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10 January 2020 

 
To: tfse@eastsussex.gov.uk 
 
Sustrans Consultation Response 
 
Transport for the South East - Draft Transport Strategy 

 
 

Introduction 
Sustrans welcomes the publication of Transport for the South East’s draft Transport Strategy and the 
opportunity to comment through this consultation process.  We recognise the importance of both a 
better integrated and sustainable transport network.  
 
We have chosen to respond through this method and have structured our comments to fit with the 
questionnaire sections.  

 
We consider that although the strategy acknowledges many demands made on transport it fails to 
provide a coherent vision of how people and goods will move around. 
 
In the Executive Summary,  Fig ii, page viii we are concerned that it shows that TfSE will be planning 
for vehicles and “capacity enhancements”  for the next 10 years and that Planning for People only 
starts around ten years from now.  We know that many councils are already planning with place and 
people in mind and this model doesn’t reflect those policies.  Within the context of a climate and 
ecological emergency, change with vision needs to happen faster.   We cannot rely on technological 
fixes being just around the corner.  
 
We welcome the references to “drivers” and levers to achieve transport change such as halving bus 
and rail costs but these are contingent on national government and we also notice that the many cost-

Preliminary questions 
We are happy for our organisation’s name to be included in the analysis of responses. 
Preliminary answers to questionnaire’s introduction: 
 

 We are responding on behalf of an organisation. 
 Organisation name:  Sustrans 
 Name: Roddy Crockett  
 Email: roddy.crockett@sustrans.org.uk  
 Role: Partnerships Manager 
 Which documents have we read? All.  

 
Which category of organisation or group are you representing?  
Tick all that apply:  Charity, Campaign Group, Business, Transport Infrastructure or utility 

 

https://transportforthesoutheast.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/TfSE-Draft-Transport-Strategy-v24.0.pdf


benefits to the economy, health and environment of improving walking and cycling infrastructure are 
understated.  
 
The strategy has a stated aim to simply provide for the needs of walkers and cyclists - a “predict and 
provide” model, we think that the strategy should go have a clear vision of how walking and cycling are 
integral to a transport network and how TfSE will encourage and build infrastructure for the switch to 
these cleaner and healthier forms of transport. 
 

 

1.  Our Approach  

We welcome the move from ‘planning for vehicles’ to one based on ‘planning for people’ and ‘planning 
for places’. Our own Sustrans strategy recognises that streets and public spaces are neighbourhood 
connectors in more ways than simply being transport corridors. When a street’s purpose is primarily for 
people rather than vehicles this opens up opportunities for better social connections, thriving local 
economies and more sustainable living.  Planning for people should come at the forefront of the 
strategy and be the basis from which all decisions are made. Continuing to plan for vehicles first will 
only result in future generations being locked into further car dependency. This is still happening in the 
South East with many new housing developments requiring car ownership as a prerequisite.  If 
planning for people needs to start now then existing projects and plans based on planning for vehicles 
are not fit for purpose and if TfSE is to be a robust and effective force then it needs to implement the 
approach from day one. This will require some hard decision making so that TfSE can realise its vision 
more quickly.  
 
We welcome that with the Sustainable Route to Growth model that this growth will be concentrated in 
large Urban Areas and thre is great opportunity here for active travel to help that growth.  Simply 
“encouraging active travel” as a statement is not enough. Encouraging is too passive, and we need to 
think about 'enabling' walking and cycling as part of regional network developments.  There needs to be 
investment in infrastructure combined with measures to reduce motor traffic.  Our Bike Life Survey 
2017 found that 78% of residents across seven UK cities supported building more protected cycle lanes 
on roads, even when this could mean less space for other vehicles.  Also, under impacts on health, 
table 6.2, p 60 of the “Scenario Forecasting Technical Report”, there is no mention of how active travel 
improves people’s health and reduces ageing effects. We are concerned that the economic, health and 
environmental benefits of active travel have not been sufficiently assessed. The importance and 
benefits of active travel need to be considered for all projects.   
 
We are surprised to find that the algorithms and analysis used predict that the Sustainable Route to 
Growth will result in a 7% drop in walking and cycling and this is based on an assumption that people 
walk or cycle because they can’t afford other forms of transport - something we would dispute this as 
walking and cycling rates tend to increase in areas with greater wealth and amongst people in higher 
income brackets.  This is at odds with the government’s aim to double the number of cycling stages 
through the Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy (CWIS). 
 

We are also surprised that in the “Characteristics of the five models”, Table 2,  Page 10 of Scenario 
Forecasting Summary that, apart from “pedestrianised urban centres”,  the advantages of increasing 
cycling and walking don’t appear to have been considered at all.   
 
Most of the population walk during their day, whether as a stage of a multi-modal journey or as a 
walking trip. With an aim of 'planning for people' and 'planning for places', we would expect more focus 
on how walking integrates into the transport network. Although transport operators are key for regional 
journeys we need to consider how people start and end their journeys. It is often the experience of 
these parts of a longer journey that inhibit use of public transport. 

 

 

2.  Our Area  



We could find no reference to Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans (LCWIPS) that the vast 
majority of councils have either recently completed or are in the process of developing. These are a key 
part of the government's strategy to improve walking and cycling infrastructure and contribute to their 
cycling and walking targets.  TfSE can ensure that strategic investment avoids silo working, so that 
investments in major schemes include priorities taken from the area LCWIP. 
 

In addition, spatial planning and planning policy are important tools to mitigate congestion and move 
toward planning for people and place. Accessibility and proximity to local amenities such as schools, 
shops and health services are fundamental to enabling more active travel journeys. We know that many 
developments have occurred in the South East that are car dependent and with the switch to EVs 
tending to favour those in higher income brackets this could isolate people further from transport 
options. No more domestic or industrial developments should occur without sufficient access to both 
public and active travel options and with the hierarchy of modes paramount. 

 

 

3.   Our Vision, Goals and Priorities 
We welcome the principle of Planning for Successful Places where TfSE have recognised the damage 
that can be caused by transport corridors that don’t consider the place function of spaces. We also 
welcome that TfSE recognise that spaces can have a balance of “link” and “place” functions and that 
often where the link function takes precedence it can damage lives and communities.  
 
We also welcome that on page 97 there are indicators on active travel.  We would welcome discussion 
with us on lengthening the National Cycling Network in the South East but in particular are concerned 
more with the quality of the network and urban routes. We would like to see better quality cycling 
infrastructure proposals linked to sustainable growth.  We would also like to see indicators addressing 
inequalities and cycling such as the lower rates of women cycling. 
 
Another indicator we welcome is the “reduction in the number of trip kilometres undertaken per person 
each weekday”. It is good to see a transport organisation see that transport shouldn’t be an end in 
itself.  
 
The indicator of an increase in the number of bike share schemes whilst worthy could lead to policies 
that lead to fragmentation of existing schemes and perhaps an indicator that encompasses usage 
would be more applicable. This would fit more with the idea of planning for people.  Impact should be 
measured as much as possible in terms of outcomes for people rather than systems. 
 

We would have liked to have seen greater aspiration in these indicators to turn them into targets eg 
more than just reductions that could be achieved with very little meaningful change. For example, a 
simple ”reduction in carbon emissions”  is not going far enough to be in line with national and 
international agreements. This needs to be a target.  
 
The draft strategy underplays the importance of health to people’s wellbeing and the role that transport 
has on this. In the analysis, health is rarely analysed in its own right and tends to come under the 
banner of “social”. Ultimately, the goal of the transport strategy is as the strategy states, to be “'giving 
our residents and visitors the highest quality of life'” and physical and mental health are major 
components to reach this and both should be assessed.   For example, question 17 asks for our views 
on the strategy regarding economic, social and environmental impacts yet none of the five principles 
address the role of transport on people’s health apart from putting users at the heart of the strategy. 
You cannot have sustainable growth without a healthy workforce and the draft strategy does not take 
this into account enough in terms of the impact transport can have on safety and health.  We are 
concerned that there isn’t sufficient representation and involvement from Public Health. We worry that 
prioritising economic development over health does not ultimately support people’s wellbeing and lead 
to sustainable growth.  

 
We welcome the aim to become a “leading global region for net-zero carbon, sustainable economic 
growth” but this statement doesn’t mention transport’s contribution to this and how it relates to net-zero 



growth.  We would like more clarity on how economic growth will be achieved on our journey to net-
zero carbon by 2050. We also welcome the later priority of “a reduction in carbon emissions to net zero 
by 2050”.  However, without a carbon audit and carbon scenario forecasting we don’t see how the 
strategy could possibly meet this objective given the prioritisation of road traffic for the coming years. 
We also don’t see any numbers attached to different transport strategies or policies to estimate their 
carbon impact and active travel is a key way for people and businesses to reduce their carbon 
footprints. With little greenhouse gas emission data analysed for pipeline projects it seems that TfSE 
appear to be starting with “business as usual” and are planning for vehicles at a time when transport 
emissions are becoming the biggest challenge to address.  
 
We would also have liked to have seen reference to the Circular Economy in the strategy which 
incidentally is a key part of Brighton and Hove’s sustainable economic aims and how these principles 
will apply to transport in the South East.  A circular economy approach to growth is more sustainable. 
This way of thinking will support TfSE’s aims too.  
 
We would have liked to see more mention of freight consolidation and the use of “e-cargo“ bikes for last 
mile deliveries in urban areas which would have many benefits.  
  
 

 
4.  Our Strategy 
Local journeys within urban areas account for the largest proportion of journeys made in the 
region.  Local journeys are the journey type experienced by the majority of people each day yet these 
needs are underrepresented in the draft strategy.  In terms of safety and KSIs, 23% are pedestrians 
and this is an issue that could be tackled regionally. .  
 
We consider that local journeys are an essential foundation for all other journeys. We would urge that 
local journeys are given greater priority. This would enable three things: first it would recognise that the 
start and end of nearly every journey is made by active means and would encourage this; secondly, it 
would tackle the number of unnecessary short car journeys which are a main cause of congestion 
during the morning and afternoon peaks; and thirdly, reducing vehicle mileages would reduce carbon 
emissions.   
 
We understand that improving the experience of people taking local journeys will largely be left to local 
decision makers yet we believe that there is insufficient thought in how regional transport strategy can 
help or hinder local planners. If the inter-urban “pipes” are made bigger - what happens at either end? 
 
We very much welcome the “initiative” under local journeys that you will “prioritise pedestrians and 
cyclists needs over the private car”. We worry that this is simply a statement of intent as further detail is 
not included in the document. We would like to see more detail about how strategically you will 
approach this locally.  At worse, we worry that this is statement without meaning. At best, it could lead 
to many co-benefits and dramatic improvements to neighbourhoods blighted by rat runs, pollution and 
noise. .  
 
We would like to see walking given a much more prominent role in as an explicit transport mode in its 
own right for local journeys. The measures required to enable walking at a local level whilst similar to 
those required for cycling are distinct and require a separate response. 
 
We worry that the statement that a “transport network will offer seamless door-to-door journeys 
enabling our businesses to compete and trade more effectively”  may focus planners on technological 
solutions such as autonomous vehicles, rather than improving the infrastructure for walking and cycling 
that are already used as part of door-to-door journeys and which are first in the transport hierarchy 
proposed.  A first- and last-mile focus that creates better integration with public transport, provides safe 
routes for those walking and cycling, and encourages the use of cargo bikes for deliveries, would be 
lauded, but the same vision could be interpreted to mean more car parking directly outside of people’s 
homes, leading to increased congestion and air pollution across the region. The detail behind the vision 
will be essential to its success.  



 

 

 
5.   Implementation 
Again, we urge that the health impacts of transport schemes are considered and where applicable 
Health Impact Assessments are carried out. The World Health Organisation identifies transport projects 
as cause for carrying out an HIA.  “For instance, transport is a major factor in traffic injuries, air pollution 
and noise. But "healthy transport policies" can help reduce these risks, as well as promoting walking 
and cycling. HIA helps decision-makers make choices about alternatives and improvements to prevent 
disease/injury and to actively promote health.” WHO https://www.who.int/hia/en/ 

 
 
 
6. Integrated Sustainability Appraisal 
We welcome that a Sustainability Appraisal has been conducted but question the parameters chosen to 
frame it. We are also pleased that the principles of an Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) have been 
followed. We feel that a full Health Impact Assessment should have been conducted rather than a 
“rapid, desk-based approach” that looks at baselines. 
 
Under the Community Safety Considerations we question that walking and cycling appear to have risks 
that also apply on the highways, yet aren’t listed. “Exposure to drunken behaviour”  is mentioned as a 
risk for using both public transport and walking and cycling after dark but isn’t mentioned as a risk for 
car drivers. The list of risks for walkers and cyclists seems to be twice as long as it is for those using 
the highway and some are dubious.  
 
“Collision with street furniture” is a risk for walkers and cyclists but not apparently for those using the 
highway;  “Poor visibility and weather” again is a risk for walkers and cyclists but not for highway users; 
“Collision with pedestrians” is a risk for walkers and cyclists but not for those on the highway. Also “lack 
of green infrastructure” is listed as a safety risk for walkers and cyclists and we would like more clarity 
as to why this is a risk. 
 
Overall, this particular assessment if taken at face value would make you rarely leave the perceived 
safety of a car.   
 
We would also like to comment specifically on the Health Impact Assessment (HIA) conducted as part 
of the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal.  
 
Our most serious concern is that the HIA doesn’t assess the strategy but simply makes statements 
about different transport methods and how they might affect people. The introduction does state that it 
was done rapidly and was “desk-based”. Our concerns about the HIA are borne out in that the HIA 
production date is early September 2019 which is three months before the draft strategy was written. 
We question how the health impacts of a draft strategy could have been assessed four months before 
the strategy was written. An HIA should look at the health implications of an actual proposal. This is 
more of a baseline evidence review with some broad guiding principles. 
 
 Also, omitting “mental health” as an assessment criteria is a serious oversight when it is the biggest 
reason for ill health amongst workers in terms of days lost. Mental health is a key component of 
economic productivity and transport plays a part in enabling or disabling good mental health. 
 
We also consider that gender should have been assessed as part of the desk-top approach and in 
future, the impact of the TfSE strategy and any plan should have an HIA that includes gender.  Male 
and female travel differences can be masked when lumped as one gender.  Women tend to trip chain 
more often and London figures show that they are three times more likely to take the children to school 
than men in dual parent households.  Our Bike Life Survey conducted in UK cities found that only 27% 
of women think cycling safety in their city is “good”. Safety concerns on public transport and in 
particular whilst waiting are often under recognised. Improving safety both whilst travelling and for 
example at stations and bus stops can dramatically improve women’s transport choices whether this is 

https://www.who.int/hia/en/
https://transportforthesoutheast.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Integrated-Sustainability-Appraisal.pdf


cycling, rail or bus.  With 51% of the UK population female steps that specifically improve the design of 
transport networks for women should be commonplace. Also, improving transport experiences for one 
protected characteristic often also helps those with other characteristics such as age, disability or 
ethnicity. If a transport strategy fails to recognise inequalities then the network won’t work for everyone.   
 
We also welcome the recognition in the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal of the risk to us all from air 
pollution which we hope will be reflected in policy:  “Air Pollution: 2017 saw a rise in deaths within the 
South East compared to the national average.” We hope that projects will reduce air pollution not 
increase it and that an indicator of success will be a reduction in mortality from air pollution caused by 
transport. It is important that TfSE recognises that air pollution from transport sources is a cause of 
death in populations. 
 
We welcome that the assessment recommends that any new roads should “incorporate and expand 
footpath and cycleway infrastructure wherever possible” but worry about the limits of what “wherever 
possible” might mean and if cost will be the deciding factor over social, health and environmental 
factors. Elsewhere in the document it mentions that walking and cycling will be prioritised over cars so 
we hope that the costs for putting in footpath and cycleway infrastructure will be prioritised and not play 
second fiddle when it comes to cost. 

 

 

 
Overall views 
Unfortunately we see the strategy as being a collection of principles rather than providing a clear vision 
of what transport both could and should be like in 10, 20 and 30 years.  We are concerned that 
throughout the document but particularly under “Implementation” on page xiv that neither walking nor 
cycling are mentioned under Priorities for Investment.  No mention is made either of the DfT’s Cycling 
and Walking Investment Strategy’s aims and targets. There is also no mention of how LCWIPs will 
support TfSE’s aims including developing walking zones and cycling networks.  
 
As intra-urban transport is both key to the economic growth of the region, and a significant portion of 
overall journeys across the region, we would recommend that TfSE places more emphasis on 
supporting  intra-urban networks and how concerted leverage to major transport bodies can support 
these journeys. 
 
We would have liked to have seen the beginnings of a plan about how the strategy would deliver in the 
first five years to avoid TfSE initial “strategy” being a business as usual approach and to start shaping 
journeys from the start.  
 
Although welcoming the work predictive work done by “backcasting”, there are many “what 
ifs”.  However, we know that the vast majority of residents are able to walk and that a majority could 
cycle if it was possible - these are knowns knowns. Some of the “drivers” to effect change may not 
happen but we could start re-prioritising our public spaces very quickly.  
 
We would like to see a balancing of investment. Although large schemes may be easier to cost up, we 
feel that TfSE is in a good position to lobby central government for transformative packages of smaller 
improvements, particularly urban walking, cycling, and public transport networks.  These often have 
higher Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR) than the so called “prestige” projects. TfSE has a role to play to be an 
enabler of both local projects and local decision making and to share best practices across the region.  

 
We would also like to see a clear hierarchy of transport users with walking and cycling being the default 
mode and sole car drivers last unless there are particular needs such as disability.  
 
Ultimately we would like to see TfSE set themselves a short-term target to double the number of 
journeys by walking, cycling, rail and bus. 
 

https://transportforthesoutheast.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/TfSE-Draft-Transport-Strategy-v24.0.pdf


TfSE’s ambition is for the South East to have a better integrated and sustainable transport network that 
will lead to growth.  In order to achieve this the strategy needs to do more to plan for low carbon, low 
cost, clean and healthy travel options. 
 
We need low carbon travel because we are in a climate crisis; we need low cost travel because often 
transport “solutions” tend to advantage the wealthier eg electric cars; we need clean travel because air 
pollution is a public health crisis; and we need healthy travel because we have an obesity epidemic.  
 
We thank you for allowing us to put our views to you and would welcome any opportunity to develop 
these ideas further.  
 
January 2020 


