


















 

     
Page Job No Report No Issue no Report Name 
70 B063017 1 3 Bishopton Park 

 

Figure 9.2  Station Road Pedestrian Facilities 

 

9.8 A rail bridge crosses this route as indicated by Figure 10.3 which imposes a width 
restriction on Station Road and effectively makes the road one-way on its approach to the 
Royal Ordnance site. 
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Figure 9.3  Rail Bridge Over Station Road 

 

Rossland Crescent 

9.9 Rossland Crescent connects to Greenock Road on its south side (and to the north of 
Station Road) and provides access to residential areas. 

9.10 Rossland Crescent is approximately 5.7m wide at its northern section with footways on 
both sides of the road.  The footway on the western side of the street varies in width 
between 1.5m and 1.8m. 

9.11 The footway on the eastern side of the street is blocked by fences in certain locations as 
indicated by Figure 10.4. 

9.12 This is a lightly trafficked route as its sole function is to provide access to local residential 
areas and it does not carry any through traffic.  This facilitates a potentially safe and 
attractive route for both pedestrians and cyclists. 
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Figure 9.4  Rossland Crescent looking Towards Greenock Road 

 

9.13 Widening of Rossland Crescent at this point would be difficult as residential properties are 
located to the immediate west of the street and on the eastern side there is a steep 
gradient down to the rail line. 

9.14 Street lighting is provided throughout the length of Rossland Crescent along with some 
traffic calming measures as indicated by Figure 10.5. 
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Figure 9  Rossland Crescent Traffic Calming Measures 

 

Newton Road 

9.15 Newton Road provides access to residential areas to the south of Greenock Road.  The 
carriageway of Newton Road varies between 5.8m and 6.0m in width.  Footways are 
provided on both sides of Newton Road however, there is a section at the southern end of 
the street where no footway is present on the western side. 

9.16 Footway width on the eastern side of the street is generally 1.2m and on the western side it 
is approximately 2.4m.  Street lighting is provided on Newton Road.  Figure 10.6 indicates 
the section of Newton Road that does not have a footway on the western side. 

9.17 Similarly to Rossland Crescent, the function of Newton Road is to provide access to local 
residential areas and it does not carry through traffic.  Therefore, relatively low traffic flows 
occur on this street.  This makes the areas attractive for pedestrians and cyclists. 
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Figure 10.5  Newton Road Looking South 

 

9.18 Newton Road is tightly bounded by buildings on either side of the street therefore, 
widening of the street would be problematic and would, in fact, disturb the current 
character of the road and property setting.   

9.19 It should also be noted that there is a blind summit on Newton Road.  Therefore, it would 
not be preferable to reduce the street to a single direction of traffic at or near this point. 

Proposed Pedestrian and Cyclist Access Strategy 
9.20 It is proposed that Newton Road, Rossland Crescent and Station Road form the pedestrian 

linkages between the new development areas and the existing village of Bishopton.  These 
routes are well located to undertake these functions and currently cater for pedestrian and 
cycle traffic.  Station Road will afford direct access to the new core area of the 
redevelopment for the residents of the existing village of Bishopton. 

9.21 It is proposed that vehicular access to the development is not afforded to the Royal 
Ordnance site through Newton Road, Rossland Crescent or Station Road as part of the 
development access strategy.  Therefore, the main functions of these three streets will 
remain unchanged with the proposed new development in place. 

9.22 This means that provisions for pedestrians and cyclists would be the main drivers of any 
changes proposed to these streets as part of the development access strategy. 
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9.23 Footways are already present on all three routes as is street lighting.  These streets 
provide access to local residential areas but do not cater for through traffic.  It is not 
proposed to provide vehicular access to the redevelopment through any of the streets.  
Therefore, we do not envisage any increase in traffic in this area due to the redevelopment 
or the preferred access strategy. 

9.24 Given that these streets successfully cater for pedestrians and cyclists and the volume of 
vehicular traffic will not increase, we do not propose to amend the supporting infrastructure 
on these routes.  Preserving the existing street layouts has the added benefits that no land 
acquisition or building demolition will have to be considered in these areas.  This will 
ensure that the existing character of these streets is not unduly affected by the proposed 
access strategy for the redevelopment. 

9.25 Proposed pedestrian and cycle access to the Royal Ordnance Redevelopment Site is 
indicated by the drawing in Appendix B. 

Proposed Local Access Strategy 
9.26 The layout of the junction after the implementation of signals is indicated by the drawing in 

Appendix D.  The drawing indicates the location of the signal heads and the layout of 
tactile paving for pedestrians. 

Public Transport 
9.27 It is proposed that Station Road is used by buses in order to access the public transport 

interchange that is included within the development access strategy.  Details of the 
proposed public transport interchange are provided as part of the Public Transport Study 
report submitted as part of the STAG Part 2 submission.  

Summary of Local Issues 
9.28 It will be important that the proposed Bishopton Park development is interconnected with 

the existing village of Bishopton in order to maximise accessibility to services.  This 
includes providing for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and cars. 

9.29 A site visit of Bishopton identified existing high quality routes for pedestrians and cyclists 
between the village and the redevelopment site.  These are Station Road, Newton Road 
and Rossland Crescent.  All three routes have footways, lighting and relatively low traffic 
volumes.  It is proposed that vehicular access to the redevelopment is not provided 
through these streets.  Therefore, the Bishopton Park access strategy will not lead to an 
increase in traffic volumes on these routes. 

9.30 Given that the three streets already provide for pedestrians and cyclists and that no 
additional traffic will be generated on these routes, it is proposed that no mitigation 
measures are implemented in these localities. 

9.31 This will help to preserve the character of these areas, cause a minimum of disruption to 
existing residents and still provide a high level of access to and from the redevelopment. 
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9.32 Autotrack diagrams have been prepared that indicate a suitable route for buses on Station 
Road.  This ensures a good level of access to the improved transport interchange centred 
around the existing rail station.  It is also important to note that this route currently serves 
as a bus route.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required on this route in order to 
accommodate buses.  The Autotrack diagram is indicated by Appendix E. 

9.33 Detailed analysis of the Greenock Road/Kingston Road junction indicates that it may 
operate over capacity with redevelopment traffic on the network. In order to accommodate 
this traffic it is proposed to convert the junction from the existing priority control to signal 
control.  Linsig analysis of the junction indicates that it will operate within capacity after the 
application of signal control and the addition of traffic associated with the redevelopment.  
An indicative layout for the junction is shown in Appendix D. 

9.34 An examination of traffic routeing from the northern access route to the Erskine Bridge 
suggests a possibility that some additional traffic may use the section of Old Greenock 
Road to north of the B815 but in a southbound direction only. It may be necessary to install 
some pavements build-outs at say two locations to reduce vehicle speed along this section 
and act as a deterrent for through traffic. This will be the subject of further discussion with 
the local authority. 
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10 Conclusions 

 
10.1 The proposed development is capable of providing good integration with the existing transportation 

network and can, in broad terms, deliver a sustainable transport strategy that accommodates safe 
and accessible walking, cycling and public transport facilities and provide links to the external 
network. 

10.2 The Masterplan for the site has been developed in accordance with key sustainable transport 
objectives and will encourage the use of sustainable modes of travel within the new development 
and in linking with the existing community. Train connections are already well established and bus 
services will be enhanced by the developer to ensure that sustainable alternatives to the car are 
provided from the outset. 

10.3 Development of the public transport provision will be provided by improvements to the station by 
creating a Public Transport Interchange and enhancements to the passenger facilities.  Bus 
services will be subsidised until they become financially independent.  

10.4 The Masterplan has also been designed to ensure that there will be a high level of permeability 
between the new development and the existing Bishopton settlement while deterring excessive 
traffic from the existing roads within Bishopton through layout and design. The currently envisaged 
plan seeks to respond to the requests of the planning authority in the context of the concerns 
expressed locally. 

10.5 In addition to the enhancement of existing sustainable modes of transport, the Masterplan indicates 
a range of local facilities within the development including local shops, neighbourhood 
supermarket, school and recreational areas which in accordance with current policy, reduces the 
need to travel and encourages walking and cycling given the proximity of the facilities. 

10.6 Access to the development from the wider road network will be provided via two new access roads 
one to the north of the development and one to the south. They will connect with the existing A8 at 
two new roundabouts. 

10.7 The road layout within Bishopton Park will be designed in detail in conjunction with Renfrewshire 
Council to provide a responsible and safe layout in keeping with the latest thinking on road 
standards, rather than adopt a traditional approach that produces a clinical car-led design as so 
often developed as part of a new development.  The layout and the choice of route along with any 
associated traffic calming or other design features will discourage drivers from using the existing 
links and encourage them towards the new link roads. 

10.8 Access to the strategic road network will be provided by a new junction on the M8 to the south-east 
of the development site.  This junction will provide access to the development as well as improved 
accessibility for existing residents of Bishopton.  In addition, the new junction will provide an 
opportunity for some traffic to avoid St James Interchange by providing an alternative for traffic 
movements associated with the wider area. 

10.9 The impact of traffic will be minimised within the existing Bishopton village as much as possible and 
all junctions within the existing village can cater for any additional traffic that is generated by the 
new development in the context of the proposed masterplan. 
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10.10 The wider network can generally accommodate the additional traffic generated and every effort has 
been made to minimise the impact of this traffic. St James Interchange will continue to be a major 
congestion location in the wider network and further discussion with Transport Scotland and 
Renfrewshire Council will be necessary following the detailed information being made available 
through the DMRB process. In the meantime, in addition to providing the new motorway junction, 
the applicant is in discussion with Transport Scotlland with a view to providing a financial 
contribution towards improvements in the M8 corridor to the south of Bishopton, albeit that the 
nature of any future improvements will not be identified until after publication of the Ministerial 
findings in relation to the Strategic Transport Projects Review. 
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Appendix A 

Indicative Masterplan 
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Appendix B 

Framework Travel Plan 





1  Introduction 
 

1.1 Given that business and commuting travel accounts for approximately 30% of all car miles 
travelled, and that 70% of all journeys to work are by car with 80% of these being single 
occupancy, the government is committed to encourage a change in travel behaviour in 
favour of more sustainable modes of transport. 

1.2 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 17 – Planning for Transport and its associated Planning 
Advice Note (PAN) 75 – Planning for Transport and Transport Assessment and 
Implementation: A Guide, have been published by the Scottish Executive.  These 
documents provide good practice advice on integrated land use and transport planning.  It 
is generally now a requirement that new developments are supported by a Travel Plan, 
demonstrating how the potential traffic impact of the development may be minimised and 
alternative sustainable transport modes encouraged.   

1.3 The objectives of a Travel Plan are to: 

o Identify the measures which will promote alternative modes of 
transport and procure modal shift;  

 
o Examine the existing situation in the location of the site; 
 
o Identify the methodology of the review and reporting process to be 

implemented, and 
 
o Identify the system of monitoring which will be used to identify both 

the current modal split and to monitor plan progress; 
 

 
1.4 The Transport White Paper “Travel Choices for Scotland’, makes it clear that an 

integrated approach to tackling congestion and poor air quality, and Travel Plans are the 
expected method by which businesses should address the issue of reducing their own 
travel impacts. 

1.5 A Travel Plan is a package of measures that allow organisations to understand and 
manage their travel needs in an environmentally sustainable manner.  Through a mixture 
of communications technology, advice, information, incentives and deterrents they reduce 
the need to travel and encourage the use of alternatives to the car by promoting car 
sharing, public transport, cycling and walking. 

1.6 Travel Plans are not designed to restrict the freedom of car use.  Rather, they aim to 
encourage the use of more environmentally friendly modes of transport for commuting and 
business journeys by encouraging a range of alternatives to single occupancy car 
journeys.  In fact, a good quality travel plan not only broadens the choice of travel options 
available to staff and the flexibility of working patterns, it is also a very practical tool with 
which to alleviate the shortage of parking and worksite congestion which is a serious 
problem. 

1.7 This study has examined the scope for improving access to the proposed employment 
related element of the development by public transport and by foot, bicycle and car. The 
primary purpose of the work was to define an appropriate package of measures which 
could form the basis of a Travel Plan Framework. 

1.8 Given the speculative nature of the development this document identifies broad measures 
for the sustainable management of the transport requirements of potential occupiers.  The 
development will provide opportunities for a wide range of end users therefore, it is 
appropriate to provide only general objectives and targets. 



1.9 The delivery framework for the Travel Plan has been set out in three key sections as 
follows: 

a) Developer’s Responsibility 

b) Employment Travel Plan Framework 

c) Occupier Travel Plan Guide 

 

 



2 Developer’s Responsibility  
 

2.1 This section includes the measures to be implemented by the developer prior to site 
occupation.  The main focus of these measures is on providing the necessary 
infrastructure to encourage more sustainable travel behaviour and to improve accessibility 
to the site.   

2.2 The need to develop a Travel Plan would be written into an agreement between the 
developer and the occupier when the employment land is purchased or leased.  This 
would include a commitment for a representative from the occupying company to meet on 
an annual basis to discuss the operation of the Travel Plan.   

Developer Commitments 
Walking Measures 

2.3 A comprehensive network of pedestrian routes will be provided within the development 
site which will provide a safe and direct link between the residential, employment and 
commercial areas of the development.  

2.4 These routes will encourage pedestrian movements between the various elements of the 
development. 

Cycling Measures  

2.5 The developer has committed to supplying a range of on-site facilities for cyclists by 
providing a network of cycleways and shared surface routes within the development site  

2.6 This comprehensive network of cycle routes will provide a safe and direct link between the 
residential, employment and commercial areas of the development and encourage cycling 
movements between the various elements of the development. 

Public Transport 

2.7 The developer is committed to providing improvements to the existing public transport 
provision within Bishopton which are discussed in detail in a separate Public Transport 
Study.  

2.8 These will generally provide enhanced facilities for passengers on Public Transport at an 
integrated Public Transport Interchange. 

2.9 Subsidies will also be provided to enhance the bus service provision for the new 
development and the existing village until the development grows to such an extent that 
the services become economically self supporting. 

 



3 Employment Travel Plan Framework 
 
3.1 The employment element of the development is speculative, at this time, with no specified 

end user.  As such, the following is a proposed travel plan framework which future tenants 
will be required to follow. Travel Plan measures will be selected to meet the individual 
needs and requirements of the end-user, while meeting the aims of transport 
sustainability.  

3.2 If a Travel Plan is to be effective, it is normally prepared with the needs of the occupier in 
mind and that the organisation plays an active role in developing and implementing that 
Travel Plan.  However, in these circumstances where there are a number of end users 
none of whom are known, a Travel Plan might consist of some or all of the elements set 
out below 

3.3 Consequently, a toolkit of possible measures, together with a suggested administrative 
framework such as that set out within the document “Travel Plan Resource Pack for 
Employers” is set out below in order to indicate the types of initiatives that may be 
introduced on this site to reduce reliance on the private car. 

Administration of the Travel Plan 

3.4 The first key step towards developing the travel plan strategy is to ensure that there is an 
identified contact for any liaison required.  Traditionally, a Travel Plan Co-ordinator would 
be appointed and a Travel Plan Steering Group involving occupiers formed to oversee the 
development and implementation of the Travel Plan.  

3.5 The Travel Plan Co-ordinator would also be required to liaise with any wider Travel Plan 
forum that is established. This would enable integration with any wider initiatives to be 
developed, such as a car sharing scheme for the whole site, or with the development of a 
strategy to improve wider public transport, walking or cycling links to the site.  

Travel Plan Measures  

3.6 It will be for occupiers to decide on the exact measures that they wish to implement 
depending on their particular requirements.  The measures set out below therefore 
provide a toolkit of initiatives that will be given to the occupier to allow them to choose the 
most appropriate measures for their needs, in order to meet the overall objectives and 
targets for the site.  It is important that the travel plan measures include both “carrots” and 
“sticks” to encourage changes in travel behaviour.  However, the focus should be on the 
incentives for staff and visitors to travel more sustainability, rather than lots of 
disincentives to travel by car.   

3.7 For the purposes of the occupier Travel Plans, it is necessary to differentiate between 
staff and visitors.  Staff will be travelling to the site on a regular basis from particular 
destinations.  As their employers, the occupiers will be in a stronger position to influence 
travel behaviour.  However, visitors will be a much more fluid and diverse group, coming 
from a wide range of different origins, on a less frequent basis than the staff.  Whilst 
information and improved infrastructure can be provided for visitors, it is much more 
difficult to directly influence the way that they travel to the site. The main focus of the 
Travel Plan will therefore be on staff travel.  There would be much greater potential to 
address visitor travel through the implementation of a site-wide travel plan for the whole of 
the proposed development. 



3.8 A fundamental element of any successful travel plan is the provision of up-to-date, 
comprehensive information about the range of travel options available to both staff and 
visitors.  Public Transport Providers provide a wide range of useful information, in the form 
of paper and web-based maps and timetables on public transport services in the area.  
Such information, together with maps highlighting walking and cycling routes to the site, 
will be provided at a prominent information point within the proposed units, so that it is 
available to both visitors and staff.  This information will be kept up-to-date by ensuring 
that the occupiers are added to timetable mailing list so that they are automatically 
supplied with new editions. 

3.9 If the occupiers have a website, they should also place links to the appropriate public 
transport information in a prominent position on their WebPages.  Maps of how to reach 
the site by all modes of transport should also be provided.  This would be included in any 
publicity material for the site. 

Staff Information 

3.10 It will be important that all the staff on the site are fully aware of the travel plan before they 
start working in the units, and before travel behaviour becomes too entrenched.  Thus, 
travel issues should be discussed at staff inductions/interviews, to ensure that the staff are 
provided with up-to-date information on the range of different travel options that are 
available to them, such as walking, cycling, public transport initiatives and car sharing, as 
early as possible.   

3.11 Walking should be encouraged for journeys under 2 kilometres, both on the journey 
to/from work, business travel and for lunchtime/leisure activities.  The following measures 
would be included within the occupier travel plan to encourage walking: 

o Providing information at the information points on: 
 

 - Health benefits of walking; 

 - Safe walking routes to/from the site, including maps of local facilities      
etc; 

 - Pedestrian safety; 

o Ensuring that visitors are also aware of pedestrian routes to the site, 
via leaflets displayed at the store information points and on the 
occupier websites, if appropriate; and 

 
o The occupier should consider providing free personal alarms and/or 

umbrellas to staff that walk to work. 
 



3.12 Cycling would be encouraged for staff living within 5 kilometres of the workplace, although 
considerably longer distances can be covered comfortably by bicycle.  Cycling would also 
be promoted to staff as a good way to get regular exercise and to reduce the cost of travel 
to work.  Visitors are less likely to cycle to the site, particularly if they are planning to do 
large amounts of bulky shopping.  However, sheltered cycle parking will be provided on 
the site to encourage as many staff and visitors to cycle to the site as possible.  Examples 
of other measures that would be developed to encourage cycling include: 

o Providing information at the in-store information points on: 
 

 - Health and cost benefits of cycling; 

 - Safe cycle routes to/from the site; 

 - Cycle safety and security; 

o Ensuring that visitors are also aware of cycle routes to the site, via 
leaflets displayed at the store information points and on the occupier 
websites, if appropriate;   

 
o Shower and changing facilities will also be provided within the retail 

units, for use by staff cycling to work; 
o Occupiers could also consider providing pool bicycles for staff to use 

during the day, or on the journey to work, or to provide subsidised 
protective clothing/safety gear for cyclists; 

 
o They might wish to offer staff financial incentives to cycle e.g. interest-

free cycle loans, etc; and 
 

o A Bicycle Users’ Group (BUG) can be formed where cyclists can 
discuss key issues and potential improvements to the cycling 
environment.  “Cycle to work” days could also be held as a park-wide 
initiative.  A comprehensive cycle strategy should also be developed 
to identify potential improvements to cycle infrastructure.   

 
3.13 Public transport should be encouraged for travel to the site by staff and visitors.  The 

introduction of new, or re-routed, services will help to improve the attractiveness of travel 
by bus to the site.  Key measures for encouraging greater public transport use could 
include: 

o Providing up-to-date public transport information on routes, times, 
prices etc.  This would be provided by Public Transport Service 
Providers and displayed at information points and on the website, if 
appropriate, to ensure it is available to both staff and visitors; 

 
o Many public transport service providers have established ticketing 

schemes to encourage public transport use – these should be 
promoted to staff.  The occupiers might also wish to consider 
approaching bus companies to negotiate subsidised/ discounted 
travel. This would allow employees discounts of up to 15%.  
Occupiers could consider paying for the staff travel passes for the first 
month of opening to encourage travel by public transport; and 

 
o Service providers also provide substantial discounts on monthly/ 

annual season tickets for employers.  Occupiers may wish to consider 
interest free loans for this incentive as part of their travel plan. 

 



3.14 Another effective method of reducing the numbers of cars travelling to sites is to 
encourage car sharing and, given the nature of this site, this is likely to be an important 
initiative, particularly for staff.  By encouraging two or more people to travel together in 
one car, congestion, parking requirements and travel costs can all be reduced.  Methods 
for encouraging car sharing include: 

o Given the size of the proposed units, it is likely that a formal car 
sharing scheme could be established from the outset, whereby staff 
travelling from the same areas could be encouraged to travel 
together.  Such opportunities could be identified by the Travel Plan 
Co-ordinator. 

 
o However, in the longer term, consideration should be given to 

establishing a Park-wide car share database to identify potential 
sharers and to put them into contact with each other across the retail 
and business park to increase the pool of potential sharers. 

 
o Providing a guaranteed lift home for car sharers in emergencies. 

 
o Providing priority parking for car sharers, close to building entrances, 

as part of a site car parking management strategy. 
 

3.15 In addition, other measures to address car travel issues should include developing a car 
park management strategy to make better use of car parking space and to discourage 
unnecessary car travel e.g. parking permit scheme.  Once the occupiers are known, then 
the staff parking requirements can be established.  Parking spaces for staff should be 
limited to only make provision for those with no alternative and for those car sharing.  
Permits could be allocated for these spaces. 

Marketing 

3.16 It will be important for the occupiers to market the travel plan effectively to their staff.  Staff 
should therefore be encouraged to participate in the development of the travel plan and 
information on the plan should be disseminated using notice boards, emails, the internet, 
leaflets and so on.   It is also important to ensure that up-to-date information on different 
travel modes is provided to all employees, including public transport timetables, and so 
on. 

3.17 In the longer-term, it is hoped that a site-wide travel plan forum and strategy is developed, 
which would allow a much more comprehensive marketing strategy to be developed.  This 
would be particularly useful for visitors who are likely to be visiting a number of the 
different retail and leisure units on the site.  Public transport providers could provide a 
road show trailer for the site once a site-wide travel plan has been established, with an 
exhibition promoting public transport.   

Monitoring 

3.18 In order to ensure the Travel Plan’s ongoing success, it will be important for the occupiers 
to monitor the outcomes.  This can be done simply by analysing use of car parking spaces 
and uptake of specific measures, such as a car sharing scheme.  However, periodically it 
is also useful to undertake full or “snapshot” surveys of staff travel behaviour, to assess 
mode share.   These could be done in line with target dates or on an annual basis. 

3.19 It is suggested that occupiers undertake a questionnaire survey of staff and visitors within 
the first few months of opening and at least in years 3 and 5 after opening, to link in with 
target dates.  This information should be analysed and reported back to Renfrewshire 
Council to ensure the accuracy of the results.  This will help to inform Renfrewshire 
Council on the progress of the travel plan. 



3.20 This monitoring procedure would allow the success of the travel plan to be reviewed, and 
where necessary, adjusted to ensure that objectives and targets are met.  This process 
could be tied in with an annual progress meeting with Renfrewshire Council. 



4 Occupier Travel Plan Guide 
 

Occupier Responsibility  
4.1 Having provided a framework for the occupier travel plan, it is important to provide further 

guidance on how this strategy should be developed and implemented once the end users 
of the site are known.  Thus, we have set out below a phased implementation programme 
to assist the occupiers in the development of the final strategy. 

Prior to Occupation 
4.2 There are a number of issues which will require clarification prior to the retail units being 

occupied.  These include: 

o Assign a senior staff member as travel plan co-ordinator; 
o Review Travel Plan framework provided above to discuss what is 

relevant to the occupiers’ operational needs; 
o Liaise with service providers to discuss public transport information 

provision and potential ticketing initiatives; 
o Develop car parking management strategy – decide how many staff 

spaces should be provided and how they should be allocated; 
o Ensure that showers/changing facilities and secure cycle storage are 

provided within the units for staff who cycle to work; 
o Raise travel issues within staff interviews/inductions and ensure that 

are aware of the range of travel options available to them, including 
public transport services, and walking and cycling routes.  Discuss car 
parking management, car sharing and the issuing of permits, in order 
to discourage single occupancy car travel from the outset; 

o Establish travel information point within unit – through co-operation 
with public transport service provider.  Consider the need for 
information on the occupier’s website, if appropriate; and 

o Include travel information for all modes within publicity material for 
retail units. 

 

Within 1 Month of Opening 
o Undertake travel survey of staff and visitors. This will have allowed 

travel patterns to have stabilised. Review travel plan framework mode 
share targets and objectives on the basis of this information; 

o Undertake car park and cycle parking surveys to assess level of use 
of parking facilities; and 

o Meet with Renfrewshire Council to agree final travel plan strategy and 
revised objectives/targets. 

 

Annual Review 
o Monitor success of travel plan on an annual basis; 
o Undertake parking surveys every year; 
o Undertake questionnaire surveys in 3rd and 5th year after opening – 

should be checked by an independent 3rd party to guarantee validity 
of results; 

o Meet with Renfrewshire Council on an annual basis to discuss travel 
plan progress and the need to review any elements of the strategy; 
and 

o Participate in any site-wide strategy co-ordinated by Renfrewshire 
Council – liaise with other site occupiers as appropriate. 
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M8 Link Flows, Capacity and Level of Service 
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Context 
 
As mentioned in Supporting Document 2.8, the proposed CGA and its supporting transport 
and accessibility package with associated infrastructure are required to go through a 
number of technical and audit processes prior to delivery. These processes are conducted 
through the planning process. This note represents an overview of work in progress in 
relation to motorway capacity considerations that will inform both the TA and DMRB 
processes. The detailed nature of this work means that it is unlikely to be an important 
consideration within the STAG process. 
 
 
Objective of this Supporting Document 
 
This document provides an overview of motorway capacity and level of service issues. It 
provides both numerical summaries of traffic flow on the M8 and also explains the potential 
impact of the proposed Bishopton CGA on the mainline flows on the M8 between 
Junctions 25a and 31 (Clyde Tunnel and Bishopton).  
 
The analysis is presented in 5 tables at the back of this document. Each table deals with 
the potential for variation in a number of the key parameters which are explained in the 
following sections. 
 
 
Parameters for Consideration 
 
There are a number of parameters that need to be considered in the context of the tables 
included within this document. These parameters are: 
 

o Assumed capacity of M8 
o Level of Service 
o References made to future years 
o Level of Peak Hour Impact of Development Traffic 
o Assumed level of peak hour growth in base scenario (i.e. before Bishopton 

development considered) 
 
 
Assumed Capacity Values for M8  
 
Main line M8 flows are generally assumed to have a vehicular capacity of 2000 vehicles 
per hour per lane. These flows should be achievable at lower speeds (c. 35mph) but are 
not to be regarded as the absolute values likely to be achievable on the sections of 
motorway concerned. It has been demonstrated on the M25 at Heathrow that increases on 
these values can be achieved through ATM (Active Traffic Management) and Speed/Flow 
Control. This technique is also now being applied to the M42 to the east of Birmingham 
along with selective hard-shoulder running at peak periods. In the context of the strategy 
now being set by the new NTS, we would expect the costs and benefits of this type of 
approach to be investigated for Junctions 26 to 29 of the M8 before any consideration is 
given to major road widening schemes. 
 
In the detailed tables at the end of the report therefore, Tables 1, 2 and 4 use capacities of 
2000 vehs/hr/lane, Table 3 assumes some capacity gains can be made and 2200 
vehs/hr/lane is used, and Table 5 assumes a lower value of 1850 vehs/hr/lane as a 
sensitivity analysis in order to understand any potential variation in conclusions that might 
otherwise be reached. 
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Level of Service 
 
Many of the UK’s traffic engineering techniques and approaches utilise key aspects of 
American research. The Highway Capacity Manual is recognised as a powerful reference 
in this regard. They have a particular methodology for considering freeway (motorway) 
capacity using a Level of Service approach that recognises that the capacity (or maximum 
throughput) of these types of roads is a reflection of traffic speed, density and flow rate. 
The dynamics of the way the various aspects interact is dependent on the variability of 
each. ATM referred to above tries to manage this variability so that an optimum speed and 
headway is achieved to provide optimum throughput. 
 
The Levels of Service are defined to be: 
 
Level of Service A; essentially free flow operations. High average speeds. Largely 
unimpeded manoeuvaribility. Small incidents can be absorbed without queues forming and 
vehicles return to LofS A immediately after passing the incident. 
 
Level of Service B; also reasonably free-flow conditions with high average speeds. Slight 
restrictions on manoeuvring. Minor disruption from incidents. 
 
Level of Service C; flow conditions still stable with fairly high average speed. Approaching 
range where small increase in flow could cause deterioration in service. Noticeable 
restrictions on manoeuvring. Queues may occur behind blockage. Driver tension 
noticeably increased. 
 
Level of Service D; bordering on unstable flow. Still average speed of c. 45mph but small 
increases in flow cause substantial drop in service. Freedom to manoeuvre severely 
limited. Minor incidents can cause substantial queueing. 
 
Level of Service E; boundary between D and E describes operation at capacity. Operation 
extremely unstable due to no gaps in traffic stream. Any level of disruption, e.g. vehicle 
merging at a ramp, will cause disruption wave which propagates through upstream flow. 
 
Level of Service F; forced flow conditions or flow breakdown due to queuing.  
 
An analysis of the M8 motorway link flows has been undertaken using the above principles 
to supplement the specific numerical calculations. Each of Tables 1 to 5 seeks to consider 
the potential of the development traffic impact in moving any section of motorway from one 
level of service to another. 
 
 
Future Years 
 
In Tables 1 to 5 all comparative analyses of “with development” and “without development” 
are undertaken for an “artificial” design year of 2011. Other dates are used in column 
references in the tables. Any reference to ROF 2011, ROF 2016 or ROF 2022 reflects the 
specific impact of the Bishopton development in that given year according to the build 
programme. 
 
The TMfS 2011 reference relates to the growth embedded in the analysis through an 
earlier stage of scoping requirements set by TS auditors. It equates to more than 20% in 
the peak hour between 2005 and 2011. 
 
 



 

4 
   

Development Peak Demand 
 
For Tables 1, 3, 4 and 5 it is assumed that all peak hour development impact occurs on 
every link between 0800 and 0900. Table 2 illustrates the potential effect of peak hour 
spreading as further explained in Supporting Document 2.7. 
 
 
Assumed Peak Hour Growth between 2005 and 2011 
 
As indicated above, the TMfS 2011 reference relates to the growth embedded in the 
analysis through an earlier stage of scoping requirements set by TS auditors. It equates to 
more than 20% in the peak hour between 2005 and 2011. 
 
Data from SRTDb indicates recent growth of 2% - 2.5% per annum suggesting that the 
adopted assumptions are very high. When this is considered alongside the fact that 
structure plan land use allocations are rarely followed through at the assumed rate of 
development, this further reinforces the likelihood that the assumptions are too high. 
Tables 4 and 5 consider a potentially lower figure of around half of the core assumption. 
 

 
Tables 1 to 5; Explanation of Contents 
 
The data presented in each of Tables 1 to 5 is based on the following assumptions 
covering the parameters discussed above: 
 

o Table 1; Full Peak Hour Growth per 2011 TMfS, all development impact in single 
hour, no ATM to enhance capacity. 

o Table 2; Full Peak Hour Growth per 2011 TMfS, no ATM capacity enhancement, 
profile flattening to reflect possible peak hour spread. 

o Table 3; Full Peak Hour Growth per 2011 TMfS, all development in single hour, 
ATM enhancement of 10% capacity. 

o Table 4; 50% of 2011 TMfS Peak Hour Growth, all development in single hour, no 
ATM capacity enhancement. 

o Table 5; 50% of 2011 TMfS Peak Hour Growth, all development in single hour, 
capacity reduction to 1850 vehs/hr/lane. 

 
 
Summary of Tabulated Results 
 
The highest levels of impact under all scenarios are identified for sections J29-J30 (St 
James to Bishopton). In spite of substantial percentage increases in flow, the critical levels 
of service are not exceeded. This is one of the key areas of the M8 that will be examined 
in further detail through the DMRB process. 
 
Other than the section J29-J30, the other sections to be considered from the tables in 
terms of significance are: 
 

o Table 1; in the am peak, J28-J27 moves from LoS C to D, J27-J26 moves from 
LoS E to F, and in the pm peak, J28-J27 moves from LoS B to C. 

o Table 2; in the am peak, J28-J27 moves from LoS C to D, and in the pm peak, J28-
J27 moves from LoS B to C. 

o Table 3; in the am peak, east of J25a eastbound moves from LoS C to D. 
o Table 4; in the am peak, J26-J27 moves from LoS C to D, east of J25a eastbound 

moves from LoS C to D, and in the pm peak, west of J30 moves from LoS A to B. 
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o Table 5; in the am peak, J28-J27 moves from LoS C to D, J27-J28 moves from 
LoS B to C, J27-J26 moves from LoS D to E, and in the pm peak, J28-J27 moves 
from LoS B to C, east of J25a eastbound moves from LoS C to D. 
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TABLE 1
(Full peak hour growth per TMfS, all development impact in single hour, no enhancement to motorway capacity (e.g. ATM))

IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS ON M8 MAINLINE FLOWS
LofS LofS

AM Peak 0800-0900 Prac Capacity 2005 SRTDb 2011 TMfS ROF 2011 dev/2011 % ROF 2016 dev/2011 % ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C no dev 2011 V/C full dev

west of J30 eastbound 4000 1335 1615 10 0.62 39 2.41 107 6.62 0.40 B 0.43 B
west of J30 westbound 4000 1387 1678 22 1.31 84 5.01 231 13.76 0.42 B 0.48 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4000
J30-J31 westbound 4000
J30-J29 eastbound 4000 1845 2232 69 3.09 264 11.83 726 32.52 0.56 C 0.74 C
J29-J30 westbound 4000 2586 3129 50 1.60 191 6.10 525 16.78 0.78 D 0.91 D
J29-J28 eastbound 6000
J28-J29 westbound 6000
J28-J27 eastbound 6000 3628 4390 38 0.87 147 3.35 404 9.20 0.73 C 0.80 D *
J27-J28 westbound 6000 2714 3284 15 0.46 56 1.71 153 4.66 0.55 C 0.57 C
J27-J26 eastbound 6000 4680 5663 38 0.67 147 2.60 404 7.13 0.94 E 1.01 F *
J26-J27 westbound 6000 4074 4930 15 0.30 56 1.14 153 3.10 0.82 D 0.85 D
J26-J25a eastbound 6000
J25a-J26 westbound 6000
east of J25a eastbound 6000 4098 4959 40 0.81 154 3.11 422 8.51 0.83 D 0.90 D
east of J25a westbound 6000 4395 5318 18 0.34 68 1.28 187 3.52 0.89 D 0.92 D

PM Peak 1700-1800

west of J30 eastbound 4000 1289 1585 14 0.88 53 3.34 142 8.96 0.40 B 0.43 B
west of J30 westbound 4000 1224 1505 13 0.86 49 3.26 133 8.84 0.38 B 0.41 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4000
J30-J31 westbound 4000
J30-J29 eastbound 4000 2263 2783 76 2.73 281 10.10 759 27.27 0.70 C 0.89 D *
J29-J30 westbound 4000 2188 2691 58 2.16 214 7.95 576 21.40 0.67 C 0.82 D *
J29-J28 eastbound 6000
J28-J29 westbound 6000
J28-J27 eastbound 6000 2627 3231 24 0.74 89 2.75 240 7.43 0.54 B 0.58 C *
J27-J28 westbound 6000 4702 5783 23 0.40 85 1.47 229 3.96 0.96 E 1.00 E
J27-J26 eastbound 6000 3581 4405 24 0.54 89 2.02 240 5.45 0.73 C 0.77 C
J26-J27 westbound 6000 5447 6699 23 0.34 85 1.27 229 3.42 1.12 F 1.15 F
J26-J25a eastbound 6000
J25a-J26 westbound 6000
east of J25a eastbound 6000 3806 4681 30 0.64 113 2.41 304 6.49 0.78 D 0.83 D
east of J25a westbound 6000 5535 6808 32 0.47 117 1.72 316 4.64 1.13 F 1.19 F

Notes;
1. Practical Capacity in this table taken to be 2000 vehs/hr/lane
2. 2005 M8 Link flows taken from Scottish Roads Traffic Database (SRTDb)
3. TMfS link flows are based on applying growth of the order of 20%+ to the 2005 SRTDb flows; reflecting the effects of all structure plan commitments contained in the Transport Model for Scotland.
    (NOTE; very high peak hour assumptions inherent in this analysis.)  
4. ROF 2011 is actual change in link flow arising out of component of Bishopton development completed in 2011; ditto for 2016 and 2022.
5. dev/2011% represents the percentage of Bishopton traffic in that year relative to 2011 TMfS link flow.
6. 2011 V/C ratio is the ratio of (2011 TMfS flow + full Bishopton Development)/Capacity; this ratio is shown with and without development.
7. LoS value is Level of Service as per Highway Capacity Definition for 70mph design speed.
8. A * in the extreme right-hand column indicates a change in LoS as a consequence of the impact of full development traffic.
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TABLE 2
(Full peak hour growth from TmfS, no enhancement to motroway capacity (e.g. no ATM), skew=reduction in development traffic to reflect flattening of peak period de 

IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS ON M8 MAINLINE FLOWS LofS LofS LofS LofS
10%skew 20% skew 30% skew

AM Peak 0800-0900 Prac Capacity 2005 SRTDb 2011 TMfS 2011 V/C no dev ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C full dev ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C full dev ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C full dev

west of J30 eastbound 4000 1335 1615 0.40 B 96 5.96 0.43 B 86 5.30 0.43 B 75 4.64 0.42 B
west of J30 westbound 4000 1387 1678 0.42 B 208 12.39 0.47 B 185 11.01 0.47 B 162 9.63 0.46 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4000
J30-J31 westbound 4000
J30-J29 eastbound 4000 1845 2232 0.56 C 653 29.27 0.72 C 581 26.02 0.70 C 508 22.76 0.69 C  
J29-J30 westbound 4000 2586 3129 0.78 D 473 15.10 0.90 D 420 13.42 0.89 D 368 11.74 0.87 D  
J29-J28 eastbound 6000
J28-J29 westbound 6000
J28-J27 eastbound 6000 3628 4390 0.73 C 364 8.28 0.79 D * 323 7.36 0.79 D * 283 6.44 0.78 D *
J27-J28 westbound 6000 2714 3284 0.55 C 138 4.19 0.57 C 122 3.73 0.57 C 107 3.26 0.57 C  
J27-J26 eastbound 6000 4680 5663 0.94 E 364 6.42 1.00 E 323 5.71 1.00 E 283 4.99 0.99 E
J26-J27 westbound 6000 4074 4930 0.82 D 138 2.79 0.84 D 122 2.48 0.84 D 107 2.17 0.84 D
J26-J25a eastbound 6000
J25a-J26 westbound 6000
east of J25a eastbound 6000 4098 4959 0.83 D 380 7.66 0.89 D 338 6.81 0.88 D 295 5.96 0.88 D  
east of J25a westbound 6000 4395 5318 0.89 D 168 3.16 0.91 D 150 2.81 0.91 D 131 2.46 0.91 D

PM Peak 1700-1800

west of J30 eastbound 4000 1289 1585 0.40 B 128 8.06 0.43 B 114 7.17 0.42 B 99 6.27 0.42 B
west of J30 westbound 4000 1224 1505 0.38 B 120 7.95 0.41 B 106 7.07 0.40 B 93 6.19 0.40 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4000
J30-J31 westbound 4000
J30-J29 eastbound 4000 2263 2783 0.70 C 683 24.55 0.87 D * 607 21.82 0.85 D * 531 19.09 0.83 D *
J29-J30 westbound 4000 2188 2691 0.67 C 518 19.26 0.80 D * 461 17.12 0.79 D * 403 14.98 0.77 C
J29-J28 eastbound 6000
J28-J29 westbound 6000
J28-J27 eastbound 6000 2627 3231 0.54 B 216 6.69 0.57 C * 192 5.94 0.57 C * 168 5.20 0.57 C *
J27-J28 westbound 6000 4702 5783 0.96 E 206 3.56 1.00 E 183 3.17 0.99 E 160 2.77 0.99 E
J27-J26 eastbound 6000 3581 4405 0.73 C 216 4.90 0.77 C 192 4.36 0.77 C 168 3.81 0.76 C
J26-J27 westbound 6000 5447 6699 1.12 F 206 3.08 1.15 F 183 2.73 1.15 F 160 2.39 1.14 F
J26-J25a eastbound 6000
J25a-J26 westbound 6000
east of J25a eastbound 6000 3806 4681 0.78 D 274 5.84 0.83 D 243 5.20 0.82 D 213 4.55 0.82 D
east of J25a westbound 6000 5535 6808 1.13 F 284 4.18 1.18 F 253 3.71 1.18 F 221 3.25 1.17 F

Notes;
1. Practical Capacity in this table taken to be 2000 vehs/hr/lane
2. 2005 M8 Link flows taken from Scottish Roads Traffic Database (SRTDb)
3. TMfS link flows are based on applying growth of the order of 20%+ to the 2005 SRTDb flows; reflecting the effects of all structure plan commitments contained in the Transport Model for Scotland.
    (NOTE; very high peak hour assumptions inherent in this analysis.)  
4. ROF 2022 is actual change in link flow arising out of component of Bishopton development completed in 2022 (90%, 80% and 70% to reflect 10%, 20% and 30% skew)
5. dev/2011% represents the percentage of Bishopton traffic in that year relative to 2011 TMfS link flow.
6. 2011 V/C ratio is the ratio of (2011 TMfS flow + Bishopton Development)/Capacity; this ratio is shown for 90%, 80% and 70% development to reflect 10%, 20% and 30% skew.
7. LoS value is Level of Service as per Highway Capacity Definition for 70mph design speed.
8. A * in the extreme right-hand column indicates a change in LoS as a consequence of the impact of full development traffic.
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TABLE 3
(Full peak hour growth per TMfS, all development in single hour, with ATM achieving 10% increase in cpacity; i.e. Table 1 with higher capacity values)

IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS ON M8 MAINLINE FLOWS
LofS LofS

AM Peak 0800-0900 ATM Capacity 2005 SRTDb 2011 TMfS ROF 2011 dev/2011 % ROF 2016 dev/2011 % ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C no dev 2011 V/C full dev

west of J30 eastbound 4400 1335 1615 10 0.62 39 2.41 107 6.62 0.37 B 0.39 B
west of J30 westbound 4400 1387 1678 22 1.31 84 5.01 231 13.76 0.38 B 0.43 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4400
J30-J31 westbound 4400
J30-J29 eastbound 4400 1845 2232 69 3.09 264 11.83 726 32.52 0.51 B 0.67 C *
J29-J30 westbound 4400 2586 3129 50 1.60 191 6.10 525 16.78 0.71 C 0.83 D *
J29-J28 eastbound 6600
J28-J29 westbound 6600
J28-J27 eastbound 6600 3628 4390 38 0.87 147 3.35 404 9.20 0.67 C 0.73 C
J27-J28 westbound 6600 2714 3284 15 0.46 56 1.71 153 4.66 0.50 B 0.52 B
J27-J26 eastbound 6600 4680 5663 38 0.67 147 2.60 404 7.13 0.86 D 0.92 D
J26-J27 westbound 6600 4074 4930 15 0.30 56 1.14 153 3.10 0.75 C 0.77 C
J26-J25a eastbound 6600
J25a-J26 westbound 6600
east of J25a eastbound 6600 4098 4959 40 0.81 154 3.11 422 8.51 0.75 C 0.82 D *
east of J25a westbound 6600 4395 5318 18 0.34 68 1.28 187 3.52 0.81 D 0.83 D

PM Peak 1700-1800

west of J30 eastbound 4400 1289 1585 14 0.88 53 3.34 142 8.96 0.36 B 0.39 B
west of J30 westbound 4400 1224 1505 13 0.86 49 3.26 133 8.84 0.34 A 0.37 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4400
J30-J31 westbound 4400
J30-J29 eastbound 4400 2263 2783 76 2.73 281 10.10 759 27.27 0.63 C 0.81 D *
J29-J30 westbound 4400 2188 2691 58 2.16 214 7.95 576 21.40 0.61 C 0.74 C
J29-J28 eastbound 6600
J28-J29 westbound 6600
J28-J27 eastbound 6600 2627 3231 24 0.74 89 2.75 240 7.43 0.49 B 0.53 B
J27-J28 westbound 6600 4702 5783 23 0.40 85 1.47 229 3.96 0.88 D 0.91 D
J27-J26 eastbound 6600 3581 4405 24 0.54 89 2.02 240 5.45 0.67 C 0.70 C
J26-J27 westbound 6600 5447 6699 23 0.34 85 1.27 229 3.42 1.02 F 1.05 F
J26-J25a eastbound 6600
J25a-J26 westbound 6600
east of J25a eastbound 6600 3806 4681 30 0.64 113 2.41 304 6.49 0.71 C 0.76 C
east of J25a westbound 6600 5535 6808 32 0.47 117 1.72 316 4.64 1.03 F 1.08 F

Notes;
1. Practical Capacity in this table taken to be 2200 vehs/hr/lane
2. 2005 M8 Link flows taken from Scottish Roads Traffic Database (SRTDb)
3. TMfS link flows are based on applying growth of the order of 20%+ to the 2005 SRTDb flows; reflecting the effects of all structure plan commitments contained in the Transport Model for Scotland.
    (NOTE; very high peak hour assumptions inherent in this analysis.)  
4. ROF 2011 is actual change in link flow arising out of component of Bishopton development completed in 2011; ditto for 2016 and 2022.
5. dev/2011% represents the percentage of Bishopton traffic in that year relative to 2011 TMfS link flow.
6. 2011 V/C ratio is the ratio of (2011 TMfS flow + full Bishopton Development)/Capacity; this ratio is shown with and without development.
7. LoS value is Level of Service as per Highway Capacity Definition for 70mph design speed.
8. A * in the extreme right-hand column indicates a change in LoS as a consequence of the impact of full development traffic.
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TABLE 4
(50% of TMfS growth, full development impact in single hour, no enhancement to motorway capacity; i.e. Table 1 but with only 50% of TMfS base growth.)

IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS ON M8 MAINLINE FLOWS
50% growth LofS LofS

AM Peak 0800-0900 Prac Capacity 2005 SRTDb 2011 TMfS ROF 2011 dev/2011 % ROF 2016 dev/2011 % ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C no dev 2011 V/C full dev

west of J30 eastbound 4000 1335 1475 10 0.68 39 2.64 107 7.25 0.37 B 0.40 B
west of J30 westbound 4000 1387 1533 22 1.44 84 5.48 231 15.07 0.38 B 0.44 B
J31-J30 eastbound 4000
J30-J31 westbound 4000
J30-J29 eastbound 4000 1845 2039 69 3.38 264 12.95 726 35.61 0.51 B 0.69 C *
J29-J30 westbound 4000 2586 2858 50 1.75 191 6.68 525 18.37 0.71 C 0.85 D *
J29-J28 eastbound 6000
J28-J29 westbound 6000
J28-J27 eastbound 6000 3628 4009 38 0.95 147 3.67 404 10.08 0.67 C 0.74 C
J27-J28 westbound 6000 2714 2999 15 0.50 56 1.87 153 5.10 0.50 B 0.53 B
J27-J26 eastbound 6000 4680 5171 38 0.73 147 2.84 404 7.81 0.86 D 0.93 D
J26-J27 westbound 6000 4074 4502 15 0.33 56 1.24 153 3.40 0.75 C 0.78 D *
J26-J25a eastbound 6000
J25a-J26 westbound 6000
east of J25a eastbound 6000 4098 4528 40 0.88 154 3.40 422 9.32 0.75 C 0.83 D *
east of J25a westbound 6000 4395 4856 18 0.37 68 1.40 187 3.85 0.81 D 0.84 D

PM Peak 1700-1800

west of J30 eastbound 4000 1289 1437 14 0.97 53 3.69 142 9.88 0.36 B 0.39 B
west of J30 westbound 4000 1224 1365 13 0.95 49 3.59 133 9.75 0.34 A 0.37 B *
J31-J30 eastbound 4000
J30-J31 westbound 4000
J30-J29 eastbound 4000 2263 2523 76 3.01 281 11.14 759 30.08 0.63 C 0.82 D *
J29-J30 westbound 4000 2188 2440 58 2.38 214 8.77 576 23.61 0.61 C 0.75 C
J29-J28 eastbound 6000
J28-J29 westbound 6000
J28-J27 eastbound 6000 2627 2929 24 0.82 89 3.04 240 8.19 0.49 B 0.53 B
J27-J28 westbound 6000 4702 5243 23 0.44 85 1.62 229 4.37 0.87 D 0.91 D
J27-J26 eastbound 6000 3581 3993 24 0.60 89 2.23 240 6.01 0.67 C 0.71 C
J26-J27 westbound 6000 5447 6073 23 0.38 85 1.40 229 3.77 1.01 F 1.05 F
J26-J25a eastbound 6000
J25a-J26 westbound 6000
east of J25a eastbound 6000 3806 4244 30 0.71 113 2.66 304 7.16 0.71 C 0.76 C
east of J25a westbound 6000 5535 6172 32 0.52 117 1.90 316 5.12 1.03 F 1.08 F

Notes;
1. Practical Capacity in this table taken to be 2000 vehs/hr/lane
2. 2005 M8 Link flows taken from Scottish Roads Traffic Database (SRTDb)
3. TMfS link flows are based on applying growth of the order of 10%+ to the 2005 SRTDb flows; reflecting the effects of half of all structure plan commitments contained in the Transport Model for Scotland.
    (NOTE; peak hour base growth assumptions inherent in this analysis are half of those applied in Table 1.)  
4. ROF 2011 is actual change in link flow arising out of component of Bishopton development completed in 2011; ditto for 2016 and 2022.
5. dev/2011% represents the percentage of Bishopton traffic in that year relative to 2011 TMfS link flow.
6. 2011 V/C ratio is the ratio of (2011 TMfS flow + full Bishopton Development)/Capacity; this ratio is shown with and without development.
7. LoS value is Level of Service as per Highway Capacity Definition for 70mph design speed.
8. A * in the extreme right-hand column indicates a change in LoS as a consequence of the impact of full development traffic.
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TABLE 5
(50% of TMfS growth, full development in peak period, capacity reduced to 1850 vehs/hr/lane and no ATM)

IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS ON M8 MAINLINE FLOWS
50% growth LofS LofS

AM Peak 0800-0900 Prac Capacity 2005 SRTDb 2011 TMfS ROF 2011 dev/2011 % ROF 2016 dev/2011 % ROF 2022 dev/2011 % 2011 V/C no dev 2011 V/C full dev

west of J30 eastbound 3700 1335 1475 10 0.68 39 2.64 107 7.25 0.40 B 0.43 B
west of J30 westbound 3700 1387 1533 22 1.44 84 5.48 231 15.07 0.41 B 0.48 B
J31-J30 eastbound 3700
J30-J31 westbound 3700
J30-J29 eastbound 3700 1845 2039 69 3.38 264 12.95 726 35.61 0.55 C 0.75 C
J29-J30 westbound 3700 2586 2858 50 1.75 191 6.68 525 18.37 0.77 C 0.91 D *
J29-J28 eastbound 5550
J28-J29 westbound 5550
J28-J27 eastbound 5550 3628 4009 38 0.95 147 3.67 404 10.08 0.72 C 0.80 D *
J27-J28 westbound 5550 2714 2999 15 0.50 56 1.87 153 5.10 0.54 B 0.57 C *
J27-J26 eastbound 5550 4680 5171 38 0.73 147 2.84 404 7.81 0.93 D 1.00 E *
J26-J27 westbound 5550 4074 4502 15 0.33 56 1.24 153 3.40 0.81 D 0.84 D
J26-J25a eastbound 5550
J25a-J26 westbound 5550
east of J25a eastbound 5550 4098 4528 40 0.88 154 3.40 422 9.32 0.82 D 0.89 D
east of J25a westbound 5550 4395 4856 18 0.37 68 1.40 187 3.85 0.88 D 0.91 D

PM Peak 1700-1800

west of J30 eastbound 3700 1289 1437 14 0.97 53 3.69 142 9.88 0.39 B 0.43 B
west of J30 westbound 3700 1224 1365 13 0.95 49 3.59 133 9.75 0.37 B 0.40 B
J31-J30 eastbound 3700
J30-J31 westbound 3700
J30-J29 eastbound 3700 2263 2523 76 3.01 281 11.14 759 30.08 0.68 C 0.89 D *
J29-J30 westbound 3700 2188 2440 58 2.38 214 8.77 576 23.61 0.66 C 0.82 D *
J29-J28 eastbound 5550
J28-J29 westbound 5550
J28-J27 eastbound 5550 2627 2929 24 0.82 89 3.04 240 8.19 0.53 B 0.57 C *
J27-J28 westbound 5550 4702 5243 23 0.44 85 1.62 229 4.37 0.94 E 0.99 E
J27-J26 eastbound 5550 3581 3993 24 0.60 89 2.23 240 6.01 0.72 C 0.76 C
J26-J27 westbound 5550 5447 6073 23 0.38 85 1.40 229 3.77 1.09 F 1.14 F
J26-J25a eastbound 5550
J25a-J26 westbound 5550
east of J25a eastbound 5550 3806 4244 30 0.71 113 2.66 304 7.16 0.76 C 0.82 D *
east of J25a westbound 5550 5535 6172 32 0.52 117 1.90 316 5.12 1.11 F 1.17 F

Notes;
1. Practical Capacity in this table taken to be 1850 vehs/hr/lane
2. 2005 M8 Link flows taken from Scottish Roads Traffic Database (SRTDb)
3. TMfS link flows are based on applying growth of the order of 20%+ to the 2005 SRTDb flows; reflecting the effects of all structure plan commitments contained in the Transport Model for Scotland.
    (NOTE; very high peak hour assumptions inherent in this analysis.)  
4. ROF 2011 is actual change in link flow arising out of component of Bishopton development completed in 2011; ditto for 2016 and 2022.
5. dev/2011% represents the percentage of Bishopton traffic in that year relative to 2011 TMfS link flow.
6. 2011 V/C ratio is the ratio of (2011 TMfS flow + full Bishopton Development)/Capacity; this ratio is shown with and without development.
7. LoS value is Level of Service as per Highway Capacity Definition for 70mph design speed.
8. A * in the extreme right-hand column indicates a change in LoS as a consequence of the impact of full development traffic.
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Appendix D 

Junction Drawing 
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Appendix E 

Autotrack Diagram 








