
SUBMISSION FROM THE CYCLE TOURING CLUB SCOTLAND 
 
The Draft Report on Proposals and Policies fulfils the duty placed on Scottish Ministers by section 35 of the 
Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 by detailing the policies that are already in place to cut emissions and 
further proposals to enable Scotland to meet the annual emissions targets from 2010 to 2022. 
 
CTC is the national cyclists' organisation. We campaign for all types of cycling but especially for utility, 
everyday cycling and for the bike as a mode of transport. 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment on this consultation document. Our comments will be confined 
almost entirely to the section on Transport, Ch.6, and we broadly follow the order of sections as in the 
document. We note the distinction between policies – existing – and proposals – possibilities for the future. 
Note: this submission is in addition to our CTC(S) comments on the Draft Budget Review, to follow. 
 
Milestones – 6.3 
 
6.3 Milestones for transport in 2020 are: 
 

 a mature market for low carbon cars, resulting in average efficiencies for new cars of less than 95 
gm/kmCO 2e; 

 

 an electric vehicle charging infrastructure in place in Scottish cities. 
 
We are disappointed that the targets for cycling, and for active travel, as already set by the Government, are 
not mentioned. The targets are for 10% modal share for cycling by 2020 and 20% for active travel by 2020. 
Please include these in the milestones – and ditto in Ch.2, where the same milestones are listed. 
 
6.12ff 
We welcome initiatives to reduce fuel consumption, such as eco-driving (6.14-17) and speed limit 
enforcement. It now seems likely that speed limits might become devolved, in which case we would welcome 
a reduction in the national limits, perhaps from 70mph to 55mph, which is the speed above which fuel 
consumption begins to increase significantly. Lower speed limits have other benefits, such as improving 
traffic flows, enhancing road capacity, and improving quality of life. 
 
6.20 Low Carbon Vehicles and Infrastructure 
The document devotes a significant amount of space to discussion of LCVs, which to us is worrying, and we 
wonder if the Government realises the full implications of a shift to LCVs. Electric vehicles are of course only 
'Low Carbon' so long as the power is generated from renewables – and it appears that only 80% of even 
existing demand will be from these sources by 2020 at the most optimistic. LCVs would add significant levels 
of power demand. In addition, we understand the vehicles require rare minerals for manufacture of the 
batteries, minerals of which China at present holds a monopoly, and which could become very expensive if 
the whole world switches to LCVs. 
 
But more significantly, a switch to LCVs does not reduce many of the costs, both financial and other, of car 
use. The economic benefits of cycling, which include health, pollution, and congestion, are matched by 
corresponding costs of car use – for health, the sedentary lifestyle, which imposes huge costs on the NHS, 
and on business from absenteeism; for pollution, the environmental costs of vehicle manufacture, as well as 
emissions in use; and for congestion, the costs of this to business. 
 
In addition, car use imposes costs relating to land use – the roads infrastructure, and car parks in 
workplaces, retail centres, leisure centres etc, impose huge demands on land, and lead to urban sprawl. The 
advantage of compact towns and cities is that all areas can be reached by active travel or by public 
transport. A bad example is Edinburgh Park, which, if 'googled'  from aerial view, appears dominated by 
roads and car parks, punctuated with the occasional building – a great waste of valuable urban land (this is 
partly acknowledged in the document, at 6.47: 
 
6.47 The location and design of new development has a strong influence on the way people travel. The 
Scottish Government's National Planning Framework 92 describes the strategy for long-term spatial 
development to support the transition to a low carbon economy, including the promotion of higher densities 
and mixed use development close to public transport nodes in urban areas.). 

 
(In light of this - which we entirely agree with - it is ironic that the Government is supporting the West 



Edinburgh Strategy, which involves a westward expansion of the city, making public transport routes longer 
and thus more time-consuming, and making active travel to the sites almost impossible because of the 
distances. This kind of development is absolutely designed to encourage car use, and makes a mockery of 
any pretensions to promote low carbon).  
 
We argue therefore that car parking space should be paid for by the user, in workplaces and retail centres 
etc. Charges could start small and then be gradually increased over time, so that eventually drivers would 
pay more than the equivalent cost of public transport, to give an incentive to the latter and make drivers pay 
extra for the convenience and possible time savings of car use. The revenue from the charges could be a 
valuable source of income for local authorities, and would represent better value for land use. These charges 
would also encourage active travel. 
 
We believe the disadvantages of maintaining high levels of car use (through a switch to LCVs), as against 
measures to reduce it, which would bring great benefits in health, congestion, and land use, should be 
addressed openly by the document. 
 
Thus, the issue of charging for land use by cars and other vehicles should also be included among the 
proposals. 
 
We are very much opposed to the proposals, in 6.20, for: 
 

 development of essential infrastructure in Scotland with the provision of more than 200 electric 
charging points across the central belt of Scotland for use by drivers of electric and plug-in 
hybrid vehicles. Further work with local authorities will be undertaken to join up other parts of 
Scotland; 

 

 promoting UK grants of up to £5,000 to private motorists purchasing low carbon cars and vans; 
 
This is yet more subsidy to the motorist from the taxpayer. We fail to understand why motorists should be 
further subsidised, when they already fail to cover their costs, if costs include the wider picture, such as 
health, congestion, and the environment. 
 
The money for this LCV infrastructure is to come, we understand, from the Sustainable and Active Travel 
budget. This is completely unacceptable. LCVs are certainly not 'active travel', and as we have argued 
above, there are many respects in which they are not 'sustainable' either. 
 
For the above reasons, we would like the overall strategy, for a low carbon policy for transport, to focus on 
reducing the need to travel and reduction of car use, accompanied by a switch to active travel for reasons of 
health, congestion, better land use, and generally in quality of life. 
 
We welcome the proposals in 6.29 and 6.30: 
 
6.29 The full extent of the benefits that travel planning could offer can only be achieved if implemented 
alongside measures that improve infrastructure for cycling and walking, improve public transport service 
frequency and information provision, provide support and training for new cyclists, and 'lock in' reductions in 
motor traffic on local roads through speed controls or demand management measures. Transport Scotland 
will use the lessons learned from the Smarter Choices Smarter Places demonstration programme to work 
with COSLA, Regional Transport Partnerships and local authorities to consider how best to deliver travel 
planning after 2010-11. 

Cycling and walking infrastructure 
6.30 The Cycling Action Plan for Scotland sets the framework for a tenfold increase in the proportion of road 
journeys made by bicycle. This policy seeks to increase the proportion of road journeys made by active travel 
to 20% by 2020 through the provision of infrastructure of a level and quality of that found in e.g. Sweden, 
Germany and Belgium. Achieving this vision will require a major reallocation of road space to cycles, and will 
require constructive engagement with drivers. Improved facilities are likely to be welcomed by current and 
potential cyclists as well as those who benefit from quieter and safer streets with less congestion. 
 
We would like to see the proposals outlined here, especially the references to better cycling infrastructure “at 
a level and quality of that found in, e.g., Sweden, Germany and Belgium”, and cycle training, to be reflected 
in the current Budget Review. Table 10 gives an indication that £1200m will be needed over the next 11 
years to achieve this, which works out at about £100m per year. We are of the view that this is about the 
level needed right now, to start bringing our poor quality (and in many cases total lack) of infrastructure to a 



better level. 
 
6.29 also mentions 'demand management measures', which also recur in 6.42: 
 
6.42 Detailed abatement potential is presented line-by-line in Table 10, but in practice there is 
interdependence between measures and savings. The most significant example is travel planning, the 
effectiveness of which is dependent on improved public transport, cycling and walking infrastructure, and 
demand management measures. 
 
We would like to see these fleshed out as 'proposals' in this document – which they are not, at present. We 
have already suggested, above, that charging for car parking would be a good start. Above all, we need 
measures which will create a 'level playing field' between car, cycle, and public transport, to give people a 
real choice, whereby the 'convenience' of the car is offset by higher charges for use, and the costs to society 
as a whole of car use are given some recognition. 
 
Finally, we welcome the statements in 6.48: 
 
6.48 Scottish Planning Policy 93 specifies that opportunities for personal travel should be prioritised in the 
following order - walking, cycling, public transport, car and other motorised vehicles. Buildings and facilities 
should be accessible on foot and by cycle. Improvements to active transport networks, such as paths and 
cycle routes, should make these more attractive and safer for pedestrians and cyclists, including people with 
mobility difficulties, and thereby support more sustainable travel choices. 
 
And in 6.52: 
 
6.52 On top of the financial benefits, most of these measures, especially those that encourage alternatives to 
car use, would bring additional benefits. These would include improved health as a result of active travel, 
improved air quality, less congestion and noise pollution, fewer traffic accidents and enhanced biodiversity. 
 
We would like a reference to 'better use of valuable (urban) land' added to this list. 
 
Above all though, we would like to see these laudable priorities reflected in the current Budget Review, 
which, under Transport, still allocates the 'lion's share' to the building of yet more roads. 
 
The overall message is that all the proposals set out would, by 2020, only result in a reduction of 13% for 
transport - well below the 42% which is aimed at overall. This clearly shows that the proposals do not go far 
enough – that we have to do far more to shift the balance away from the private car and into active travel. 
The UK has the highest rates of car use in the whole of Europe. It's not something to be proud of: 
 

 Overall abatement from Transport policies and proposals 

 6.40 A very ambitious implementation of all the proposals set out above could result in an abatement 
in 2020 of 1.1 MtCO 2e, giving a total abatement of 2.5 MtCO 2e (including estimated abatement 

from EU policies) from all policies and proposals in the Transport sector. 

 Transport emissions would be 11.5 MtCO 2e in 2020, 13% lower than in 1990. 

 


