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Glenrothes A92 Petition 
Response to various replies by the Glenrothes Area Futures Group 

(GAFG)     12/1/09 
 

The  GAFG wishes the Petitions Committee of the Scottish Parliament to continue with the 
matters raised in the A92 Petition.  The GAFG represents the communities of the 
Glenrothes area via its membership drawn from local community councils, churches, 
residents’ groups and the like, and it is on behalf of this local community of the Glenrothes 
area we have raised this matter of concern about the A92 trunk road with  Parliament and 
would wish to continue for the following reasons: 
 

1.  BEAR Scotland is currently involved in an assessment of two of the hazards 
identified by the GAFG and reports to Transport Scotland in late January 2009.  We 
shall monitor and examine their proposals and comment on them, and thus wish 
this A92 issue to remain open. 

2. Transport and BEAR Scotland do not envisage dualling the A92 further on this      
3- mile stretch or indeed any other significant change either in route or layout in 
the foreseeable future, whereas the GAFG sees the improvement/upgrading as the 
ultimate solution for both the safety and economic reasons stated.  Since it is the 
elected MSPs who decide what is to happen, we shall continue the campaign for 
upgrading and improvement and wish the Parliament to consider this matter further. 

3. Fife Council’s reply shows that it  has abnegated its responsibility to the people of 
Glenrothes regarding both safety and economic development.  We note that “The 
public petitions process is a key part of the Parliament’s commitment to 
participation, openness and accessibility.  It allows individuals, community groups 
and organisations to participate fully in the democratic process  by raising issues of 
public concern with the Parliament”.  Thus we do.                                                      
 
It would appear that Fife Council  -  elected by the people of Fife to attend to their 
well-being and safety  -  has turned its back on the A92 Petition, as supported by 

• over 3,500 signatures, 
• businesses large and small, 
• the major Stagecoach and Moffat & Williamson bus companies, 
• the Road Hauliers Association, 
• all local Glenrothes Area councillors 
• the local MSPs and MP, 
• and all the MSPs who debated and supported the matter in Parliament. 

This is why the GAFG states that the Glenrothes area is a forgotten and ignored part of 
Fife, and calls on Parliamentary support to remedy this situation. 
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We reply now to specific points raised by Transport and BEAR Scotland and Fife Council  
and in so doing ask the Petitions Committee to continue to support the needs stated in the 
A92 Petition for urgent upgrading and improvement of this 3-mile trunk road past 
Glenrothes for both safety and economic reasons: 

(a) we are aware of the dualling proposals by the SSR in 1999 and by the statement of 
the then Minister of Transport that this could not then be justified and that instead 
“a range of road safety improvements” would be undertaken.  Various patchings 
have been made, with the new Tullis Russell roundabout as the only major success,  
but local concerns remain, and these are now exacerbated by the pending 
developments within Glenrothes.  The “patchings” at Cadham junction  have not 
been a success, nor those at the Balfarg junction.  The GAFG doubts that the 
forthcoming patchings will do anything to alleviate the significant problems at those 
two  junctions. 

(b) We note the comment about “the loss of previous plans for dualling” and would 
now accept a fresh look at this road  -  but this fresh look at dualling is not seen in 
any of the replies.  (Refer to the letter of 10th July from the Transport Scotland 
Project Manager, A. Sellar, to Alastair Clyne of Fife Council stating “Unfortunately 
our file on these proposals has been destroyed and I am unable to confirm which 
plans, if any, were published in 1996”.  The GAFG has a copy of the GDC map 
which clearly indicated where this dualling was to be.) 

(c) In the same Transport Scotland section of reply “Previous dualling proposals” it is 
stated “in looking at options for this route it is necessary to take a fresh look at 
proposals to consider current environmental, technical and economic asepcts in 
relation to today’s traffic demands and conditions.”  This is what the Futures Group 
is now seeking.   
We also note that in the meeting of the GAFG office bearers with the minister of 
Ttransport last year that Stewart Stevenson asked Transport Scotland for their 
modern upgrading criteria for trunk roads not based on traffic accidents  -  these 
have not appeared. 

(d) We note “Improvements to the A92”, but these amount to piecemeal patching with 
variable success.  The people’s concerns and the people’s voice in this Glenrothes 
part of the A92 are overwhelmingly clear, but continue to be ignored.  And while 
Transport Scotland states that “many” of the road safety measures proposed in 
1999 have been carried out there is no mention of those not carried out.  Also it 
would appear that in the current BEAR assessment attention is being paid to only 
the Cadham and Balfarg junctions and not the totality of this road at Glenrothes.  
Hence while we await the outcome of the current assessment we can but forecast 
more piecemeal and  still unsatisfactory outcomes. 

(e) Concerning the “Strategic Transport Review” described by both Transport and BEAR 
Scotland we note that the Glenrothes A92 trunk road does not figure in the        
“29 transport packages” also the statement that any “programme of works would 
contribute towards the need to maintain and safely operate the network”  -  
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nothing about the quality of life of the users of this busy part of the A92, nothing 
about the forthcoming retail and energy developoments’ effects on this roadway, 
nothing about the economic well-being now or in the future of the Glenrothes area 
in particular or the East of Scotland in general.  We reiterate that it is the elected 
MSPs and not officials who decide what is a priority and what is not. 

(f) No reply has been given to our descriptions of the hazards at the Prestonhall and 
Tullis Russell roundabouts.  For instance although the Tullis Russell roundabout is a 
welcome improvement it is still a hazard to those motoring south when 2 lanes and 
then 3 lanes “fight” to enter 1 lane.  Also, although the new footbridge at the 
Prestonhall roundabout is welomed, there is still no safe pedestrian or cyclist  
provision for those travelling north or south, and they can but try to cross the A92 
at either the hazardous Cadham junction or the Tullis Russell roundabout. 

(g) Various suggestions by the GAFG have been ignored in the preplies: 
• Tullis Russell owns the land between the Prestonhall and Tullis Russell 

roundabouts and we know that Tullis Russell would pass this  land over for 
this short section to be dualled. 

• Likewise dualling is “very” easy between the Balfarg junction and Leslie 
roundabout, this land on the Western Avenue being owned by Fife Council, 
and such a development would help relieve the pressure on the A92 
generally.                

• Cadham Road could be realigned to join the Tullis Russell roundabout.            
We accept that the dualling between Tullis Russell roundabout and the Balfarg junction 
would not be as simple as these, but this is no reason to do nothing. 

(h) In the Fife Council reply it is stated “Transport Scotland has checked the 
Transportation Assessments for the developments which were prepared by 
Transportation Consultants on behalf of the developers”.  We would seek 
clarification on this since both of the big retailers’ developers stated at public 
meetings that they had been informed by Fife Council that there was no problem 
with the A92 coping with increased traffic consequent to new developments in and 
around Glenrothes. Also that they were unaware of the concerns of the local 
communities.  They stated surprise that they had not been invited to allocate any 
financial contribution to A92 improvements. 

 
........................................................... 
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To close this reply, as well as asking the Scottish Parliament to continue with this petition, 
we would request that the Petitions Committee again contact Fife Council pointing out that 
while the A92 is a trunk road past and through Glenrothes   -  and hence the responsibility 
of Transport Scotland rather than Fife Council as the local authority  - that any significant 
infrastructure works would impact heavily on Fife Council’s transport plans in the 
Glenrothes area. 
In addition, we would point out that it would be surely inappropriate to make any 
adjustments to the Redhouse roundabout  -  and we fully agree that major work here 
needs to  be done to deal with its problems  -  until the future of the entire A92 between 
Halbeath and the Tay Bridge has been decided and an overall transportation network 
policy is finalised.  (We would remind both Transport Scotland and Fife Council of the 
GAFG suggestion that a bypass be examined as an alternative.)  Indeed a transportation 
network policy needs to be drawn up as a matter of urgency, as surely Transport Scotland 
would agree. 
 
We would end our reply by re-stating that the Glenrothes Area Futures Group is a 
politically non-aligned group representing, “ascertaining and expressing the views of the 
communities in Glenrothes and the surrounding area”.  Our A92 Petition reflects the inertia 
of Transport Scotland and of both the present and past Fife Council Administrations with 
regard to the well being of Glenrothes, and it is on this basis we ask the Petitions 
Committee and the Scottish Parliament for continuing support. 


