
recommends are going to be acceptable.  

I conclude by welcoming the Government‟s 
support for my amendments. I most certainly wish 
to press amendment 1.  

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is, 
that amendment 1 be agreed to. Are we all 
agreed? 

Members: No.  
The Deputy Presiding Officer: I will suspend 

the meeting for five minutes prior to the division. 

15:09 
Meeting suspended. 

15:15 
On resuming— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We will now 
proceed with the division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
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McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 

ABSTENTIONS 
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD) 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of 
the division is: For 106, Against 2, Abstentions 16. 

Amendment 1 agreed to.  

Schedule 2 
REPEALS AND REVOCATIONS 

Amendment 2 moved—[David McLetchie]—and 
agreed to. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: That ends the 
consideration of amendments.  
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Alasdair 
Morgan): The next item of business is a debate 
on S3M-992, in the name of Stewart Stevenson, 
that the Parliament agrees that the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill be passed.  

15:17 
The Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and 

Climate Change (Stewart Stevenson): 
Tomorrow is the third anniversary of the tolls 
ending on the Skye bridge. When the previous 
Administration made that announcement, it set in 
motion a process that has brought us—perhaps 
inevitably—to today‟s debate. By ending the Skye 
bridge tolls, and the Erskine bridge tolls 15 months 
later, it highlighted what many of us have believed 
and argued for many years: that bridge tolls are an 
unfair and iniquitous way of making a small 
number of people pay extra for using our roads. 

Our commitment to ending that unfairness, 
particularly for the people of Fife, Tayside and the 
Lothians, forms the foundation of the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. I am grateful to many 
members of this Parliament for their support for 
that principle.  

When the bill completed stage 2 consideration 
on 4 December—in what might well have been 
record time—Patrick Harvie commented that he 
had expected his first stage 2 as convener of the 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee to be much “more demanding”. The 
fact that the bill has proceeded so smoothly and 
rapidly to this point is perhaps the best indication 
of the broad support that it has in this Parliament 
and elsewhere.  

However, that does not mean that we have cut 
corners. I am grateful to all the members of the 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee, as well as the members of the 
Finance Committee, for their detailed scrutiny of 
and comments on the bill. We have taken note of 
the concerns that they have expressed and the 
issues that have been raised by other members. I 
also thank the many officials whose work has 
brought us to this point. 

We have worked closely with the two bridge 
boards over the past six months to ensure that 
proper traffic management arrangements will be in 
place so that the transition to toll-free journeys will 
be made safely and efficiently.  

We have also been concerned to ensure that the 
staff who are affected by the changes have been 
treated with dignity and respect. I understand that 
it has been a time of great uncertainty for many of 

the people employed at the bridges and I know 
that the boards have worked hard to keep all staff 
and the trade unions informed of progress over 
recent months. 

I pay tribute to the management at the bridges 
and, more importantly, the bridge staff for the work 
that they have done to help prepare for the future 
operation of the bridges. 

When we debated this bill at stage 1, on 15 
November, I said that I would be happy to meet 
bridge staff to explain the thinking behind the bill 
and reassure them about their positions. My 
officials contacted the bridge authorities to offer 
such a meeting if staff would find it useful. 
Representatives of Tay bridge employees said 
that they did not wish to pursue a meeting and I 
still await a formal reply from Forth bridge staff 
representatives. 

John Park (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): I 
suggest that the minister contact the transport and 
general workers section of the trade union Unite. I 
am sure that that union‟s representatives would be 
happy to meet him, as they wrote to him in the 
summer. 

Stewart Stevenson: I take that on board and I 
will see what I can do. 

I reassure members about the Government‟s 
commitment to continue to fund the bridges. Both 
are of an age at which they require constant 
maintenance and attention, and significant works 
are to come in the next few years. We have 
worked closely with the bridge boards to assess 
their funding requirements over the spending 
review period and beyond and we are establishing 
regular monitoring and consultation arrangements 
to ensure that those funds will be available when 
they are needed. 

I have said that I have understandable 
satisfaction in bringing the bill to Parliament. 
Today we fulfil a commitment that was made prior 
to the election. The first bill from the new Scottish 
Government ends an injustice to the people of 
Scotland. It is a short and clear bill. I am delighted 
to move the motion. 

I move, 
That the Parliament agrees that the Abolition of Bridge 

Tolls (Scotland) Bill be passed. 

15:21 
Des McNulty (Clydebank and Milngavie) 

(Lab): The minister made it clear that when tolls 
were removed from the Skye and Erskine bridges, 
continuing to charge tolls on the Forth and Tay 
crossings would become unsustainable, which it 
has proven to be. People in Fife felt strongly that 
continuing to impose tolls on the key routes into 
and out of Fife, but not on other routes, was unfair. 
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Today, the Parliament will respond to that view by 
passing legislation to alter the situation. 

I accept that the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee has raised several 
issues to which ministers have responded, but 
some outstanding matters are worth putting on the 
record. Removing the tolls raises questions about 
traffic management on the Forth road bridge in 
particular that I am not sure have been adequately 
addressed. I will proceed by extrapolation. In the 
two years since tolls were removed from the 
Erskine bridge, the number of closures of that 
bridge has been four times higher than it was in 
the previous five years, because traffic 
management arrangements do not exist for high-
sided vehicles that cross that bridge. I am not sure 
whether the Government has identified a solution 
to that problem. Perhaps we should return to it 
after passing the bill, as it is important. 

The potential increase in congestion as a result 
of removing tolls has been repeatedly mentioned. 
That possibility emerged from the expert studies. I 
cannot ignore those studies, because the situation 
that they described as a result of their modelling is 
about to become a reality. We need the 
Government to give us an idea of its proposals for 
dealing with additional congestion. 

Ministers have perhaps sought to slide around, 
which they cannot do. The minister is responsible 
not just for transport, but for climate change. The 
Government has a clear commitment to reduce 
emissions over the period to 2050 and it must 
begin by reducing them now. I have reservations 
about whether the Government will reduce 
emissions at all between 2007 and 2011, but it can 
be argued that an increase in emissions by an 
estimated 8,000 tonnes will have to be pegged 
back by increased activity elsewhere. Some of 
what ministers have done on community recycling, 
for example, will have to be multiplied again and 
again to pull back the potential emissions impact. 
Ministers cannot ignore the emissions 
consequences of removing tolls. 

A final issue emerges from yesterday‟s 
announcement about a replacement Forth road 
bridge, which we support. Tolls will be removed 
from the existing bridge and the Government has 
committed itself to a new bridge, but we need an 
urgent indication from ministers about what the 
funding arrangements will be to make the new 
bridge a reality. I have considered the funding 
announcements that have been made today. 
There are serious questions about the Scottish 
futures fund. Is it different from a private finance 
initiative? How will it be applied? 

15:25 
Alex Johnstone (North East Scotland) (Con): 

This has been a good week for the economy of the 

east of Scotland, and particularly for those of us 
who know that that economy relies on transport 
links in the east of Scotland. The decision to make 
a proposal about the Forth road bridge 
replacement is probably the more important 
decision that has been taken this week, but the 
removal of tolls from the Tay bridge and the Forth 
road bridge is symbolic and is a key part of what is 
being done. 

The bill will, of course, become the first act in 
this session of the Scottish Parliament. The new 
Government has received enthusiastic support 
from the Conservatives and perhaps grudging 
support from other members to move forward to 
this point. As members have said, when the 
process began with the removal of tolls on the 
Erskine bridge and the Skye bridge, it was 
inevitable that the people of Fife would ultimately 
think that a tax was being exclusively imposed on 
them. Of course, it is not only Fife that is 
affected—the economy of the whole of the east of 
Scotland is affected—but Fifers had a very good 
argument to make. 

I am the first in the debate to congratulate the 
Dundee Courier on the hard work that it has done 
on the issue—other members will no doubt be 
keen to congratulate it, too. It took up the 
campaign at an early stage and had an important 
role to play in crystallising political opinions across 
political parties. Let it never be said that that was 
not a key part of the process. 

Of course, the bill will affect not only the Forth 
road bridge, although many arguments related to 
the imposition of tolls on it. We should remember 
that the Tay bridge will be relieved of its tolls and 
that Dundee will be relieved of the congestion that 
has been caused by queues of traffic waiting to 
get through the toll booths on busy evenings. 

I thank the staff who support the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee for 
their hard work, but I also congratulate the 
members of that committee. The Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee is 
one of the most efficient and smooth running 
committees that I have sat on in the Parliament, 
largely because a broad range of experienced 
politicians—they have experience of local 
government and Westminster as well as of the 
Scottish Parliament—from various areas sit on it. 

I commend Patrick Harvie, who is a man of 
principle. Despite the fact that he rejected David 
McLetchie‟s amendments at stage 2, he handed 
David the opportunity to grandstand in the 
chamber today during stage 3. It is an ill wind. 

Members have spoken about the concern of 
staff who may—and inevitably, in some cases, 
will—lose their job as a result of the removal of 
tolls. Those staff have my sympathy. I hope that all 
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the support that the minister has promised will 
materialise and that, as a consequence, they will 
not be seriously damaged by the process. 
However, there is a more short-term issue. We 
must make it clear that although we are passing a 
bill that will abolish the tolls, unfortunately they will 
continue to be collected until the bill receives royal 
assent. We should remind everyone that they will 
still be asked to pay their tolls in the Christmas 
and new year period, and that they should pay 
them with courtesy. Tolls will be abolished soon, 
and it is not the fault of staff in the toll booths that 
people will still have to pay them for a month or 
two yet. Let us all remember that we should not 
take things out on the staff. 

15:29 
Alison McInnes (North East Scotland) (LD): I 

will speak only briefly, to emphasise issues that I 
raised both in committee and during the stage 1 
debate. 

The Scottish Liberal Democrats support the bill, 
but we believe that measures need to be taken to 
tackle the problems of more pollution and 
congestion that will flow from it. It is a priority for 
the Scottish Liberal Democrats to keep Scotland 
moving, so I urge the Minister for Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change to deal with the 
consequences of the bill. He has continued to 
claim that it is a simple financial measure and 
nothing more, but the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee disagreed and 
outlined a series of recommendations. I ask the 
minister to take action on those. 

I emphasise two points, in particular. First, extra 
congestion must not be allowed to hamper the 
successful Ferrytoll services, through less reliable 
or significantly longer journey times for buses. 
That means that investment must be made in bus 
priority measures on the approaches to the Forth 
bridge. Secondly, effort needs to go into 
encouraging significant modal shift. Investment 
now in improved public transport will pay 
dividends. With major restrictions on the Forth 
bridge planned for 2009, the Government must 
grasp the opportunity now to begin to persuade 
people out of their cars. Innovative solutions for 
road, rail and even waterborne public transport 
should be encouraged. For example, the 
successful hovercraft trial should be thoroughly 
evaluated and developed. 

Like Mr Johnstone, I believe that there will be 
immediate relief in Dundee city centre traffic flows 
when the provisions in the bill are implemented. 
However, I hope that there is a willingness to 
consider a park-and-ride scheme on the southern 
approaches to Dundee. 

The budget, with its shift in emphasis from public 
transport to greater investment in roads, does not 
give comfort that the Government is serious about 
modal shift. The minister said that he will monitor 
the situation, but I ask him to do more than that. 
Early action is the best way forward, so I urge the 
Government to work closely with major employers, 
Transport Scotland, local authorities and the south 
east of Scotland transport partnership on the 
matter. The Government is about to invest £16 
million per annum to abolish the tolls, and the 
result on the Forth bridge, at least, will be 
increased congestion. The Government should, 
therefore, match that investment with an 
equivalent sum promoting additional public 
transport initiatives. 

15:32 
Tricia Marwick (Central Fife) (SNP): This is an 

historic day in an historic week in what has been 
an historic year for the SNP and for the people of 
Fife and Dundee. The removal of tolls is the best 
ever Christmas present for the people of Fife—it is 
Christmas time. 

This is the first bill introduced by the first ever 
SNP Government. As the first ever SNP 
parliamentarian to be elected to serve a Fife 
constituency, I am proud to speak in today‟s 
debate. The parties that have consistently 
opposed abolishing tolls—the speeches by both 
Labour and Liberal front benchers were extremely 
negative—have never grasped the essential point 
of those of us who have campaigned for abolition. 
It was never about cost, although that was an 
issue; it was about removing discrimination 
against the people of Fife and Tayside and about 
fairness for Fife. 

There are many people who should be thanked 
today. Members will indulge me for starting on a 
personal note. I pay a special tribute to my sister, 
Alice McGarry, the councillor for Inverkeithing, 
who, like me, has railed against the injustice of 
tolls since the day they were introduced on the 
Forth road bridge, and who became a member of 
the Forth Estuary Transport Authority with the sole 
purpose of getting rid of them. She will be 
extremely happy today. 

Steve Bargeton, the political editor of The 
Courier, convinced his newspaper to campaign 
against the tolls. I have no doubt that his personal 
commitment and The Courier‟s campaign have 
been instrumental in the decision that will be made 
tonight. To paraphrase another newspaper, it was 
The Courier wot won it. It is a pity that MSPs 
based primarily in the west of Scotland were so 
dismissive of the influence of The Courier and the 
support of its readership. If they had not been, the 
tolls would have been removed years ago. 
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The National Alliance Against Tolls has lobbied 
consistently against tolls. I know that its members, 
too, will be celebrating tonight. 

I thank my SNP colleagues, especially Shona 
Robison, Bruce Crawford and John Swinney, who, 
like me, spoke in debate after debate during the 
long days of opposition in the Parliament. Because 
they are now ministers, they cannot speak in 
today‟s debate, but they have campaigned 
consistently for the abolition of tolls and I pay 
tribute to them. 

Pre-1964, a ferry conveyed passengers across 
the Forth for a price, although Queen Margaret 
probably got over to Queensferry for free. In 
September 1964, tolls were introduced on the 
Forth road bridge. In 1967, tolls were introduced 
on the Tay bridge. When the bill receives royal 
assent—we hope by the end of January—for the 
first time in history the people of my beloved 
kingdom of Fife will travel free across the Forth to 
Edinburgh and back again. 

15:35 
Helen Eadie (Dunfermline East) (Lab): I will 

not seek comfort in trying to identify other people‟s 
failings. Instead, I will warmly welcome the bill and 
congratulate the minister and the Scottish 
Government on what is an historic day for the 
people of Fife. 

Like others in the Parliament, all my life—well, 
for the 24 or 25 years that I have lived in Fife, if 
not quite all my life—I have campaigned to have 
the bridge tolls removed and I have been identified 
as having done so. I am pleased that the minister 
acknowledged that in the stage 1 debate on the 
bill. 

It is absolutely right to say that this is an historic 
occasion. The debate was never about just the 
cost of the bridge but about the economic decline 
of Fife, which now has no coal mines or naval 
dockyard and little manufacturing industry. The 
people of Fife felt that they were totally 
discriminated against because of the tolls. That is 
why I recognise how momentous today‟s decision 
will be for many businesspeople, the people who 
need to travel to our major hospitals and the 
people whose day-to-day lives involve travelling to 
West Lothian or wherever. 

However, I hope that members will be generous 
today in acknowledging that the previous Labour-
Liberal Democrat Government delivered on the 
A8000. Building that road has made a remarkable 
difference to the people of Fife because it has 
removed one of the major causes of congestion. 
My colleagues in the Labour-Liberal Democrat 
coalition achieved that. We really need to think 
about the history behind the issues. However, I 
promised not to seek comfort in other people‟s 

failings—the by-election and other things have 
already been mentioned by other speakers. 

I say to Patrick Harvie that I recognise his 
commitment, that he is right to argue his corner 
and that we need the national and global media to 
tell us why we have to be mindful of the global 
climate change argument. However, he should not 
use the tolls as a proxy for congestion charging, 
as that is what the people in Fife have fought. If he 
wants to argue for congestion charging, we should 
have a broader discussion that applies to the 
whole of Scotland rather than single out Fife. His 
point about congestion is wasted on the rest of us 
because, although it is a legitimate argument to 
make, he should not single out Fife. We have 
experienced that discrimination—that feeling that 
no one cares about us and that we are not valued. 

I now look forward to the day when the very last 
toll will be collected, but I want to know when that 
will be. I know that we must be patient and that, as 
Alex Johnstone rightly said, we must be mindful of 
the people who will continue to collect the tolls, but 
I hope that the minister, in winding up the debate, 
can tell us exactly when we can expect that joyful 
day to come. 

I thank the minister and again congratulate him. 

15:39 
Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): During the 

stage 1 debate on the bill, some members were—
perhaps understandably—a little uncomfortable 
with my role as spokesperson for the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee, 
given that I disagreed with the majority of its 
members. I am glad to say that, this time, I am 
grateful to my good friends in the Scottish National 
Party—however wrong-headed they may be—for 
allowing me one of their speaking slots. I make it 
clear that I am speaking on my own behalf. 
Nevertheless, I once again thank the committee, 
its clerks and all our witnesses. We decided that, 
as this simple and short bill had complex 
consequences, we should look into them all, so I 
thank everyone who made that possible. 

Although I am free to say what I really think this 
afternoon, it is just about possible that MSPs will 
not be persuaded of the merits of my arguments.  

The minister said that the bill is “short and clear”. 
It is—but it is also bad. It is clear that it is bad for 
the environment. We all know that, and members 
expect me to say so. Too often, we are told by 
ministers and others that it is important to strike a 
balance between the environment and economic 
or other considerations. Typically, that phrase is 
used to justify environmentally destructive 
measures. Oh for the day when the road lobby, 
the aviation industry and—goodness knows—even 
golf resort developers are told that we have to 
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strike a balance and that they will be the ones to 
be disappointed. 

Stewart Stevenson: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Patrick Harvie: I am afraid that, because we 
have short speeches, I do not have time. 

Aside from the environmental arguments, the bill 
is bad for commuters as well. Far from keeping 
Scotland moving, as Alison McInnes said, the bill 
will result in more people spending more of their 
lives stuck in traffic jams. They will probably wish 
that they could pay £1 to get out of them. It is no 
good simply having additional public transport. We 
need to move people from one mode of travel to 
another. We need alternatives and not just 
additions. The change from one mode to another 
will not happen unless we give people the right 
incentives as well as the transport alternatives. 

I am sorry to point out that there is also a 
contradiction between what we are doing now and 
what we will do later, in one of the final items of 
business before we break for the recess, when, I 
hope, we will agree to the legislative consent 
motion on the United Kingdom Climate Change 
Bill. I say to Helen Eadie that it is not enough—
and it has not been enough for 20 years or more—
to be mindful of climate change. That does not do 
any good. We need to take action. It is worse than 
useless to set targets without taking action. 

Finally, I reflect on the fact that, at stage 1 and 
today, there have been a few jokes about lost by-
elections. I believe that the tolls are being 
abolished not for valid and viable reasons of 
transport policy but for reasons of narrow, short-
term, party-political advantage. That is shameful. 
Being mindful of the need to change is not 
enough. We need to do it. 

15:42 
John Park (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): I am 

pleased to support the bill. The debate gives me 
an opportunity to raise a number of issues and 
concerns about the Forth bridge that have been 
shared with me by the people of Mid Scotland and 
Fife. Unfortunately, I was unable to ask a question 
after John Swinney‟s statement yesterday, but his 
announcement of a new crossing was welcome, 
especially just before the Christmas break. I wrote 
to him on Sunday urging him to make an 
announcement before the recess. It is safe to say 
that his response was the fastest that a Labour 
member has had from the Scottish Government. 
The record was not difficult to break, mind you, but 
I am sure that we will raise that in other debates. 

We could not debate removing the bridge tolls 
without highlighting the need to ensure the future 
safe operation of the crossing and the surrounding 

area. The main concern is the condition of the 
main cables. I have no doubt that the cost of 
maintaining the bridge will increase significantly in 
the next few years. I am sure that the Government 
is considering that, but it would be good to hear a 
reassurance from the minister that the Scottish 
Government will ensure that funding is available 
for the bridge to remain in operation until the new 
crossing opens. It might have to remain in 
operation until 2019. 

My view is that, even with the construction of 
what is being described as a replacement 
crossing, the existing crossing might require to be 
recommissioned at some point. We have a similar 
situation at Kincardine. It would be interesting to 
know whether the minister has given that any 
thought. That is where the debate will go next, 
along with other issues such as ferries and other 
ways of getting across the Forth. 

The minister will have heard yesterday many 
comments on the need for a Rosyth bypass. I 
have been pursuing the matter since I was elected 
to the Parliament. Waiting until 2011 to find out 
whether the dehumidification of the cables has 
been successful is a bit of a gamble and I am not 
the only one who thinks that. Hundreds of people 
in Rosyth have signed a petition that calls for a 
bypass to be constructed. I would appreciate it if 
the minister could confirm whether he has had any 
discussions with Fife Council councillors or 
officials on that matter; it would be useful to know 
what deliberations are taking place.  

I have also written to ask the minister to come 
and take a drive through the Rosyth area, to get a 
feel for what it is like to drive a heavy goods 
vehicle there. It is not just about the A985 that 
goes through Rosyth; the A977— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish 
Godman): Mr Park, we are debating the abolition 
of bridge tolls. Perhaps you could try to stick to 
that a wee bit more. 

John Park: I was trying to talk about the issue 
that we have around— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I know what you 
were trying to do, but that is not what you should 
be doing. 

John Park: There is a connection between the 
safe operation of the bridge and the roads around 
the area. As members know, FETA was set up to 
put funding into— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: You have only a 
minute anyway, so you had better do something. 

John Park: Can I finish? 

Thank you for indulging me there for a minute, 
Presiding Officer. 
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There is clearly support for the bill on this side of 
the chamber, particularly from me, and I look 
forward to an exciting and important time for the 
Forth. The removal of the tolls as well as the 
building of a new crossing will lead to some major 
decisions for the Government. We are pleased to 
support the passage of the bill today. 

15:46 
Jim Tolson (Dunfermline West) (LD): There 

are a number of issues about the Forth road 
bridge and, for many years in my constituency and 
beyond, the major one has been tolls. 

I am glad to seek the chamber‟s indulgence to 
thank the cabinet secretary for his announcement 
yesterday. Many of us want a new bridge across 
the Forth rather than a tunnel, and the 
Government made the right decision, for the sake 
of not just my constituents, but people throughout 
east central Scotland. 

The Tay Road Bridge Joint Board has done a 
good job of managing the Tay road bridge for 
several years. I want to be sure that the debt on 
that bridge will be well covered—there is more 
than £15 million of debt with the councils and the 
Scottish Government. Will the economic benefits 
of removing the tolls cover those debts? I ask the 
minister to comment on that during his winding-up 
speech. 

Like the Tay Bridge Joint Board, the Forth 
Estuary Transport Authority has done a pretty 
good job of managing the bridge, which has only 
ever been closed for essential maintenance and 
emergencies. I am, however, glad to see that the 
tolling gantry will go, because that has been 
another contentious issue. 

The timing of the removal of the tolls is crucial. 
Removal will increase traffic levels and, whether it 
is by 6 per cent or 20 per cent, it is a big issue and 
I share some of Patrick Harvie‟s concerns about 
the increased traffic, the delays that it might 
cause, and the impact on the environment. I ask 
the minister to assure us that better public 
transport options will be put in place before the 
tolls are removed. Alison McInnes rightly 
mentioned bus infrastructure. As a constituency 
MSP, I get plenty of complaints about the lack of 
proper links to the Ferrytoll park and ride from 
within Fife, which discourages people from using 
the Ferrytoll bus service. We need to ensure that 
those links are improved to allow as many people 
as possible to use the bus systems to cross the 
bridge rather than incrementally increasing the 
traffic flow. 

In the previous Administration, my colleague 
Tavish Scott helped to address some of those 
issues by increasing the length of platforms and 
the amount of rolling stock. That allowed more 

people to use the trains, but the population has 
increased, particularly in Dunfermline in my 
constituency, and those trains have filled up. More 
work needs to be done there. An integrated 
transport system is what we are looking for and I 
ask the minister to mention that in his closing 
remarks. 

The real issue about the bridge tolls has been 
one of fairness. Once the Skye and Erskine 
bridges had lost their tolls, it was essential that 
Fife did not continue as a prisoner to tolling. 
Bridge tolls have had and continue to have a 
significantly detrimental impact on the economy of 
Fife. Many business people have said to me and 
other elected members in the area that they are 
considering moving out of Fife and taking jobs 
away. I want to ensure not only that we retain the 
jobs that we have in Fife, but that we have the 
chance to create inward investment. When the 
tolls eventually go, we will be on a fair and level 
playing field with all other areas in Scotland. 

It was good of Alex Johnstone to mention staff 
issues. He is right that some of the treatment of 
staff by members of the public has been 
absolutely deplorable. I echo his excellent 
comments on that. Parts of the debate have been 
good. Tricia Marwick was right to mention the 
campaign by The Courier and Steve Bargeton, 
which has had a tremendous impact on the 
public‟s views in Fife. John Park made some good 
points, despite his wee detour round the roads of 
Rosyth. We will return to that issue, but I think that 
we have similar views on it. 

I ask the minister to take on board the key points 
that have been made about some of the serious 
impacts of removing the tolls. However, at the end 
of the day, the bill is about fairness and giving 
people in Fife a chance. Inward investment will not 
be deterred and our constituents will be able to 
travel for leisure or work in any way they see as 
reasonable. 

15:51 
Ted Brocklebank (Mid Scotland and Fife) 

(Con): As one who has long campaigned for the 
removal of the tolls on the Fife bridges, and after 
listening to the well-aired arguments in this historic 
stage 3 debate, I am tempted simply to say, 
“Game, set and match”, and then sit down. 
However, as I know that nobody is in any hurry to 
get home on this last day of term, I might be 
allowed one or two reflections of a not-too-serious 
nature on where we are at and how we got here. 

It was James Ogilvy, Earl of Seafield, who said: 
“Now there‟s ane end of ane auld sang”, 

as he listened to the final debate on the treaty of 
union in 1707. The tolls campaign has been an 
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auld sang and a lang ane. I am genuinely sorry 
that, as far as I can see, Iain Smith is not in the 
chamber and that he stayed long enough only to 
abstain in the vote on amendment 1, because the 
campaign has been a particularly lang sang for Mr 
Smith. In the debate on the issue on 15 
November, he told us that he began campaigning 
to have the Tay road bridge tolls removed when 
he was a mere lad of 17. That came as something 
of a surprise to most, given that, in debate after 
debate, he had consistently argued and voted with 
his party to retain the tolls. However, it turns out 
that that was really a cunning strategy. From the 
days when he went out waving his “Ban the Tolls” 
placard, right through until 8 February this year—
the first time that he actually voted to abolish the 
tolls—Iain, like ABBA, had a dream. Okay, it took 
30 long years for it to be fulfilled, during eight of 
which he was part of a Lib-Lab Executive that 
constantly knocked back any thought of abolishing 
the tolls but, ultimately, thanks to the coalition 
being turfed out, Iain‟s cunning campaign finally 
paid off. The Tories, backed by the SNP, caved in 
and, in eight months flat, all Iain‟s dreams have 
come true. Now we will have a toll-free Tay bridge 
and a free Forth crossing as a bonus. 

Iain Smith was not alone in having a dream to 
get rid of the tolls. I pay serious tribute to Helen 
Eadie, Marilyn Livingstone and departed 
colleagues Christine May and Scott Barrie, all of 
whom recognised the absurdity of scrapping tolls 
on the Skye and Erskine bridges and keeping 
them on the Tay and Forth bridges. As other 
members have done, I pay tribute to the tenacious 
campaign run by Steve Bargeton of the Dundee 
Courier. Their campaign was not quite as long as 
Iain Smith‟s was but, dare I say it, it was perhaps a 
bit more transparent. As others have done, I pay 
tribute to the bridge staff and management and 
offer sympathies to them. I hope that their present 
difficulties can be resolved. 

By accepting David McLetchie‟s amendments, 
the SNP concedes that tolls cannot be 
reintroduced by FETA as road user charging or in 
some other guise on the Forth bridge. We in Fife 
really do have much to celebrate this Christmas. A 
new Forth crossing has finally been agreed—not a 
minute too soon—and we have an end to the 
punitive road tax on all visitors to the kingdom who 
cross the two bridges. Of course, we remain 
concerned that part 3 of the Transport (Scotland) 
Act 2001 remains on the statute book, as David 
McLetchie pointed out, and that road user 
charging schemes could therefore be allowed to 
appear elsewhere. We expect and hope that the 
Government, once the passage of the bill is 
complete, will follow through with legislation to 
abolish part 3 of the 2001 act altogether. 

But hey! Today is a day for magnanimity in 
victory. It marks the end of ane auld sang indeed. 

Game, set and match to the Tories, the SNP and, 
of course, Iain Smith, and tidings of comfort and 
joy to the rest of you. 

15:55 
Des McNulty: I am grateful to Ted Brocklebank 

for that amusing wee speech because, until he 
spoke, no one had really mentioned the removal of 
tolls from the Tay bridge. It is important to flag up 
the fact that the bill is about the removal of tolls 
from the Tay bridge as well as from the Forth road 
bridge. Although the focus has been on the 
removal of tolls from the Forth road bridge, we 
should not forget the removal of tolls from the Tay 
bridge. 

Ted Brocklebank paid tribute to Helen Eadie, 
Marilyn Livingstone, Christine May and Scott 
Barrie. I add to that list the name of Kate Maclean, 
who was certainly a vociferous campaigner on the 
issue. 

It is accepted in the Parliament that the bill will 
go through, but it is important that we should not 
ignore some of the arguments that Patrick Harvie 
has made on issues such as congestion 
management and emissions simply because they 
were made by Patrick Harvie. One of the burdens 
of being in government is dealing with such 
issues. Now that the Government has removed 
tolls from the Forth and Tay bridges, it would be a 
betrayal of the people of Fife if the time taken to 
get from Fife to Edinburgh or back the other way 
were to grow because appropriate measures had 
not been taken to manage congestion. 

The minister takes the glory for the removal of 
the tolls from the bridges, but he has the 
responsibility of ensuring that the people of Fife 
and Tayside get the full benefit of that measure 
and the access across the bridges that they need. 

15:57 
Stewart Stevenson: It is quite clear that a large 

number of members agree that tolls must go, and 
that is what the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) 
Bill will deliver. 

I was brought up in Fife and spent the first 20-
plus years of my life there, so it brings me 
considerable pleasure to see the abolition of the 
tolls. I crossed the Forth road bridge on the first 
day that it was open; perhaps I will have the 
pleasure of crossing it on the first day on which it 
is free to do so. 

A number of issues have been raised, as many 
as possible of which I will try to deal with in the 
time available. As regards the modelling of traffic, I 
stress that we are talking about a model. Reality 
might converge with the model and show it to be 
100 per cent accurate but, equally, it might diverge 
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from it. Models are merely estimates; we will of 
course engage in reality. 

Alex Johnstone: I intervene at this point in the 
minister‟s speech because those of us who use 
the Forth bridge regularly are aware that the 
opening of the A8000 has made a significant 
contribution to reducing congestion and to 
improving flow rates on the bridge. Will the 
minister ensure that any analysis that is done of 
the removal of tolls from the Forth bridge takes 
into account the fact that some of the change 
might be due not to the removal of the tolls, but to 
the opening of the A8000? 

Stewart Stevenson: The member makes a 
reasonable point. There is certainly no longer the 
same backing up of traffic, which now goes on to 
the M9 extension. Nonetheless, we do not 
anticipate that the volume of traffic using the 
crossing at the peak hour will be materially 
different, so we cannot use that as an excuse to 
fail to engage in dealing with the consequences 
that may derive from the abolition of the tolls. 

Patrick Harvie and Des McNulty quite properly 
focused on the CO2 impacts of abolishing the tolls. 
Des McNulty said that there could be an increase 
in emissions of 9,000 tonnes of CO2 per year; 
other members have used a figure of 8,000 
tonnes. It is worth saying that it has been 
suggested that the climate change conference in 
Bali cost 47,000 tonnes of CO2. It is what we do 
with our expenditure on reducing CO2 emissions 
that is important, as well as the mitigation 
measures that we put in place. 

Des McNulty referred to the Erskine bridge. 
FETA has arrangements for handling separate 
closure for high-sided vehicles when required, and 
I am sure that FETA‟s professionals will continue 
to manage the bridge as effectively after the 
abolition of tolls as they have before it. Alex 
Johnstone referred, quite properly, to what is 
perhaps an early thought in motorists‟ minds that 
the tolls may have been abolished. I can assure 
him that FETA has a strategy that will go into 
operation this very night and continue as long as 
necessary to deal with any misapprehension that 
the bill having been passed will immediately lead 
to the lifting of the tolls. 

Alison McInnes talked about Ferrytoll. It is 
absolutely vital and we fully support it. Members 
will have seen a reference in yesterday‟s 
announcement to our continued support for 
Ferrytoll. Our investment in public transport over 
the next three years dwarfs the cost of abolishing 
the tolls. The Tay bridge debt will be repaid at the 
end of January—I can give an assurance that that 
is provided for in the current budget. I hope that 
John Park will forgive me if I do not go on at length 
about the Rosyth bypass, as that is ultra vires. 
However, I have had preliminary discussions with 

Fife Council on the subject. I say to Jim Tolson 
that our plans over the piece should deliver an 
extra 1,000 places on trains from Fife.  

The bridge boards have put in place new traffic 
management arrangements, new signage and 
temporary works where necessary that will allow 
the transition to the free crossing. I understand 
that they are working on the assumption that all 
the necessary steps will be in place to allow tolls 
to end around the first weekend in February. That 
is a reasonable assumption, although it depends 
on matters such as royal assent, the timetable for 
which I cannot influence. As I said to Helen Eadie 
in the stage 1 debate on 15 November, I will sign 
the commencement order on the first day on which 
I am able to do so and give the smallest gap to 
implementation that is consistent with the advice 
that I get from the boards about what we can do. 

There is a clear, if not total, consensus on the 
bill, both among members and among those 
outside the Parliament who travel on our roads 
and bridges. I trust that Parliament will support the 
motion in favour of the bill at decision time tonight. 
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The Presiding Officer: The third question is, 
that motion S3M-992, in the name of Stewart 
Stevenson, on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No.  

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  

FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
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Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind) 

ABSTENTIONS 
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 122, Against 3, Abstentions 1. 

Motion agreed to. 

That the Parliament agrees that the Abolition of Bridge 
Tolls (Scotland) Bill be passed. 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
[AS PASSED] 

 
 
 
 
An Act of the Scottish Parliament to abolish tolls on road bridges; and for connected purposes. 
 
 

Abolition of bridge tolls 

1 Forth Road Bridge 

(1) In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Forth Road Bridge Order Confirmation 
Act 1947 (c.iv), section 69 (penalties) is repealed. 5 

(2) In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Forth Road Bridge Order Confirmation 
Act 1958 (c.vi), the following provisions are repealed— 

(a) in section 2(b) (interpretation), the first proviso, 

(b) in section 34(2)(b) (general reserve fund), the words from the beginning to 
“Order”, 10 

(c) Part V (tolls). 

 
2 Tay Road Bridge 

In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 
1991 (c.iv), the following provisions are repealed— 

(a) in section 41(1) (application of revenues of undertaking), the words “revenue 15 
received by the Joint Board from tolls under this Order, and all other”, 

(b) Part VI (tolls), 

(c) in section 57 (power to make byelaws), paragraph (f), 

(d) in Part II of Schedule 1 (provisions as to meetings and proceedings), paragraph 
10(2)(e). 20 

 
Miscellaneous and general 

3 Minor and consequential amendments and repeals 

(1) Schedule 1, which contains minor amendments and amendments consequential on the 
provisions of this Act, has effect. 
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(2) The enactments mentioned in the first column of Part 1 of schedule 2 (which are 
enactments already obsolete or unnecessary) are repealed to the extent specified in the 
second column of that Part. 

(3) The enactments mentioned in the first column of Part 2 of schedule 2 (which include 
enactments already obsolete or unnecessary) are revoked to the extent specified in the 5 
second column of that Part. 

 
4 Short title and commencement 

(1) This Act may be cited as the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Act 2007. 

(2) The provisions of this Act, except this section, come into force on such day as the 
Scottish Ministers may by order made by statutory instrument appoint. 10 
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Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 3 
Schedule 1—Minor and consequential amendments 
 

SCHEDULE 1 
(introduced by section 3(1)) 

MINOR AND CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS 

Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 1991 (c.iv) 

1 In the Order contained in the Schedule to the Tay Road Bridge Order Confirmation Act 5 
1991, in section 36(1) the words “within a period of fifty years from the opening of the 
bridge” are repealed. 

 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 2) 

1A In the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, in section 49— 

(a) at the beginning of subsection (1) insert “Subject to subsection (4A),”, 10 

(b) after subsection (4) insert— 

“(4A) No charging scheme may be made in relation to a road carried by a bridge 
by— 

(a) a joint board constituted by order under section 69 of this Act (whether 
acting solely or jointly); or 15 

(b) a body— 

(i) which is under any enactment responsible for the management and 
maintenance of a bridge constructed in pursuance of powers 
conferred by, or by an order made under or confirmed by, any 
enactment; and 20 

(ii) the functions of which relate solely or mainly to such a bridge.”. 

 
Forth Estuary Transport Authority Order 2002 (S.S.I. 2002 No. 178) 

2 In the Forth Estuary Transport Authority Order 2002, in article 13 for the words 
“Articles 10 and 11” substitute “article 10”. 

 

SCHEDULE 2 25 
(introduced by section 3(2) and (3)) 

REPEALS AND REVOCATIONS 

PART 1 

REPEALS 

 
30 Enactment Extent of repeal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
35 

Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 1968 (c.4) 
 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 
2) 
 
Erskine Bridge Tolls Act 2001 (asp 
12) 

The whole Act. 
 
Section 69(3)(b) and the word “and” immediately 
preceding it. 
 
The whole Act. 
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4 Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
Schedule 2—Repeals and revocations 

Part 2—Revocations 
 
 

PART 2 

REVOCATIONS 

 
 Enactment Extent of revocation 

 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 

 
 
 
 
 
 
15 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Erskine Bridge Regulations 
1989 (S.I. 1989 No. 530) 
 
The Erskine Bridge Tolls Order 
1992 (S.I. 1992 No. 433) 
 
The Tay Road Bridge (Revision of 
Tolls) Order 1995 
 
The Forth Estuary Transport 
Authority Order 2002 (S.S.I. 2002 
No. 178) 
 
The Forth Road Bridge (Revision of 
Tolls) Order 2005 
 
The Forth Road Bridge (Toll Period) 
Extension Order 2006 
 
The Erskine Bridge (Temporary 
Suspension of Tolls) Order 2006 
(S.S.I. 2006 No. 157) 
 

The whole Regulations. 
 
 
The whole Order. 
 
 
The whole Order. 
 
 
Article 11. 
 
In Schedule 3, paragraph 2. 
 
The whole Order. 
 
 
The whole Order. 
 
 
The whole Order. 
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