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7th January 2020 

 
Transport for the South East 

County Hall 

St. Anne's Crescent 

Lewes 

BN7 1UE 

tfse@eastsussex.gov.uk  

 

Dear Madam/Sir  

Transport Strategy for the South East 

Consultation January 2020 

 
…high words, that bore 

Semblance of worth not substance… 

Milton, Paradise Lost 

Introduction:  
There is an episode in the Simpsons where a bill in Congress with an unlikely prospect of success, is 

passed by paper-clipping it to the back of a separate, large and innocuous bill, on the basis that no-one 

will get through it to notice. 

 

The document for this consultation is similarly constructed.  If one were to read just the Executive 

Summary or the first 65 pages of the draft strategy itself, one would find it peppered with a reassuring 

concern for environmental matters; an apparent appreciation (20 years on from SACTRA and John 

Prescott saying the same thing) that road-building is essentially self-defeating and that ‘you cannot 

build your way out of congestion’; that air pollution and inactive lifestyles brought about by our car-

dominated economy represent significant health disbenefits; that there has been a woeful decline in bus 

provision and a serious failure to address integration and modal transfer.  One finds (about 45 years 

after it was first questioned) a statement that we should ‘mov[e] away from predict and provide’ as a 

transport strategy.  One sees (again 20 years on from when the statement first appeared in Department 

for Transport documents) a strategic aim for ‘a reduction in the need to travel, particularly by private 

car, to reduce the impact of transport on people and the environment’.  The prospect of demand 

management is dangled before us (as it was 20 years ago).   And, at last, an apparent realisation that 

there is a Climate Emergency.  

 

And yet, and yet…..  Read on and we find in the detail a seamless continuation and extrapolation of all 

the nonsense of transport planning we have had for the last 65 years.  The detail regurgitates all the 

predict-and-provide arguments for new road capacity; it continues to promote the spurious arguments 

of journey-time reliability and congestion relief; it completely ignores the SACTRA finding that 

congestion is never solved by capacity increase; far from reducing the need to travel it proposes a 

strategy that its own data predicts as increasing the number of trips (it moreover ignores the established 
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fact that roadbuilding also increases the mileage of such trips1);  it promotes many specific road 

schemes which will have very significant induced traffic and carbon emission effects and which it 

knows will be fully funded; and yet its detail on public transport improvement is confined to a wish list; 

demand management is shoved out into the long grass. 

 

The Strategy proudly asserts: 

By 2050, the South East of England will be a leading global region for net-zero carbon, sustainable 

economic growth where integrated transport, digital and energy networks have delivered a step-change 

in connectivity and environmental quality. 

 

And what of the Climate Emergency? There is no action contemplated within this strategy for reducing 

carbon emissions.  The words carbon and climate scarcely appear and then not at all with respect to any 

strategic action.  Nor is there any sense that emergency means urgency.  The problem of transport 

contribution to climate change is a problem for now – a responsible authority would put reduction of 

transport emissions as an immediate short-term imperative, but the only strategic ‘short-term’ measures 

are for road building that will actually increase emissions.  Measures like demand management, that 

might actually do some good, are confined, vaguely, to the ‘long-term’.   

 

In a planetary crisis this is a strategy for business as usual; a strategy that pays lip-service to real 

concerns; a strategy that does not recognise environmental imperatives and their urgency; a strategy 

lacking in imagination and woefully short on responsibility.  

 

Vision:  The Vision, as stated, is mostly one of a hopeful future.  But we have several caveats to this 

reading: 

1) The timescale is wrong.  We know that the Government’s position on its climate commitment 

does relate to 2050, but we hope that most commentators by now will have understood that this 

is an ambition that does not reflect the seriousness of the problem (see Timescale and Pathway 

below).  The Vision must be to do better than 2050.  And it must anticipate a pathway – i.e. 

have interim goals (see Timescale and Pathway below). 

2) ‘Net-zero’ is undefined.  It has to include the region’s share of international aviation and 

shipping emissions and (net) imported embedded carbon in goods.  The international transport 

emissions may not be obviously influenceable by regional transport strategy, but it is clear that 

the draft strategy is already anticipating infrastructure that supports growth in international 

transport, so a partial responsibility for those emissions is clear. 

3) ‘Sustainable economic growth’ comes near to being oxymoronic.  The draft hints at this with its 

‘Transport for the South East strongly believes the South East must reach a point where future 

economic growth is decoupled from damaging environmental consequences’.  Putting aside the 

long-grass deferral2 of the issue with ‘reach a point’, there is nothing in the draft document that 

justifies the optimism of ‘decoupling’.  Where is the evidence of economic growth decoupled 

from environmental consequences?3 There is certainly nothing within this draft strategy that 

suggests we will have the promised ‘step-change in environmental quality’ from the measures 

proposed, unless there is sinister negative stress to be put on step-change.  Even given 

decoupled economic growth we would question whether the over-heated South East should be 

competing with the rest of the country for expansion of activity. 

4) We would rather see an entirely different ambition than for economic growth, one that 

recognised the value of natural capital, quality of life and wellbeing of communities.  But this 

caveat is probably best explored under Pillars below.   

 

 
1 D Metz: The Myth of Travel Time Saving’; Transport Reviews, 28; 2008; pp. 706-709. 
2 Which seems to imply that it is OK to have more environmental damage in order to have economic growth now. 
3 The economist Tim Jackson demonstrated at some length that substantial decoupling has never yet occurred: Jackson, T 

2017. Prosperity Without Growth – Foundations for the Economy of Tomorrow. London: Routledge. 
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The Scenarios:  We are very disturbed by the scenarios set out by the draft Strategy.  Not one of 

them carries with it any sane interpretation of the word ‘sustainable’.  They are all growth-fixated even 

though TfSE has no basis for assuming that growth decoupled from environmental cost is achievable.  

None of them take any realistic account of the Climate Emergency.  The apparently least damaging 

scenario is Scenario 4 which itself, according to Table 1.1 involves a trip growth of 11% (at the same 

time that TfSE claim to be aiming for a reduced need to travel).  Yet even this scenario is thrown aside 

for one that is demonstrably worse, leading to a predicted 19% rise in trips (with the further observation 

that trips grow in length – footnote1).   

 

In summary, how is it possible for TfSE, for all the warm words of the Vision, to propose a scenario 

that increases traffic and reduces walking and cycling? 

    

Timescale and Pathways: The 2050 figure comes from the IPCC report of 2018 and refers to net 

zero for global emissions.  Western countries should expect to take the greatest and most urgent steps 

in this - it is entirely unfair that developing nations should have the same constraints.  The 2050 date 

within the UK is too easily construed as the long grass and there is nothing yet within government 

policy that gives confidence that anything will be done in the short-term.  Yet the short-term is where 

the greater part of the task must logically be carried out – do the easier bits first because the more 

difficult ones will take longer.   

 

Perhaps the most discretionary of all the activities in the economy is private car transport. Public 

transport, freight movement, domestic heating, health services, education, most industrial and 

commercial processes are close to being essential activities, i.e. activities we mostly cannot avoid.  

Much private transport is behavioural choice – it could be replaced by more efficient public transport or 

healthily active alternatives. Air transport too is almost entirely discretionary.   

 

Road freight is also largely a behavioural choice – its dominance arises not out of innate efficiency but 

out of public subsidy (see Externalities below). Since road and air transport form the greater part of our 

overall emissions the logical place to start, and to start immediately, is in reducing these activities.   

And we should not be side-tracked by the spurious notion that electric vehicles form any kind of 

solution (see Electric Vehicles below).  As more electricity from renewable sources comes on stream 

its obvious priority application should be in those areas (e.g. domestic heating) which are much less 

discretionary. 

 

There are indicators of sorts, but no targets in this strategy, nor any timescale for achieving them.  The 

only thing like an implementable programme is Figure 5.1 and while integration, public transport (quite 

a lot being aimed at ‘greening’ the unenvironmental aim of expanding airports) and demand 

management have lip-service bars, there is no substantive programme of works or funding to achieve  

any of this.  On the other hand the road expansion plans are clearly there with the clear and defined 

expectation of funding (National Road Fund and Road Investment Strategy4). 

 

Above all there are no pathways, with indicative markers (targets and deadlines) for achieving any of 

the supposed aims of the vision.  There is no pathway to reduced carbon (indeed the strategy will feed 

the opposite trend); there is no pathway to reducing the need to travel (only plans to encourage more of 

it and more of it to be unsustainable); there is no pathway to a transport network that protects and 

enhances our natural, built and historic environments or to bring about biodiversity net gain (only a 

programme of works that will worsen all of these); and there is no plausible pathway to the 

minimisation of transport’s consumption of resources and energy. 

 

 
4 Bizarrely the draft strategy puts the Housing Infrastructure Fund as money devoted to very local movement needs (sections 

4.18-21).  In reality this Fund is being used around the country for strategic road-building ambitions. 
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Pillars:  The three pillars, Economy, Social Welfare and Environment are an exact replication of the 

successful confidence trick played by the Department for Transport for the last 30 years.  But these 

three pillars have never been equally constructed and the whole tenor of this draft strategy is along the 

same bias. The huge externalities (see below) of road transport have always fallen on the natural and 

historic environment and on the least advantaged in the social structure. The so-called ‘appraisal’ of 

road schemes has never considered any of this5, but in reality only the economy counts.   

 

And to make it count the Department for Transport has erected a vast edifice of appraisal called 

Webtag, which is founded on entirely false premises.  A cost-benefit methodology based on a so-called 

willingness-to-pay principle but which ignores the fact that the true costs (see Externalities) are not paid 

by the user, has hugely distorted the economics of transport in the UK.6    

 

Putting aside the fact that the Economic pillar is ill-constructed in that it is informed by specious 

economic thinking, if the three-pillar model is to mean anything then the pillars of social and 

environmental welfare must be constructed of something more substantial.  Why do we not consider it 

desirable to put the kind of resources and level of planning that we misdirect into damaging and 

dangerous transport schemes, into improving the health and welfare of communities, the preservation 

and enhancement of our built heritage, the natural capital of our biodiversity and astonishing 

landscapes?  

 

If we feel the need to devote most of our resources into one of the three pillars, why not choose the 

obvious one?  It is the Environment which is in peril, in crisis even.  The twin emergencies of climate 

and species extinction mean we should be on at least a war footing, which means that everything 

should be put on hold that gets in the way of tackling those emergencies. 

   

Externalities:  It is 25 years since the international team led by the late Professor Pearce7 of Leeds 

University demonstrated that the true costs of road transport exceeded the user costs by about three 

times the total tax and duty take on the activity.  Since then the size of the externalities of carbon 

emission and air pollution have proven to be much greater than Pearce was estimating, so that the 

degree of subsidisation of road transport must be much greater than he was saying.  It is indicative that 

neither the Department for Transport nor the Treasury have ever countered the Pearce conclusion or 

contested any of his analysis. 

 

Yet it is essential to understand what it signifies.  Given the elasticity of road transport demand in 

relation to price, the recovery of externalities (i.e. if the user paid for the true costs) would mean road 

traffic levels would fall to those pertaining in the 1950s.  Even further if modern estimates of the costs 

of carbon and pollution are included. 

 

Consider what could be done if this subsidy (which is essentially regressive since it benefits the better-

off to the detriment of the least-well-off) were transferred to public transport.  Consider what could be 

done in the South East with the huge sums of money (albeit just a small part of the overall subsidy) 

devoted to road schemes.  Look at the billions in prospect for just the hugely damaging south coast 

schemes (which the draft strategy recognises as unlikely to solve any problems for the urban 

communities there) and think what that money could do for the south coast rail corridor (the deplorable 

condition of which the strategy laments but offers not one real prospect of relief for).   

Long-distance Travel:  We understand that a regional strategy has to work at different scales but 

there is an unhealthy bias in this strategy towards catering for long-distance travel.  One of the obvious 

 
5 Unless you count the bizarre ‘contingency valuation’ of heritage that Highways England have been promoting at 

Stonehenge.  Put a price on the priceless and with all the jiggery-pokery of time-saving analysis you can spreadsheet up a 

benefit that justifies destroying it.  
6 See P Kinnersly; World Transport Policy and Practice; 20.2/3; May 2014; p75 et seq 
7 Blueprint 5: The True Costs of Road Transport ; Maddison D, Pearce D, Johansson O, Calthrop E, Litman T &Verhoef E; 

Earthscan, London 1996 
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lessons to take from the environmental imperatives of our age, including especially the Climate and 

Biodiversity Crises, is that our global footprint is unsustainable.  Without invoking the absurdity of 

League of Gentlemen, local isolation can be suffocating and unhealthy and lead to narrowing of minds, 

understanding and sympathies.  Travel was once fairly lauded as broadening the mind.  But how 

broadened have minds become from hen parties in Orlando or beach BBQs in Sharm el Sheikh? 

 

Travel, as Metz1 has effectively shown, has frequently become an unnecessary add-on to doing the 

same things.  The hen party could be in London or Reading or Brighton or anywhere really, what 

advantage has been gained by a flight to Vegas?  The Metz research essentially showed that the 

principal result of all the post-war highway construction was that we simply travel much further for the 

same economic activity.  The effect can be seen everywhere.  Shopping and business premises move to 

the outskirts of towns, then they move down the trunk road to hypermarkets, megashed distribution 

estates and industrial parks.  Then hospitals and civic functions move further away from people.  Car 

journeys increasingly become the compulsory means of access. 

 

Global travel now demonstrates many of the symptoms of addiction.  Governments (and now it seems 

regional transport authorities) become the dealers and feed the addiction with road building, car 

manufacturing subsidy, airport expansion and a tax regime that essentially subsidises these activities by 

writing off their externalities.  But it is not like other addictions for which the principal victims are the 

users.   

 

The addiction has massive costs, most of which are burdened on those who do not share the supposed 

benefit.  It is those with least access to what Margaret Thatcher puerilely termed the ‘Great Car 

Economy’ that bear its costs.  The ISA highlights that it is the poorer populations that get the burden of 

air pollution.  Those without private cars, dependent on a failing bus transport system, either cannot 

access the cheaper goods in the out-of-town shopping centres at all or they spend much greater parts of 

their time and money doing so than the rest of the population.  Some rural population now has less 

mobility than its equivalent a hundred years ago. 

 

The drug dealing continues with this strategy.  It concentrates almost exclusively on feeding the long-

distance travel and that almost entirely through road expansion.  It ought to be extraordinary, but we are 

not surprised that the ISA (see below) computes a benefit from this entropic (in the sense of disorderly 

waste without benefit of useful energy) spreading of activity.  But the TfSE does not need to be 

slavishly bound to the absurd apparatus of the Department for Transport’s ‘appraisal’ processes.  It 

could (it has enough resources and people clever and industrious enough to put together the documents 

here, especially the ISA) actually think for itself and compute what would happen if the Great Car 

Economy (and the equally parasitic road freight economy) were made to pay its true costs.   

 

We do not need to label it as ‘demand management’, because that smacks of the supposed unwarranted 

intervention in and burdening of private lives that the popular media like to imagine (e.g. talk of milch 

cows when councils charge for parking; extortion from the motorist when fuel duty is increased), which 

is presumably why TfSE shies away from actually introducing any such management, even though they 

talk about it.  What is needed, what is the only socially fair and economically sensible thing to do, is for 

strategic authorities to make the case that true costs be paid by those that impose them.   

 

There is plenty of authority for making this case.   The Eddington Report8 stated: 

the transport system will play an increasingly important role in supporting the UK economy in 

the following ways:….ensuring pricing mechanisms are in place so that transport users pay 

the full external costs of their journeys, including environmental costs. 

 
8 Sir Rob Eddington report to the DfT 2006: 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081230093524/http://www.dft.gov.uk/about/strategy/transportstrategy/eddingt

onstudy/ 

 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081230093524/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/about/strategy/transportstrategy/eddingtonstudy/
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081230093524/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/about/strategy/transportstrategy/eddingtonstudy/
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The Department for Transport at the time fully endorsed the Eddington findings, but has conveniently 

ignored this stricture, as it has also ignored Eddington on the essential point of wariness as to whether 

road building is economically beneficial (see under ISA below). 

 

Bus Services:  There are plenty of references to the problems (or some of them – the parlous state of 

rural bus services scarcely gets mentioned) faced by bus users or those who would use buses if there 

were any service, but not one single implementable remedy for the problems is proposed.  There is no 

attempt to have a regional bus strategy and no discussion at all about aligning to the National Bus 

Strategy, though we acknowledge that the latter is not yet defined and may indeed turn out to be 

another Brexit election pledge of doubtful outcome. 

 

How is it possible that a Regional Strategy, that purports to want transport integration, modal shift and 

reduction in car use, can not have come up with anything resembling a bus strategy or presented even 

the sketchiest thoughts about how bus transport could be improved or funded more fairly? 

 

Inequality and Social Exclusion:  This strategy is focused almost entirely on a well-off 

demographic and furthermore it does this to the actual detriment of poorer and otherwise disadvantaged 

sections of the population.  Far from reducing the externalities of the car-dominated transport system it 

only goes to increase them.  The strategy, by encouraging further car domination, puts more vehicles 

and more pollution into the most socially vulnerable areas; it reduces the accessibility and increases 

costs (including travel) to shopping, education, employment and services.   

 

Electric Vehicles: It is not yet clear whether electric road vehicles (EV) represent an overall 

environmental improvement on combustion-engine vehicles. There is a theoretical efficiency 

advantage, but that has to be offset by uncertainty on vehicle lifetimes and upstream environmental 

impacts of resourcing battery material.   There is an air pollution benefit, but this is often overstated 

since tailpipe emissions are only about half of the pollution problem.  The noise pollution benefit is 

also nuanced – the physical danger to pedestrians and cyclists of unperceived vehicles must be set 

against the advantage of quieter urban streets.  Noise pollution in rural areas is already largely 

dominated by tyre and wind-rush noise – trunk roads and motorways will still represent the 

unacceptable intrusion into rural landscapes and communities that they do at the moment. The draft 

strategy itself acknowledges (§4.48 Challenge 6) that EVs offer no benefit in the struggle against 

congestion.  

 

The main problem with the EV is that the supposed benefit of its coming is a dangerous distraction 

from doing the right things in transport.9  For reasons given above, the focus of the move from fossil 

fuels to renewable sources should be for those activities in society where behavioural change will not 

easily reduce demand for energy – the last things that growing solar and wind-power should feed are 

unnecessary vehicles.   

 

The Integrated Sustainability Appraisal: It is obviously very difficult, without expertise, to 

assess the thoroughness and correctness of this very large report.  For most categories of data the 

conclusions appear to be plausible.  The study is honest enough to recognise the environmental costs of 

major construction projects, even though such conclusions are at odds with the supposed environmental 

goals of the strategy.  It is difficult to separate the conclusions for corridors which are both rail and 

highway.  Much of the assessments would only be carried out in detail at the time of specific proposals.   

 

The only obvious queries we would have pertain to assessments of housing developments, social 

inequality and the economic and safety effects of highway construction schemes.  

 
9 See ‘More than Electric Cars’; Lisa Hopkinson and Lynn Sloman; Transport for Quality of Life; 01 Feb 2019 
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Clearly social housing development can reasonably be considered beneficial in a region short of such 

provision. In relation to commercial housing it is easy to understand that those who will live in new 

housing at scale will see themselves as beneficiaries, but it is not clear that big housing allocations in 

what may be an overheated SE region represent a net benefit to that region, or indeed to the nation as a 

whole – is the competition for population between regions necessarily a good thing? 

 

Social Inequality is not dealt with very well in the ISA.  It is implausible that highway improvement 

schemes are not classed as worsening social inequality.  See Inequality and Social Exclusion above. 

 

The economic benefits of highway construction are clearly taken straight out of the Department for 

Transport appraisal handbooks (Webtag).  These should have been treated with more circumspection.  

In fact, as pointed out above (and see footnote6), the Department of Transport has always asserted 

economic benefit10 from roadbuilding, but has never demonstrated it, has never researched it and has 

never countered or denied such research as questions it. 

 

Similarly, assertions of road safety benefit from highway construction have no basis in evidence, albeit 

that they are always assumed in Webtag.  The mythology of accident saving comes out of the old 

simplistic observation within COBA that the accident and to a lesser extent the casualty rate for 

motorways and high quality trunk roads is lower than those rates pertaining to other roads.  The 

comparison is meaningless unless one determines the accident effect of building such roads on the 

roads that are connected to the high quality roads11 and unless one counts the additional accidents 

consequent on the additional traffic that the road-building induces.  Webtag does neither of these things 

and again DfT has never researched it. 

 

The net result of these observations would be that almost none of Table 5.2 should be coloured green 

and indeed that quite a lot more should be coloured red.  There is very little that is truly ‘sustainable’ in 

this strategy and it should be clear from the ISA that that is the case.  

       

The Consultation Form:  We attach, as an Appendix, a capture of the on-line form with our 

commentary.  The problem with the form is the usual one of tendentiousness – i.e. a construction to 

elicit a desired answer (reference Sir Humphrey12).  The tendentiousness in this particular case is quite 

well hidden and can only be detected if one has read enough of the strategy to know how it will be 

interpreted. 

 

Take, for example, Question 7: 

The draft Transport Strategy advocates the evolution of transport policy away from one based on 

‘planning for vehicles’ to one based on ‘planning for people’ and ‘planning for places’. 

But a Strongly Agree response to what seems an eminently reasonable statement will clearly be taken 

as an endorsement, or at least partial support for the strategy.  The problem, however, is that we do not 

agree that this strategy is in agreement with what it purports to advocate.  It is true that there are some 

free-form boxes where we can make clearer statements about what we think, but we all know how 

these things are done.  There will be a mechanical (perhaps literally machine read) summing up of tick 

boxes and histograms of responses will be put together in support of the strategy.  If we are lucky there 

will be a report summarising the additional comments or maybe even a complete list of them.  What 

there will not be, from our long experience of such consultations, is any reasoned analysis of those 

comments – they won’t be dismissed, they will be ignored. 

 
10 The Eddington Report 2008 made it clear that, while there was a correlation between GDP and road building, he had been 

given no evidence to demonstrate which was cause and which was effect.  See foonote6 for some evidence that GDP suffers 

from road building.   
11 Anyone who cycles on a road near an egress junction of a high speed road will know how much more intimidating is the 

behaviour of vehicles leaving that road. 
12 See video at: https://www.rightattitudes.com/2015/12/01/the-trickery-of-leading-questions/ 

https://www.rightattitudes.com/2015/12/01/the-trickery-of-leading-questions/
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Two questions that could have been asked (with an appropriate spectrum of responses): 

1) To what extent do you believe the strategy meets its declared aims or vision? 

2) To what extent do you believe this questionnaire has asked the right questions? 

 

Conclusion:   We are deeply disappointed with this strategy, disappointment being especially felt 

because it starts well and it is only significant reading that uncovers just how much the actual proposed 

strategy belies the declared intentions of it. 

 

From the beginning we see a New Year’s resolution, recognising our old dirty habits and promising to 

do something different.  Then the habit eats away at our resolve – just one more cigarette. We’ve had 

at least thirty years of this breaking of promises to ourselves, so maybe we should just laugh it off as 

the human condition.  Except that perhaps this year something is different, maybe that sinister blur on 

the chest X-ray. 

 

What is different is that we can no longer pretend that bad transport strategy does not matter much.  

What is different is that we have a Climate Emergency recognised by everybody except the Trumps, 

Bolsanaros and Morrisons of this world.  What is astonishing is that this strategy talks about the 

Climate Emergency but appears completely to ignore that Emergency means DO IT NOW.  

Repeatedly, any intervention, remotely likely to do anything to reduce emissions, is funnelled into the 

‘longer term’. 

 

We don’t know why the authors of this strategy have failed to grasp that the world has changed.  

Perhaps it is the make-up of the organisation.  It does seem to be largely made up of Local Authorities 

(habitual), LEPs (unaccountable) and assorted businesses (vested interest), without any obvious input 

from other public sectors like health services, environmental groups, social campaign organisations or 

universities.  

 

Whatever is responsible for this blinkered inertia, it is clear that this strategy is not fit for purpose. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Christopher Gillham 

For Winchester Friends of the Earth 
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Appendix 1: A journey through the draft strategy 

 

 

Executive Summary:  This seems to us to be a cynical exercise in propaganda.  It appears to say all 

sorts of palatable things but they completely belie the detail. 

And transport is the only sector whose 

contribution continues to grow while others 

reduce theirs. That needs to change. 

The draft strategy encourages growth in road and 

air traffic and carbon emission. 

Beyond that, the strategy is clear that catering for 

forecast road traffic growth in the long term is not 

sustainable – so we must turn our focus towards 

large-scale investment in public transport. 

But road traffic growth is exactly what the 

strategy proposes. Huge sums of money proposed 

for roads, but where in the strategy is the large-

scale investment in public transport?  Why does 

the strategy think the Climate Emergency is 

something to act on only in the long term?  

we cannot continue to simply build our way to 

growth. 

Except that that is the only action you propose. 

Transport for the South East’s mission is to grow 

the South East’s economy by delivering a safe, 

sustainable, and integrated transport system…. 

Where in the document are there any actions for 

delivering integration?  

….enhances its natural and built environment Where is there any action to do this? 

The traditional approach, one that is akin to 

‘planning for vehicles’ with extensive highway 

capacity enhancements for cars, is not sustainable 

in the longer term. 

So the traditional approach is maintained. 

Instead, there needs to be a transition from the 

current focus towards more ‘planning for people’ 

and more ‘planning for places’: 

 

Planning for people: Modal shift & integrated 

transport policy 

There are no actual proposals for modal shift and 

virtually none for integration (none if you don’t 

regard Park and Ride as a sign of integration);  the 

road building ensures even further unbalance in 

the modal distribution away from public transport; 

Planning for places: High quality street 

environments; Integrated transport & land use 

planning 

There are no actual proposals for any of this.  Nor 

is there any serious funding identified for such 

things.  The Housing Infrastructure Fund is 

suggested, when it is known that this fund has 

been primarily used to generate more and more 

road space. 

However, instead of simply expanding the network 

where strain will be most acute, the Transport 

Strategy sets out how this congestion could be 

alleviated…. 

Its proposals for congestion relief are exactly the 

same as they have always been and which are 

known to have only the effect of increasing traffic 

with no reduction in overall congestion. 

….by investing in attractive public transport 

alternatives…. 

It does no such thing. 

….and implementing more significant demand 

management policies (e.g. paying for the mobility 

consumed on a ‘Pay as you Go’ basis 

There are no demand management proposals in 

the document, simply proposals to increase traffic.  

There is no proposal for road charging or any 

other means of society recovering the true cost of 

road use.  

Strategic Priorities Social: A network that 

promotes active travel and active lifestyles to 

improve our health and wellbeing. 

There is nothing specific in the strategy proposals 

that serve this end. 



10 

 

Improved air quality supported by initiatives to 

reduce congestion and encourage further shifts to 

public transport. 

There are no measures to bring this about. 

An affordable, accessible transport network for all 

that promotes social inclusion 

By encouraging the growth of road traffic this 

regressive strategy further disadvantages the 

socially excluded. 

Strategic Priorities Environmental: A reduction in 

carbon emissions to net zero by 2050 to minimise 

the contribution of transport and travel to climate 

change. 

There are clearly no proposals to actually achieve 

this.  The greatest reduction ought logically to 

take place in the earliest years leaving more 

difficult reductions until later.  Instead the strategy 

proposes to increase road traffic, especially in the 

short term and thus increase the carbon emissions. 

A reduction in the need to travel, particularly by 

private car, to reduce the impact of transport on 

people and the environment. 

What proposals reduce the need to travel?  How 

does road capacity increase reduce the use of the 

private car? 

A transport network that protects and enhances 

our natural, built and historic environments. 

Since it is more of the same transport policy of 

expanding road use how is this to be achieved?  

How has road building in the past done any such 

thing? 

Use of the principle of ‘biodiversity net gain’ in 

all transport initiatives. 

Ditto 

Minimisation of transport’s consumption of 

resources and energy 

This is a strategy for increased travel, particularly 

by  the most inefficient and carbon profligate 

means. 

Key Principles: This Transport Strategy strongly 

supports sustainable economic growth which 

seeks to achieve a balance with social and 

environmental outcomes. 

This is a flawed (and essentially weasel) principle. 

If economic growth were sustainable (see below) 

in the sense implied there would not be a question 

of balance.  The use of ‘balance’ betrays the 

expectation that economic growth carries with it 

environmental cost that can somehow be weighed 

(i.e. environmental value has a price that allows it 

to be bought off). 

Transport for the South East strongly believes the 

South East must reach a point where future 

economic growth is decoupled from damaging 

environmental consequences. Attractive, 

sustainable alternatives to the car and road 

freight must be provided, coupled with demand 

management policies. 

See main text on decoupling – there is no 

evidence that this is remotely likely.  There are no 

demand management policies anticipated in this 

strategy. 

Transport networks that simply aim to provide the 

most efficient means of moving along a corridor 

have the potential to have a wide range of 

damaging consequences, particularly socially and 

environmentally. 

Actually the strategy goes into extensive detail 

about how it will increase road corridor efficiency 

for private cars and freight and indicates how this 

will be funded. It largely ignores how corridor 

efficiency can be improved by mass transit (public 

transport) and mass freight movement (apart from 

its absurd dallying with the idea of autonomous 

HGV road trains)  or at least offers no obvious 

funding route or initiatives for doing this.    

This Transport Strategy envisages a transport 

network – particularly a local public transport 

and rail network – that places the passenger and 

freight user at the heart of it. This approach seeks 

to understand why people make journeys and why 

The strategy does not seek to understand why 

people make journeys or choose between different 

modes.  If it did it would have discussed the 

externalities that subsidise private transport and 

penalise those who need public transport.  
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they choose between different modes, routes, and 

times to travel. It also seeks to understand the 

whole-journey experience, from origin to 

destination rather than just a part of the whole 

journey. 

Scenarios: See main text.  No scenario is considered that is consistent with action to meet the Climate 

Emergency.  And the Scenario selected is not even the least damaging.  

Existing Transport Networks: 

Walking and Cycling:  Apart from various warm words about the need 

for walking and cycling, there is almost nothing in 

the strategy that positively seeks to encourage this.  

National cycle paths, welcome as they are, are 

almost an irrelevance in transport strategy.  What 

matters most is the modal shift of ordinary 

everyday trips to active modes. At the moment 

one of the chief deterrents to cycle use is the 

perception and reality of danger.  The strategy 

does recognise that priorities for urban spaces 

need to change, but does not really anticipate how 

this can be done.   

We do appreciate that the bulk of cycling and 

walking strategy is the business of more local and 

particularly urban authorities rather than of 

regional strategy. However a strategy that is 

otherwise formulated so as to encourage an 

increase in the use of motor traffic, keeps 

asserting an opposite priority that it is hard for 

local authorities to ignore.  The regional authority 

needs to influence and it cannot do better than by 

setting an example of regional traffic reduction.  

Behavioural change amongst motorists is unlikely 

to occur so long as their demands continue to be 

prioritised and they continue to believe that they 

are the dominant species in the road space.       

LEPs: The five Local Enterprise Partnerships are 

also responsible for promoting economic 

development. This fragmented arrangement 

presents a significant barrier to developing 

coherent, integrated, long-term plans in the South 

East. 

Fragmentation would certainly be a barrier to 

coherent long-term plans.  Unfortunately as long 

as LEPs continue to sing from the same incoherent 

hymn sheet as TfSE those of us who wish to see 

enlightened transport policy will not be greatly 

cheered by any addressing of this fragmentation.  

We are not impressed generally with LEP 

behaviour or indeed the concept of the LEP.  

There is a serious democratic deficit in an 

unelected, unaccountable organisation that spends 

large sums of public money without any serious 

consultation with the people who have to endure 

the consequences of their projects.  

Vision, Goals and Priorities: See our commentary on these within the main text 

Fig. 3.3 Five principles and six journey types  We have no idea what this diagram means or how 

it is meant to help. 

Fig. 3.4 The Movement and Place Framework This Janet and John picture ironically illustrates 

the flaw in this whole section.  A dual carriageway 

feeds into a high street and thence into a suburban 
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residential street, with an impossible lack of 

conservation of traffic flows.   The authors of this 

strategy must get to grips with the obvious 

observation that encouraging massive inter-urban 

car movements ensures a milieu of car-

dependency that will always tend to spread into 

every space.  There is no sensible prospect of 

civilising our living spaces so long as car travel 

dominates our thinking. 

3.33 Mobility as a Service could incorporate 

travel by car, as well as public transport and 

shared mobility options such as bike hire. This has 

the ability to ensure we only pay for the travel or 

mobility we ‘consume’, while also having the 

potential to better manage demand across the 

network. 

This would be a reasonable notion if it were not 

for the fact that externalities have so warped the 

economics of travel that there is no simple 

stitching together of modalities that can possible 

be interpreted as paying for what we consume.  

Rail users probably pay for what they consume; 

car drivers and road freight operators do not.  The 

poorest people dependent on very expensive bus 

transport are hugely disadvantaged by the 

grotesque distortion of ‘our great car economy’. 

3.25 By contrast, sections of the transport network 

with a high ‘link’ function must allow journeys to 

move as efficiently as possible down them. 

Motorways are the best example of this function, 

as these roads enable high volumes of traffic to 

move through corridors as quickly as possible  

 

Why?  If you once seriously ask the question 

‘What is the economic benefit of road traffic to the 

nation?’ you will likely find that all the 

assumptions of the road builders for the last 60 

years are ill-founded.  Certainly the DfT has never 

demonstrated the opposite nor attempted to refute 

the arguments against its assumptions (see 

footnotes 1 and 6).  If car travel and road freight 

are so heavily subsidised by their externalities that 

the net benefit of the road economy to the nation 

is negative then it is increasingly negative if more 

of it is encouraged by capacity increases and 

speed of flow.   

Chapter 4 The Strategy:  See our main commentary.   

Radials Lots of highly undesirable road building 

contemplated: M3 capacity increase, A21 corridor 

and M23.  Oddly Challenge 4 recognises the huge 

problems that development of the A3 has brought 

to places like Guildford and Portsmouth, but has 

no remedy.  At least it is not proposing yet more 

road building there. 

Orbital & Coast Ditto including especially  the lunacy of a Lower 

Thames Crossing, M3-M4 link.   Challenge 3 

vaguely asserts a multi-modal approach to the 

south coast corridor.  What does this mean?  At 

the moment a whole paternoster of ridiculous road 

schemes is being planned by HE, with a clear 

intention of developing a superhighway.  The 

strategy seems perfectly OK with this nonsense, 

but while it recognises the abysmal performance 

and condition of the rail corridor, it has nothing to 

say about remedy.  Considering the obvious 

remedy is to scrap the road plans and develop a 

proper railway corridor, this is an extraordinary 
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commitment to carrying on with failed policy. 

Challenge 4 needs some explanation.  Is TfSE 

seriously contemplating an outer orbital road link 

between the A3 and the A21?  We had imagined 

this daft idea had been dismissed decades ago.  

Challenge 5 illustrates the environmental and 

health problems caused by previous road building 

and offers no remedy. 

Inter-urban The obvious spill-over and hotspot results of 

previous road building with the obligatory remedy 

of providing more capacity (through the MRN) so 

that the problem inevitably grows. 

Challenge 2 - the further deterioration of bus 

services with unspecified remedy. 

Local Journeys 

 

Sympathetic remarks are made without any clear 

plan for improvement.  We find the reference to 

the Housing Infrastructure Fund unpersuasive.  So 

far as we are aware this fund has been primarily 

used for generating more road capacity, not for 

making places. 

 

Challenge 1: There are several examples of urban 

corridors in the South East where too much 

priority is given to the car over other transport 

modes. This is particularly common where the 

Strategic Road Network passes through urban 

areas (e.g.at Worthing and Bexhill). 

This is stated without a sense of irony.  This is a 

strategy that encourages road building along the 

south coast, road building that leads inevitably to 

more and more of the problems mentioned, in 

towns that are not bypassable.  What is the remedy 

here?13 

The remedy stated is ‘high-quality public 

transport services on urban corridors…where 

there is a viable business case’. How does that 

deal with the through traffic this strategy 

encourages? 

Challenge 2.There are significant issues with air 

quality and road safety on many urban corridors 

that serve local journeys. Some of these corridors 

are designated as Air Quality Management Areas. 

This has the effect of deterring people from 

walking and cycling, which in turn can generate 

higher demand for car transport, which risks 

undermining air quality and road safety further 

still. This behaviour also results in increased 

congestion, which reduces the speed and 

attractiveness of bus services. 

There is the same underlying cognitive dissonance 

shown here by the TFSE authors.  They perceive 

the problems that arise from policies of increasing 

car traffic, but cannot see that their strategy 

simply reiterates and reinforces these policies. 

International gateways and freight journeys There is more rail provision anticipated here but 

there is also the same old predict-and-provide road 

capacity increases (M20/M2/M3).  The M3 

capacity increase through Junction 9 and Smart 

motorway running is especially of relevance to us 

in Winchester.  It is exactly a predict-and-provide 

operation that impinges badly on the environment, 

encourages a  reversal of the modal shift of freight 

 
13 One is reminded of Apocalypse Now: ‘We'd cut them in half with a machine gun and give them a Band-Aid’ 
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from road to rail and a massive increase of car 

pressure on the New Forest. 

The provision of lorry stacking facilities M20 

should beg the question, why are we not trying to 

move the lorry freight to rail?  We seem to be 

pandering to a commercial sector that already 

externalises many of its costs.  

More roads The strategy unashamedly reels off more and 

more of its road ambitions to suit the subsidised 

road freight sector: A34, A2, Lower Thames 

Crossing, A229, A326. 

Air travel The strategy appears to be in favour of facilitating 

increasing air travel. 

Implemenation: We discuss under Funding below how the strategy is long on words about desirable 

changes from the old model of transport thinking, but short on fundable remedies.  On the other hand 

the old model of transport is fully funded as always. 

5.3 It is acknowledged that the current pipeline of 

highway … schemes being delivered through the 

Road Investment Strategy… will address short 

term capacity and connectivity challenges. 

Acknowledged by whom exactly?  It has never 

been demonstrated that the provision of extra road 

capacity has ever solved congestion problems or 

left the environment in anything but a worsening 

state.  

However, In the longer term, the focus should shift 

away from road building (planning for vehicles) 

towards investing in public transport services 

(planning for people) and, supporting policies 

such as integrated lands use and transport 

planning and demand management policies 

(planning for places). 

What is this ‘longer term’?  What do the authors 

of this strategy think is meant by the Climate 

Emergency?  They need to get a grip of  the 

realities. 

Funding and Finance:  There are some proposals in the strategy for public transport infrastructure 

(though nothing very obvious for bus services other than a pious wish that things were better) but 

nothing specific about how these might be funded.  The hugely generous funding for relentless 

damaging road building, however, is guaranteed and spelled out and includes Highways England 

(SRN), MRN, LLM, RIS.   Funding for railways is left undefined and presumably subject to the whims 

of central government.   Without commitment to this, any expression of desirable rail infrastructure 

improvement, it is hard to say that the Transport Strategy is any more than a road-building strategy. 

There is no analysis of the externalities of road and air transport or how they could be clawed back for 

useful public purposes. 

Public finance is likely to remain the key source of 

funding for highway and railway infrastructure in 

the near future.  

Of course TFSE is bound by centrally controlled 

funding, but if it were to put together a decent 

strategy to achieve its stated aims, rather than one 

that merely carried on the old road-based model, it 

would have the persuasive intellectual case to say 

‘No more highway money – give us the money for 

public transport infrastructure and public 

transport services’. At the moment the strategy  

simply carries the inertia of the Department for 

Transport, which has never considered the proper 

economic and environmental consequences of its 

policies. 

Looking further ahead, in order to manage 

demand and invest in sustainable transport 

alternatives, new funding models will need to be 

pursued. This could include funding models, such 

Further ahead is simply a denial of the 

environmental reality of the Climate and 

Biodiversity Emergencies.  Why is management 

demand and road pricing not being considered 
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as hypothecated transport charging schemes, as a 

means of both managing demand in a ‘Pay as you 

Go’ model or as part of a ‘Mobility as a Service’ 

package. 

immediately? 

There are also a number of additional powers 

being sought relating to rail planning, highway 

investment programmes and construction, capital 

grants for public transport, bus provision, smart 

and integrated ticketing, and Clean Air Zones. 

This is welcome and it would be interesting to 

know what case is being made.  Does it involve 

the ability to make the wholesale reversal of 

transport spending envisaged above.  Could you 

(will you), for example make the case for 

abandoning all the nonsensical south-coast road 

schemes and diverting the capital to the terribly 

underperforming south-coast rail corridor?  

And/or take the capital out of the hugely 

damaging M3 capacity increases and put it into 

rail capacity increase on that corridor (including 

the Basingstoke-Reading link)?   

Monitoring and evaluation: Indicators of success are of little use without timescales and pathways and 

without a process to correct a failing pathway.  This is particularly important because some of the 

indicators are clearly antagonistic.  

The delivery of improved road and railway links 

on corridors in need of investment. 

Improved Journey Time Reliability on the 

Strategic Road Network, Major Road Network, 

and local roads (where data is available). 

 

By increasing traffic, by externalising costs, by 

increasing social exclusion, by increasing 

pollution and carbon emission: clearly 

antagonistic to: 

Reduction in NOx, SOx and particulate pollution 

levels in urban areas. 

A reduction in the indicators driving the Indices of 

Multiple Deprivation in the South East, 

particularly in the most deprived areas in the 

South East area. 

Reduction in carbon emissions by transport. 

A net reduction in the number of trip kilometres 

undertaken per person each weekday. 

A reduction in the mode share of the private car 

(measured by passenger kilometres). 

By building roads through important landscapes 

and habitats: clearly antagonistic to 

No transport schemes or interventions result in 

net degradation in the natural capital of the South 

East. 

No transport schemes or interventions result in a 

net loss of biodiversity. 

By encouraging growth of car traffic and road 

freight, inefficient users of energy: clearly 

antagonistic to: 

Reduction in non-renewable energy consumed by 

transport. 

Transport for the South East’s role: We are in a quandary on this.  We neither trust central 

government to sensibly plan for truly sustainable transport in a time of Climate Emergency, nor on the 

basis of this draft strategy do we have any confidence that TfSE have any real understanding of what 

the Climate Emergency means. Furthermore there appears to be nothing in the make-up of the Board 

or the Project Team which leads us to believe that there is capability or originality to carry out the 

radical reappraisal of transport strategy that the Climate and Biodiversity crises demand.  Very 

worrying. 
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Appendix 2: Consultation Form 
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In regard to question 6 support for the notion ‘decide and provide’ does not indicate that we support the strategy in this, since the strategy 
manifestly adheres to the old notion of ‘predict and provide’. 
In regard to question 6 support for the notion that transport policy should move away from one based on ‘planning for vehicles’ does not indicate 
that we support the strategy in this, since the strategy is dominated by planning for vehicles. 
Similarly with regard to Q8 agreement with the last four sub-statements must be taken with the caveat that we do not believe the strategy serves 
any of these aims. 
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The evidence in Chapter 2 makes a case for investment, but the proposed investments are mis-directed. The strategy is fundamentally flawed, in that 
despite its claims to the contrary it is merely a continuation of the old discredited strategy of predict and provide and the only serious money for 
investment identified is for more road building.  This is a strategy that increases road traffic, does nothing for integration, does nothing for modal transfer 
and further damages the environment and reduces social cohesion.  It completely ignores the Climate Emergency. 
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The vision itself sounds hopeful but no explanation is given in the strategy as to how the growth anticipated is sustainable in a proper environmental 
sense.  The net-zero carbon ambition is not properly defined and the strategy has no timescales or pathway to achieving it.  The Climate Emergency is 
almost entirely ignored.  The strategy proposes massive new road schemes, fully funded, but is empty of real commitment and funding for any of the 
public transport; it is empty of real commitment to modal transfer (in fact its main proposals will ensure further modal transfer in the wrong direction).  
There is no plausible strategy for improving quality of life, healthy living or environmental well-being - indeed the main road-building commitment will make 
all of these worse. 



22 

 

 



23 

 

 



24 

 

 

 
Re Question 14 we cannot particularly endorse the productivity and growth ambition, since the strategy shows an unwillingness to understand what 
sustainable growth can mean.  The strategy authors appear to believe that economic growth can be strongly decoupled from environmental cost.  There is 
no evidence of this ever having been the case and considerable doubt that the environmental cost of economic growth will ever be negligible which is what 
sustainability means. 
By strongly agreeing the other two goals in Q14 we do not endorse this strategy which is so unlikely to serve those goals.  The same thing applies to all the 
agreements in Question 16. 
There is no free-form space for commenting on Question 17.  We think choices there need explanation. Re ‘sustainable economic growth but not at any 
cost’ it is not clear what the authors mean by ‘sustainable’.  In its normal sense in respect of environmental policy it would imply no environmental cost.  
What costs are the authors contemplating that are consistent with this?   Re ‘achieving environmental sustainability’ and ‘planning for successful places’ 
Strongly Support seems to be a no brainer.  But this must not be taken to mean that we believe this strategy has much to do with achieving either goal.  
Environmental sustainability is clearly not a real goal in a strategy that is geared to massive road building, increasing road traffic and facilitation of access 
to expanding airport space.  There are warm words on ‘planning for places’ but no plausible actions are described.  Planning regionally at different 
timescales is common sense, but we cannot support a strategy that puts road building firmly in the short term with lots of money to do it and public 
transport improvements and other goodies in the longer term without stating anything specific or providing a plausible route and funding to bring them 
about.    
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Q18 is not sensibly answerable.  Under each heading there are all sorts of challenges, some of which we would agree with, but most of which we do not.  
Most of the challenges the authors perceive relate to what they regard as inadequate road capacity, for which their solution is more road building.  We 
strongly disagree with all implications of the Challenges under that heading.  The Future Journeys section which is just guesswork does not seem worthy 
of much consideration.  It is disturbing that the one big future near certainty, the Climate Emergency, gets almost no mention by this strategy and certainly 
gets no planning thought. 
The strategy has an overemphasis on what it calls strategic, but what it means is long-distance, traffic. It claims to want to ‘reduce the need to travel’ but it 
concerns itself largely with travelling long distances and it specifically looks for interventions that encourage greater lengths of journeys (the primary 
result of increasing trunk road capacity is to generate more and longer trips).  
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See comments under Q19.  The main strategy elements likely to be funded in relation to these journey types are all trunk road capacity increases and even 
entirely new ‘strategic’ road links.  The strategy identifies existing funding for all of this.  Major rail interventions on the other hand have no guarantee of 
implementation and are in any case confined to the ‘longer term’.  Take for example the south coast from Southampton to Dover.  Billions are being 
allocated to a creation of a strategic highway by stealth (a route which has huge environmental costs especially in its proximity to and even its invasion of 
the South Downs National Park) and yet nothing is promised for the woefully inefficient south coast railway.  This is all completely at odds with the 
supposed Vision.   
The consideration of local journeys amounts only to warm words and unrealistic suggestions (for example: having given support for the south coast road 
schemes which will lead to a large induction of traffic, the strategy recognises that there is no bypass remedy for the increased congestion in Worthing but 
suggests a remedy of ‘lowering speed limits,; reallocating road space to cleaner transport modes, prioritise the needs of pedestrians and cyclists over the 
private car’ – how this is achieved when you’ve filled the town with new corridor traffic is not explained). 
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The economic performance indicators do include some rail progression indicators, but the set of indicators as a whole is dominated by standard highways 
measures, so really measure the degree to which the strategy encourages traffic growth.  Amongst the public transport measures are those which help 
facilitate airport expansion.  On balance the economic measures are not supportable. 
The social measures are more unexceptionable than exciting.  There is no commitment to a massive change of transport behaviour from car-domination to 
public transport and active lifestyles that would affect quality of life, quality of environment, social inclusion or bringing streets back to the people. 
The environmental indicators are good ones, provided it is understood that the strategy says nothing encouraging enough to believe that they will be met. 
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It is obviously very difficult, without expertise, to assess the thoroughness and correctness of this very large report.  For most categories of data the 
conclusions appear to be plausible.  It is difficult to separate the conclusions for corridors which are both rail and highway.  Much of the assessments 
would only be carried out in detail at the time of specific proposals.  The only obvious queries we would have pertain to assessments of housing 
developments, social inclusion and the economic and safety effects of highway construction schemes. Clearly social housing development can reasonably 
be considered beneficial in a region short of such provision. In relation to commercial housing it is easy to understand that those who will live in new 
housing at scale will be beneficiaries, but it is not clear that big housing allocations in what may be an overheated SE region represent a net benefit to that 
region, or indeed to the nation as a whole – is the competition for population between regions necessarily a good thing?  The externalities of the traffic 
growth that this strategy encourages fall mostly on the least well-off – the increased social isolation and disadvantage are not adequately assessed by the 
ISA. 
The economic benefits of highway construction are clearly taken straight out of the Department for Transport appraisal handbooks (Webtag).  These 
should have been treated with more circumspection.  In fact the Department of Transport has always asserted economic benefit from roadbuilding, but has 
never demonstrated it,  has never researched it and has never countered or denied such research as questions it. 
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Essentially the strategy asserts a change of approach and priority from traditional road-dominated predict-and-provide strategic thinking, but its detail 
belies this supposed change of heart.  The only substantial implementable and funded interventions are road-building ones.  The strategy pays a small 
amount of lip-service to the Climate Emergency, but then proposes immediate measures that will generate increased emissions and confines all measures 
that might help to change the car-domination of the region to the ‘long term’. 
We have had to be very careful with the consultation form because it has significant tendentious elements, i.e. questions designed to elicit a desired 
answer.  When a strategy contradicts its own statement of priorities and goals, it is dangerous for us to agree those priorities and goals without seeming to 
agree to the strategy which will not abide by them or achieve them. 
This form is in conjunction with a separate narrative response from Winchester Friends of the Earth. 

 

 


