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1 Introduction
The Bishopton Action Group response to the Outline Planning Application and 
accompanying Environmental Statement is a compendium of work from many 
individuals both within and outwith the community. The reaction to the transport 
assessment and proposals for the new ROF development has been so strong that we have 
received three separate responses to be included in the Bishopton Action Group 
submission. These responses are titled:

�x Transport Response A
�x Transport Response B
�x Transport Response C

NB Transport Response A was submitted ahead of the full Bishopton Action Group 
submission.

http://www.pdfonline.com/easypdf/?gad=CLjUiqcCEgjbNejkqKEugRjG27j-AyCw_-AP


Bishopton Action Group

Appendix A - Transportation Assessment Review
A-4

2 Transport Response A

TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT
OBJECTION TO OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION FOR BISHOPTON ROF

We would like to lodge a formal objection to the above proposed development.  Outline 
Planning Permission should be refused for the following reasons.

1.  The development will have a detrimental effect on the capacity of the strategic 
rail network.

The total number of passengers on the busiest 7 morning services at Bishopton 
in the peak direction towards Glasgow is 1240 passengers.
The seating capacity of the 6 no 3 car units plus 1 no 6 car unit is 1465.
The number of 6 car trains (currently 1 in the peak AM service) cannot be 
increased until the proposed additional platform at Central Station and the 
additional rail track Paisley to Glasgow has been constructed. 
The rail service is on average running at 85% occupancy of seating capacity at 
Bishopton in the morning peak. Any significant increase in passenger numbers 
before the above improvements are put in place would result in standing on the 
trains as a matter of routine.

The net number of passengers getting on at Paisley is 210, resulting in a total 
demand of 1450.

The following developments in Inverclyde which are currently being constructed 
or have received planning permission will increase the demand on the service:
Port Glasgow:- Broadfield Hospital, Kingston Yard, Gourock Rope Works, 
Woodhall.
Greenock:- Ratho Street, James Watt Dock, East India Harbour,Gibbshill, 
Strone, Glenbrae, Branchton, Grieve Road / Wren Road.
Inverkip:- Kip Marina, Hill Farm, Inverkip Power Station.
Gourock:- Levan Farm. 
The above developments are for in excess of 2500 houses.
Given that the Bishopton development will generate 337 AM peak trips ( Table 
4.26 & 4.18 ), it is likely the Inverclyde developments, being of a total similar size, 
will generate a similar demand.

The above data is for the year 2003-2004

Passenger usage has increased by 20.6 % in the past two years (Table 8.3 
Scottish Transport Statistics 2006)

Therefore current passenger demand at Paisley ( April 2006 ) is 1450 + 20.6 % = 
1748
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Demand from committed Inverclyde developments=   337
Total    2085

The capacity of the trains is currently 2280 ( 1465 seated + 815 standing ), 
leaving a spare capacity of 195 standing spaces.
Given the current increase in demand is 10 % per year, all spare capacity on the 
line will be taken up by 2007.

No further developments should be granted planning permission along this 
corridor until the capacity of the line is increased.

This is not in accordance with the National Transport Policy Framework which 
states a pattern of development should be provided which “Provides high quality 
public transport“.
Glasgow City Council’s policy of discouraging vehicle trips into the city will also 
result in  spare capacity being taken up by new rail users from existing 
settlements along the line.  

The applicant has not taken into account the current developments in 
Inverclyde, nor the numbers of passengers using the train between Paisley 
and Glasgow. 

2.  The development will encourage reliance on the private car .

The rail network is not capable of supporting this development therefore 
increased car journeys will result from Bishopton. In addition all stations towards 
Glasgow will experience congestion leading to passengers opting for vehicle 
journeys.

3.  A satisfactory mechanism for meeting sustainable transport requirements is 
not proposed. The transport interchange at Station Road will not be able to 
function.

The road link below the existing rail bridge is 4.5 metres wide, a 2.0 metre 
footway will be required with a minimum of a 0.5 metre verge on the other side 
resulting in an available carriageway width of 2.0 metres. A bus is 2.5 metres 
wide and will not be able to negotiate the bridge without overrunning the footway.
The existing bridge is 3.2 metres high, fire engines; refuse vehicles and HGV’s 
will not be able to pass below the bridge.

The applicant has not measured the width of the existing bridge accurately.

4  The applicant has failed to demonstrate that a high quality transport system can 
be achieved.

5.  The proposed transport interchange at Bishopton cannot facilitate movements 
between either side of the interchange and consequently between modes.

6.  The only viable routes for fire engines into the development is via Rossland 
Crescent and Newton Road.
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The Council’s Guide for Development Roads indicates 200 dwellings can be 
served off a General Access Road i.e. a total of 400 dwellings from the two 
roads.
Currently approximately 62 dwellings are served by Rossland Crescent and 
approximately 77 dwellings by Newton Road, a total of 139.
Therefore in order to comply with the Guide and to ensure public safety a 
maximum of 261 dwellings can be permitted in the proposal, 400 are proposed.

Should the application be granted, it should be subject to the following conditions
as stated in page A-7:
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OBJECTION TO OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION

We would like to lodge a formal objection to the above development unless the following 
conditions are included within the Outline Planning Permission.

CONDITIONS

1.  No houses shall be occupied until the proposed additional platform at Central 
Station and the additional rail track from Paisley to Glasgow has been 
constructed.

Reasons
The total number of passengers on the busiest 7 morning services at Bishopton 
in the peak direction towards Glasgow is 1240 passengers.
The seating capacity of the 6 no 3 car units plus 1 no 6 car unit is 1465.
The number of 6 car trains (currently 1 in the peak AM service) cannot be 
increased until the proposed additional platform at Central Station and the 
additional rail track Paisley to Glasgow has been constructed. 
The rail service is on average running at 85% occupancy of  seating capacity at 
Bishopton in the morning peak. Any significant increase in passenger numbers 
before the above improvements are put in place would result in standing on the 
trains as a matter of routine.  

The net number of passengers getting on at Paisley is 210, resulting in a total 
demand of 1450.  

The following developments in Inverclyde which are currently being constructed 
or have received planning permission will increase the demand on the service.
Port Glasgow:- Broadfield Hospital, Kingston Yard, Gourock Rope Works, 
Woodhall.
Greenock:- Ratho Street, James Watt Dock, East India Harbour,Gibbshill, 
Strone, Glenbrae, Branchton, Grieve Road / Wren Road.
Inverkip:- Kip Marina, Hill Farm, Inverkip Power Station.
Gourock:- Levan Farm. 
The above developments are for in excess of  2500 houses.
Given that the Bishopton development will generate 337 AM peak trips ( Table 
4.26 & 4.18 ), it is likely the Inverclyde developments, being of a total similar size, 
will generate a similar demand. 

The above data is for the year 2003-2004

Passenger usage has increased by 20.6 % in the past two years (Table 8.3 
Scottish Transport Statistics 2006)

Therefore current passenger demand at Paisley ( April 2006 ) is 1450 + 20.6 % = 
1748
Demand from committed Inverclyde developments=   337
Total    2085
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The capacity of the trains is currently 2280 ( 1465 seated + 815 standing ), 
leaving a spare capacity of 195 standing spaces.
Given the current increase in demand is 10 % per year, all spare capacity on the 
line will be taken up by 2007.

No further developments should be granted planning permission along this 
corridor until the capacity of the line is increased.

This is not in accordance with the National Transport Policy Framework which 
states a pattern of development should be provided which “ Provides high quality 
public transport “.
Glasgow City Council’s policy of discouraging vehicle trips into the city will also 
result in  spare capacity being taken up by new rail users from existing 
settlements along the line.  

The applicant has not taken into account the current developments in
Inverclyde, nor the numbers of passengers using the train between Paisley 
and Glasgow.

2.  The road link below the existing railway bridge at Station Road shall 
constructed to the following desirable minimum standards, 7.5m carriageway, 
with 2.0m footways on either side and a 5.1m clearance to the underside of the 
bridge. Gradient, not greater than 5%.

Reasons
The existing link below the rail bridge is 4.5 metres wide, a 2.0 metre footway will 
be required with a minimum of a 0.5 metre verge on the other side resulting in an 
available carriageway width of 2.0 metres. A bus is 2.5 metres wide and will not 
be able to negotiate the bridge without overrunning the footway.
The existing bridge is 3.2 metres high, fire engines, refuse vehicles and HGV’s 
will not be able to pass below the bridge.
The road link is critical to the successful operation of the transport interchange 
and will form a main route between the existing and new village and is therefore 
crucial to the formation of a integrated community.
If the existing link is used as proposed with traffic signals controlling vehicles in 
either direction then without the above improvements, carriageway maintenance 
works, public utility works, public lighting maintenance, traffic signal failure and 
any other obstructions on the carriageway will result in the link being closed. It is 
also likely to suffer bridge strikes due to it limited height.

The closure of the link would result in vehicles using the nearest available 
alternative route to access the other side of the interchange which is Rossland 
Crescent. This would create congestion and confrontation on a traffic calmed 
road which is heavily parked, of limited width with inadequate footways.
Pedestrian and vehicular safety would be prejudiced and in addition there would 
be  nuisance and congestion to the detriment of the amenity of the area.

3.  The proposed shopping centre within the development shall be constructed 
and occupied before phase 2 of the development is commenced.
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Reasons 
At the existing local shops which front the A8, (Coop, Village Store, Chip Shop, 
Bishopton Tandoori and Chappati 9 ) there is double parking and parking on the 
footways ( bollards removed when footway resurfaced and not replaced ). 
Vehicles perform three point turns and there is general obstruction of the road by 
refuse vehicles, delivery vehicles and the general public.
The existing car park to the rear of the shops is not the place of choice to park, 
thereby causing some of the problem and in addition it is not accessible by
articulated delivery vehicles.
Any additional congestion will further prejudice road and pedestrian safety.

4.  The junctions of Station Avenue, Rossland Crescent and Newton Road shall 
comply with the following standards.
Visibility Splay9 x 90 x 1.05 high.
Radius 10.5
Carriageway width7.3
Footways either side 2.0

Reasons
To comply with the Guidelines for Development Roads.
Visibility Splay9 x 90 x 1.05 high. (District Distributor / Local Distributor).
Radius 10.5
Carriageway width7.3 Bus routes.
In the interests of road safety.

5.  Station Road, Rossland Crescent, Newton Road and Kingston Road from its 
junction with the A8 to Old Greenock Road shall be improved to a minimum 
carriageway width of 7.3m with curve widening and have 2.0m footways on either 
side.
In addition Kingston road shall have bus laybys constructed to cater for school 
buses waiting.

Reasons 
To comply with the Guidelines for Development Roads.
All the above roads are of limited width, lack the appropriate footways, are 
heavily parked and are subject to vehicles manoeuvring in and out of driveways.
Any additional pressure on these roads without the above upgrade to current 
standards will result in additional confrontation and congestion to the detriment of 
road safety. 
To accommodate buses and HGV’s.

6.  Kingston Road at its junction with the A8 shall comply with the following 
standards. 
Visibility Splay9 x 90 x 1.05 high.
Radius 10.5
Carriageway width7.3
Footways either side 2.0

Reasons
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To comply with the Guidelines for Development Roads.
The Transport Assessment (TA) states this junction will operate with a RFC of 
94% AM peak with no significant problems.
The junction currently suffers congestion and confrontation caused by buses 
turning in and out of Kingston Road having to overrun the opposite lane due the 
inadequate corner radii.
There are current problems at this junction.
In addition buses queuing on the A8 waiting for a gap in traffic in Kingston Road 
cause tailbacks over the pedestrian crossing thereby prejudicing pedestrian 
safety.
It would appear the applicant has not taken into account the effect buses have at 
this junction when running the traffic model.

7.  Kingston Road at its junction with Old Greenock Road shall comply with the 
following standards. 
Visibility Splay9 x 90 x 1.05 high.
Radius 10.5
Carriageway width7.3
Footways either side 2.0

Reasons
To comply with the Guidelines for Development Roads.
The junction currently suffers congestion and confrontation caused by buses 
turning in and out of Kingston Road having to overrun the opposite lane due the 
inadequate corner radii. 
In addition buses queuing  on Old Greenock Road waiting for a gap in traffic in 
Kingston Road cause tailbacks thereby prejudicing road safety.

8.  Red Smiddy Roundabout shall be upgraded to cater for the increase in traffic 
generated by the development.

Reasons 
It is not proposed to form the link to the M8 for the first phase of the 
development.
Red Smiddy Roundabout currently operates at or above capacity.
The TA does not take into account the effect the development will have on this 
junction if the M8 link is not opened before phase 1 of the development is 
finished.
Red Smiddy Roundabout would be unable to cope with the traffic generated by 
the development. 
It would therefore be to the detriment of the local roads network and road safety.
Vehicles would avoid St James, J29  (access to the Red Smiddy) and leave the 
M8 at Erskine accessing Bishopton via Ferry Road.

9.   Ferry Road shall be upgraded to a 7.3 carriageway with a 2.0 footway on at
least one side.

Reasons
Ferry Road is of limited width with no footway over part of its length. It serves to 
link local industry to Bishopton and Erskine and is also a bus route.
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Traffic generated by the new development , industrial and residential will use this 
route to access the site.
Ferry Road is currently used by walkers, joggers and cyclist cyclists. It also 
allows access to the golf club Compaq, residential developments and Mar Hall.
The proposed increase in traffic will be detrimental to road safety and prejudice 
pedestrian and cyclist safety.

10.  No construction traffic shall access the development through Bishopton.

Reasons
The existing roads network and junctions within the village are substandard and 
not capable of accommodating additional vehicles and HGV’s safely.

11.  A safety audit shall be carried out on the existing roads network and junctions 
within the village and its recommendations carried out.

Reasons 
To define any existing problems and address current and future safety issues.

12.  The M8 link, the roundabouts on either side of the village and the spine road 
linking the roundabouts through the proposed development shall be constructed 
prior to any development. 

Reasons
The existing roads network and junctions within the village are not to current 
standards to accommodate the increase in traffic generated by the development 
and construction traffic safely. 

13.  The roads network within Bishopton shall be upgraded to a standard to 
accommodate buses.

Reasons
To accommodate the additional bus traffic generated by the Transport 
Interchange safely.

14.  The M74 extension from the South side of the Kingston Bridge shall be 
constructed before any development takes place.

Reasons

The M8 currently suffers congestion and significant tail backs from the Kingston 
Bridge.
The development would increase congestion at this point to the detriment of road 
safety and be detrimental to the operation of the M8.
Addition vehicles will use the M8 due to the rail network being at capacity.

It should be noted that land may be required which is currently outwith the 
applicants control for road improvements within Bishopton.
The applicant should therefore be required to demonstrate any proposed road 
improvements can be carried out.
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3 Transport Response B

OBJECTION to the Outline Planning Application regarding the development of 
Bishopton ROF area submitted by BAE Systems and Redrow,

The Subject application should be rejected on the following traffic related points:-

�x The Traffic Assessment presented in the Application is out of date with 
respect to local transport activities

Specifically no cognisance has been taken of the following:-
1. The expansion of Glasgow Airport –second runway proposals and the 

subsequent closure of Barnsford Rd and Abbotsinch Rd.
2. The recent (Apr 2006) removal of tolls on the Erskine Bridge
3. The effect of recent “Traffic Calming on Old Greenock Road”

       
�x The failure of BAE Systems and Redrow to address, solve and model 

key issues highlighted during the Community Feedback

4. The biggest concern of the Bishopton residents to the Development and 
the Traffic Assessment is the traffic congestion and in particular the 
congestion in Station Road. This has not been modelled by the developer 
for phases 2-6 

�x The failure of BAE Systems and Redrow to address and solve public 
Transport problems in line with the development

5. Although the Transport Assessment suggests ways of improving   public 
transport, No commitment has been given by the providers of the 
transport i.e. SPT and ARRIVA 

In fact an Appraisal Guidance for Development-Led prepared for 
Scottish Executive by Steer Davies Gleave Report March 2005 states 
“ there are problems of capacity on the rail network which are unlikely 
to be addressed before new residents move to the site and begin 
travelling to work by car” 
The Report recommends that conditions should be imposed on the 
developers, including slowing the development down until transport 
issues are resolved

�x The failure of BAE Systems and Redrow to convince the Scottish 
executive and the residents of Bishopton that new jobs will be created 
and sustained
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6. The developer has not convinced the Scottish Executive that 3900 jobs 
will be provided and sustained, thus enabling people to work and live in 
Bishopton. A letter from Scottish Executive states

  “Although the developer forecasts potentially 3500 jobs the      
Executive’s assessment would suggest that the number of new jobs would 
be considerably less” (Source: letter from Hugh McCafferty of Scottish 
Executive dated 7 Feb. 2005)

We will further elaborate on our objections which are itemised above:      

1. The expansion of Glasgow Airport –second runway proposals and 
the subsequent closure of Barnsford Rd and Abbotsinch Rd.

Figure 1:Glasgow Airport Second Runway Plan showing the closure of Barnsford and Abbotinch 
Roads
No modelling has been done to assess the impact of the closure of the Barnsford and 
Abbotsinch roads. It is imperative that the traffic flows are modelled and assessed 
assuming there is no direct access from the motorway to Inchinnan Industrial Estate, the 
Rolls Royce Factory, and Erskine.

Should the roads be closed where will this significant amount of traffic go?
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The applicant’s favoured road configuration being an East bound entry to the M’way and 
west bound exit from the M’way to A8 east of Bishopton. This road was closed about 30 
years ago, for the safety of Bishopton residents.

Any traffic between Inverclyde and any of the above zones will by necessity need to go 
through the village of Bishopton.

Glasgow Airport in its expansion plan has considered and favours breaking into the M8 at 
the A760 Houston Road - an option not considered by the developer.

2. Erskine Bridge - Removal of Tolls

The reason given by the Scottish Executive for removing tolls from Erskine Bridge was 
to relieve the pressure on both the Clyde Tunnel and the Kingston Bridge routes across 
the Clyde. Given that the employment prospects to the west of Bishopton (Inverclyde) are 
slim due to the decline of the electronics sector in this area, it follows the bulk of people 
who would move to Bishopton ROF site will be employed in the Glasgow area, 
contributing to an already overcrowded Motorway Junction at St James (J29), or they 
would attempt to use the Erskine Bridge to access Glasgow area.
The Outline Planning Application omits to mention that the access to the Erskine Bridge 
is via completely unsuitable roads namely Kingston Rd, Old Greenock Rd, Drumcross 
Rd, and Ferry Rd (B815). This is confirmed by  Mr. I T Snodgrass, Director of Planning 
and Transport in his letter to Mr Trewhella of Cass Associates on 21st Jan 2003, which 
states:

“Having discussed the Justification Statement with my Head of Roads, I would also 
support your Justification Statements findings that the traffic generated by the 
development proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the local road network.
This would be primarily due to increased usage of unsuitable local roads such as B815 
Ferry Road”

3. The Effect of Recent Traffic Calming on Old Greenock Road

Traffic Calming on Old Greenock has reduced the flow of Traffic on Old Greenock Road 
by transferring volume to Kingston Road, Greenock Road and Ferry Road. 
This has been totally ignored in the Transport Assessment and requires modelling.

4. Congestion on Station Road
In the Public Consultation Report submitted by the applicant, respondents clearly 
perceived that the local roads are congested. It is reported in page 39 of the Public 
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Consultation Report that Team B stated that the group believed that the existing access at 
Newton Road should be used as it is, but the access rd at Station Road should be 
rethought

BAE Systems and Redrow response is shown in the right hand column of the following 
table. (See item 40 in table)

Not only do the developers believe it to be necessary, but it is made the core of the 
development.The tunnel at Station road will be controlled by lights at the top of Station 
road. This will be the core access road to the ROF site linking North and South 
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Bishopton.

Figure 2 Map shows tunnel controlled by lights at the top of Station Road

JMP modelled phase 1 and concluded that it would not cause congestion on Station Road.
We disagree with this finding.

Phases 2 to 6 were not modelled but were covered by a caviat which reads:

The applicant must model Station Road tunnel for phases 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 to determine 
the full impacts of the development.

We have a number of concerns regarding the Station Road core access road:

�x There will be a significant number of car journeys undertaken from the new 
development to the existing school and from North Bishopton to the new school 
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in the development all of them initially using the very unsuitable Station Road 
tunnel, creating a bottleneck controlled by traffic lights with a 60 sec cycle time 
as per traffic assessment. With about 6 cars waiting on these lights, the whole of 
Gledstane Road, Poplar Avenue, the station car park, the bank, the post office and 
the station drop off zone will be gridlocked. At school times estimating 100 traffic 
movements per school and giving each car 10 secs to clear the junction, there is a 
probable wait of 10mins for the parents to get through to their infants

�x How do the residents of the 2500 houses get to the church or chapel through the 
STATION GATE?

�x How do residents in South Bishopton get petrol?

�x Of greater concern is the inability of emergency vehicles to gain access to the new 
development during the periods of heavy traffic movements. Access for 
emergency vehicles is not addressed in any of the Outline Application, 
Environmental Statement or accompanying reports.

The applicant must model village activities with reference to phase 6 and the 
expected bottleneck at Station Road.

5. TRAIN AND BUS RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE
TRANSPORT STRATEGY DO NOT CARRY COMMITMENT 
FROM THE PROVIDERS

The following is an extract from the Public Transport Strategy document regarding 
Inverclyde line train capacity:

This statement does not commit SPT to using 6 carriage trains nor does it confirm 
that SPT can or will commit to the new development.

The following is an extract from the Public Transport Strategy document regarding 
Bishopton bus services capacity:
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Services to Glasgow
4.22 Links that were formerly provided by Arriva Service 27 will need to be restored in order to
connect Bishopton village and the new development with Erskine, Inchinnan, Renfrew,
Braehead and Glasgow city centre. This service will also be able cater for some of the
demand for travel to the employment development at Bishopton. At present there is one
morning peak period journey on Service 23 from Bishopton to Glasgow via Erskine,
Renfrew and Braehead, and a corresponding return journey in the evening peak. The
Proposal to improve links to Renfrew, Braehead and places on the way to Glasgow city
centre is as follows:
�� Extend the existing morning and evening peak journeys on Service 23 to start and
finish in the proposed development site
�� Extend one additional morning peak period journey that starts at Bargarran
(Erskine) and one evening peak period journey that terminates at Bargarran to
cover the section of route between Bargarran and Bishopton.

This statement does not commit Arriva to provide service buses 23 &27 nor does it 
confirm that Arriva will commit to the new development.

In fact an Appraisal Guidance for Development-Led prepared for Scottish Executive by 
Steer Davies Gleave Report March 2005 states:

“ impacts will be negative when assessed against the objectives set out in the policies on 
sustainable development. This is because it is likely that people moving to the site will 
travel further to work than they do at present and further than they would do if they
moved  to most of the available alternative locations for development.”

Steer Davies Gleave recommends that the Scottish Executive impose the following 
conditions on the Development:

�x A delay to any development, or a slow rate of development until there is capacity 
on the rail network to allow a target number of trips per day

�x Housing development permission to be proportional to the development of 
workspace (or use of such space)

�x Development tied to funding or/financial input to transport infrastructure and 
services such as bus services and an expanded park and ride, the latter possibly 
with access only to residents by means of smart permits

The use of such conditions would help ensure that the potentially adverse transport 
impacts are minimised while at the same time seeking to secure the local 
environment and employment benefits that the development promises.

6. The failure of BAE Systems and Redrow to convince the Scottish 
Executive and the residents of Bishopton that new jobs will be created 
and sustained

Sustainability of the new development depends on local jobs, employment being 
available for non-residents. The 3900 jobs indicated by BAE Systems and Redrow is 
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acknowledged by Scottish Executive as unlikely. This means that there will be even more 
traffic than suggested, with the bulk of it heading east towards Glasgow on an already 
over-capacity motorway or alternatively heading for the Red Smiddy roundabout.

The Transport Assessment (see extract below) suggests that this roundabout is already 
working at above capacity. Traffic from the new development will further exacerbate this 
problem.

2.28 Red Smiddy Roundabout (A8 / A726) is the principal junction on the local road network
and experiences a high level of traffic flows. Road improvements were recently
constructed by Renfrewshire Council to improve the roundabout junction and these have
led to a significant increase in the capacity of the junction. Notwithstanding this, the
junction currently operates at or above capacity during peak periods

A recent radio report quoted that one in three ladies do not use motorways. This statistic 
suggests that a third of all ladies in the new development will avoid the motorway, further 
aggravating the capacity of the Red Smiddy Roundabout.
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4 Transport Response C

1. The Masterplan Statement 2.11 states that there “is a need for direct road links to 
the strategic road network which do not impose unreasonable penalties on the 
existing village”
This basic requirement fails to be met as no access roads or motorway  junctions 
will be completed until after Phase1 of development and the North Access Road 
not until Phase3  (Masterplan Statement 3.25)
With the proposed building of 60 units at the Newton Road entrance to the Site, 
40 units at Rossland  Crescent (outside the present boundary fence) and the 
“improvement” of Station Road to cater for the remainder of the houses, how can 
the existing residents of  Bishopton not be  disadvantaged? 

2. Station Road is the primary approach to the proposed ROF development (site) 
during Phase1 and as such is the most important link between the existing village 
and the site, according to the Masterplan Statement. Figure 3.4 in the Masterplan 
gives the proposed upgrading of Station Road and concludes the railway is a 
physical barrier between the existing village of Bishopton and the site.

3. The Environmental Statement Non technical summary describes Station Road as 
follows “It is a corridor that serves multiple functions -the service route to the 
Railway Station and the associated Park and Ride facility, the route to a small 
commercial hub in the vicinity of the Station, as the access for residential 
properties as well as the primary route to the Site.”
This statement fails to emphasise that all of these activities take place in a very 
restricted space. In fig 3.4 of the Masterplan Statement it describes the section of 
Station Road where four junctions converge as the “Public Square”. This is a 
euphemism for a section of road which is heavily congested and poses serious 
road safety hazards.  The “Public Square” is in fact a very busy area at the present 
time and any additional vehicular traffic accessing the proposed development 
would only exacerbate the problem. The proposed improvements are cosmetic 
only, primarily because there is not sufficient space to provide access to the site 
for the numbers of vehicles envisaged.

4. The applicant proposes to use traffic lights to control the single access below the 
railway bridge which is low, narrow and arched. Large vehicles, which will use 
this bridge, will have to travel through the centre of the arch. This will make it 
impossible to provide a safe pedestrian access beneath the bridge.
The claim that this system works well in Durham and Alnwick is, perhaps, 
because the traffic is not confined to such a small area as that of Station Road.

5. The Enviromental Statement (E.S.) 8.3 states that the “increase in traffic could be 
detrimental to road safety and it should be a primary objective of the development 
access strategy to minimise the impact of additional development traffic through 

http://www.pdfonline.com/easypdf/?gad=CLjUiqcCEgjbNejkqKEugRjG27j-AyCw_-AP


Bishopton Action Group

Appendix A - Transportation Assessment Review
A-21

the village and hence ensure there is no disbenefit either in terms of road 
congestion or road safety on existing residents”.
It should be obvious from all of the foregoing that this proposed traffic system 
will not and cannot work effectively owing to the height and width restrictions of 
the present railway bridge. Realistically any increase in throughput of traffic and 
pedestrians under the bridge would have serious safety considerations. In addition 
the back up of traffic at the proposed traffic lights into Station Road and its 
environs would be a recipe for chaos.

The fact that the access roads will not be completed for Phase1 is detrimental to 
everyone.

6. 8.4 (E.S.) states that the proposed new Motorway Junction provides “more local 
access onto the M8, hence reducing traffic volume on local roads where accident 
rates are higher which reflects the lower standard of road.”
Why then is there no proposed provision for a local motorway junction prior to 
any development beginning?

7. 8.5 (E.S.) states that the “close urban form provides difficulties with regard to 
vehicle movement and road safety. These junctions could not cope with the total 
amount of traffic generated from the new development but providing additional 
infrastructure was in place connecting the site to the Strategic Road network it 
could cope with a minor increase.”
Why then will the South Access Road, the Motorway Junction and the North 
Access Road not be completed before Phase1 of the development?

8. 8.6(E.S.)states that the “perception of  local people  is that increased traffic would 
have an adverse affect on road safety”. The answer to this would be the same as 
8.5(E.S. ) which again raises the question : 
Access Roads and Motorway Junction – Why are these roads not a priority?

9. The proposed access roads to the Site during Phase1 are three local roads not 
intended for serious volumes of traffic:

�x Newton Road
�x Rossland Crescent
�x Station Road 

Newton Road is access to residential properties. There is local pedestrian access 
to the football pitches from this road, at a bend in the road. It is at this point the 
access to the proposed 60 units is positioned. This access for pedestrians and 
vehicles must be a concern for road safety. The road is substandard. Adding a 
further 60 residential units using this road merely exacerbates the problem.
Why is the North Access Road not being built prior to any house building taking 
place?
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Rossland Crescent is accessed from the main road (Greenock Road)at the traffic 
lights. This junction crosses the railway at this point. Bridgend is accessed just 
past the junction prior to coming round a tight corner into Rossland Crescent.  
The road leading through this small residential estate has traffic calming in place. 
The proposed site for the 40 new houses is outside the boundary fence of the 
factory. A private road runs along here parallel to the fence and ends at the bottom 
of the Station Road corridor. At present this road provides access to essential 
services which are unable to pass under the railway bridge. E.g. fire engines, 
delivery lorries, buses. Since these large vehicles will be unable to access the site 
via Station road, it means that more traffic will be routed through a residential 
area that is not suitable for this type of traffic. This is unacceptable.

Station Road has already been discussed previously.

10. 8.12 (E.S.) states that the development “is not expected to have any negative 
material impact on road safety”. It is patently obvious from all of the foregoing 
that this is not the case. The Station Road /Public square area is the present focal 
point of the village with banking, post office, shops, station and park and ride 
facility. This area is stretched to capacity at the present time; any extra traffic 
would seriously compromise pedestrian safety. The Environmental Statement has 
failed to assess the impact of the development on road safety.

11. This entire development should not be allowed to proceed without the provision 
of new access roads on the south side of the railway before construction work 
commences to reduce the negative impact on the safety of the residents of the 
existing village.
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