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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM DR JOHN PARKIN AND SESTRAN 
 

WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM DR JOHN PARKIN 

Introduction 

This written evidence responds to the questions posed by the Scottish Parliament Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee Inquiry into Active Travel, and is provided before my 
appearance at the Inquiry on 12th January 2010. 

The emphasis of the evidence is on a network planning and engineering approach to encourage a greater 
number of people to cycle more often for short transport journeys, including commute and utility journeys. 
There are many important interventions to encourage cycling other than network enhancement and these 
include programmes designed to change behaviour (including training for adults and children, 
individualised travel planning, promotion of leisure cycling, and educational and cultural programmes) and 
workplace travel planning (such as assisted bicycle purchase schemes, universally applied cycle mileage 
allowances and secure cycle parking protected from the weather). 

 

Question 1 - What more can be done to encourage people to change their travelling habits and 
walk and cycle more? 

The answer to this question introduces the principals of network planning and engineering, which are 
principals not widely understood or applied. The principals are followed by a discussion of the design and 
planning process, which challenges commonly held assumptions about ‘hierarchies of provision’. Short 
sections follow which discusses issues concerning integration with public transport, and risk relative to 
cycle flow levels. 

The principals of network planning and engineering 

Cycling is accomplished by user effort. The bicycle is a vehicle and is capable of speed. These two 
fundamentally important truths about cycling, user effort and vehicle speed, should inform every aspect of 
network planning and engineering design for cycle traffic. 

Recently revised Dutch guidance for cycling (CROW, 2006, although much of the substantive material is 
unchanged from CROW, 1993) notes a number of distinguishing features of the bicycle as a vehicle 
including that it: is powered by muscle; is inherently unstable; has no crumple zone; has virtually no 
suspension; and is open to the air. UK cycle design guidance (DfT, 2008) caricatures cyclists by type (fast 
commuter, utility, inexperienced and/or leisure, child, and users of specialised equipment). Other guidance 
(e.g. Scottish Executive, 1999; Lancashire County Council, 2005; The Highways Agency, 2005) rightly 
chooses to emphasise the distinctions between types of cyclist based on the speed capabilities of the 
rider, with a view to properly designing geometry and sight lines for cycle traffic in a manner analogous to 
design for motor traffic (as fully described in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges). Such a ‘design 
speed’ based approach allows engineers appropriately and safely to cater for the needs of cycle traffic, 
but this is something which has frequently not been, and is still not, fully understood in the UK. 

The Dutch guidance (CROW, 1993 and 2006) suggests five main requirements for planning networks for 
cycle traffic: coherence (confirming that, at a network level, connections need to be in place to link a 
cyclist’s origin and destination); directness (ensuring the difference between a crow-fly distance and the 
actual route is minimised); safety (the avoidance of conflicts with other traffic, including other cycle traffic); 
comfort (in relation to the smoothness of ride and the avoidance of excess noise and fumes); 
attractiveness (including good design in both the built and natural environment). These five requirements 
are very important and should carry through every aspect of scheme design and construction. 

The planning and design process 

A design process requires a methodology, and this has, in the UK, usually been framed in terms of a 
‘hierarchy of provision’ (see e.g. DfT, 2004, the essence of which has been carried through into DfT, 
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2008). Such hierarchies encourage transport planners and engineers first of all to consider reducing motor 
traffic volumes, then to consider reducing motor traffic speeds. If neither of these is achievable, or does 
not produce the benefits desired, consideration is given to particular treatment by means of facilities at 
junctions and other sites considered hazardous. Further on down the hierarchy, consideration may then 
be given to re-allocating road space to cycle traffic and finally, the construction of routes away from the 
highway. 

Such a hierarchy is meant to provide a process by which appropriate networks and provision for cycle 
traffic may be achieved. The difficulty is that its application will not self-evidently create a network suitable 
for cycle traffic because it does not focus on providing the attributes of cycle networks as previously 
defined (coherence, directness, safety, comfort and attractiveness). Instead, the hierarchy leads the 
designer into making amendments to existing route networks without undertaking the higher level 
introductory processes of understanding demand, its origins and destinations and the shortest path 
routing that demand would wish to take: fundamentals in any transport planning process. It also does not 
address the additional design issues more specific to cyclists based on their particular characteristics.  

Area wide network planning, or traffic management, was adopted in the 1960s and 1970s to create urban 
centres that were adapted to the needs of motorised traffic and, based on the results of traffic assignment 
modelling, it involved the construction of infrastructure such as inner ring roads and other links and 
junctions of sufficient capacity for motor traffic and multi-storey car parks. Traffic management schemes 
also make use of a wide range of traffic regulation orders (Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984) to create 
one-way streets, banned turns, point closures, waiting restrictions, and so on. 

These necessary constraints on the movement for motor traffic are not always reasonable or appropriate 
to apply to cycle traffic. A network planned and managed for motor traffic needs to be meshed with a 
network planned and managed for cycle traffic, and will comprise of highway routes and off-carriageway 
links to create a permeable network at a fine level of detail which offers journey possibilities that 
minimise time, distance and effort for cycle users1. It is perhaps German national policy (BVBW, undated) 
which best emphasises the need for network planning to create interconnected, safe, ‘speedy’ and 
extensive networks for cycle traffic, and Freiburg is held up as one of the best examples of a city designed 
in this way. 

Techniques to create networks with such enhanced permeability include: exemptions from one-way 
streets and turning restrictions; the creation of streets where passage is limited to cycle traffic and open to 
motor traffic for access purposes only; the opening up of point closures to cycle traffic where they 
otherwise exist for good motor traffic management reasons; access to vehicle restricted areas 
(pedestrianised areas) over limited routes and at limited times (as appropriate); the creation of off-highway 
short-cut links (including for example across parkland); and the construction of bridges across barriers of 
geographical nature (railways, rivers and so on). In addition, there are good reasons why area wide 20 
mph zones should be created to promote more use of the bicycle. Networks with lower speed limits create 
more comfortable and attractive environments for cycling. 

It is worth emphasising that the purpose of creating a permeable cycle network is to create advantage for 
cycle traffic relative to motor traffic, and this does not require extensive additional physical infrastructure, 
merely a much more comprehensive and imaginative application of traffic management tools generally 
already available (but see the answer to Question 3). Transport planning and land use planning are 
intimately linked and good area wide permeable networks recognise this at low capital cost. 

Provision for cycle traffic should also not adversely affect conditions for walkers, another user group for 
whom conditions should also be enhanced. Design solutions including so-called ‘naked streets’ and 
shared-space schemes, widely used to good effect in mainland Europe, represent examples of techniques 
that provide travel space for people in a benign and liveable environment. Such quality design solutions 
will require the use of quality materials and are not inexpensive. They also need to be designed in such a 

                                                      

1 The term ‘filtered permeability’ has been applied to networks displaying different grain sizes for different 
users, see http://www.stevemelia.co.uk/ltt.htm. 
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way that distinct areas and boundaries within the space remain in order to create a physical geography 
easily identifiable and understandable to blind and visually impaired people (Parkin and Smithies, 2010). 

A network designed with enhanced permeability for cycle traffic relative to motor traffic needs to be 
provided with comprehensive direction signing (just as good direction signing is necessary for networks 
with a high level of traffic management designed for motor traffic). The added advantage of such signing is 
that it helps advertise cycle routes and short-cuts to car users, who may not otherwise become aware of 
the quicker journey possibilities by bicycle. 

The design and construction of networks of routes meshed into the highway network for cycle traffic 
should be undertaken in a planned way, usually starting at an urban centre or other major attractor. The 
network should be constructed from the centre outwards to maximise as early as possible the population 
of potential users. A further point that often needs to be born in mind is that ‘inner ring roads’ can create 
significant barriers to movement for cycle traffic: a particular design issue that should be specifically 
considered is the creation of ‘gateway features’ at the edge of the urban core. 

Integration with public transport 

Long distance journeys are possible for cycle users when coupled with train, or sometimes bus or tram 
use. Such journeys will generally be complex in nature because of the interchange and will usually be 
performed only by people who regularly make the journey, either as a commute, or perhaps as part of a 
regular business journey. 

It is self-evident that sufficient quantities of well managed and easily accessed parking need to be offered 
safe from the weather, theft and vandalism (CA/DfT, 2004; Lancashire County Council, 2005). An 
appropriate level of attention has, however, not always been given to the design of the route from the 
public highway to the location of the parking. Careful consideration from the point of view of the cycle user 
needs to be given to the method of leaving and joining the public highway, access over the station 
forecourt, and passage through the building envelope and other internal barriers. In particular, level 
differences need to be catered for, and, from the point of view of speed, ramps or wheeling ramps on 
steps are usually superior to lifts. 

The fragmented nature of the rail industry means that the operation of railway stations is undertaken by a 
range of different parties with different interests. Adequate provision of cycle access and parking is not 
usually an area of activity which is prioritised. The Scottish Parliament should prioritise work with the 
railway industry to address the needs of cycle parking and access at railway stations. 

Cycle flow levels and risk 

The vulnerabilities of cycling in a busy urban environment are not lost on existing and potential users. The 
perceptions that exist about this vulnerability are however myriad and complex and an understanding of 
the cultural constructs surrounding risk lead people to react in different ways to different situations. 

Risk cannot be measured in absolute terms, and Adams (1985) (who undertook a stream of work on the 
effectiveness of seat belt legislation) suggests that an individual will decide on action based on his or her 
inherent propensity to take risk, but also influenced by rewards and experience of accident losses. Parkin 
et al. (2007) have shown that commuters regard the majority of routes (72%) presented to them (created 
from a range of link and junction types) as being below their ‘risk threshold level’, that is to say their 
perception of risk would not deter them from cycling. Such a finding calls into question the usual, self-
justifying response to the question, ‘why do you not cycle?’ as being ‘It’s too dangerous’. 

Of importance in the design of networks for cycle traffic is the ability for users to be able to establish eye 
contact with others. Such eye contact leads to human interaction and hence to human behaviour 
dominating the interaction. Such interactions, rather than rule based control mechanisms, will then 
dominate. They can be achieved by slower motor traffic speeds and the benefits of ‘safety in numbers’. 

There is a growing literature which demonstrates that higher volumes of flow of cycle traffic reduce the 
rate of collisions to cycles in the highway environment. Ekman (1996) showed, on the basis of field 
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observations at junctions using the ‘Swedish traffic conflict technique’1, that the number of conflicts per 
cyclist is lower for higher bicycle flows. The difference varies by about a factor of two either side of a 
bicycle flow of 50 bicycles per hour. Based on such a level of flow, the motorist will begin to anticipate the 
presence of cycle traffic and behave accordingly. A higher proportion of drivers will also be cyclists 
themselves, and thus more attuned to cyclists’ needs and behaviour in mixed traffic. Overall, Ekman 
concludes that the level of bicycle flow is more important than the level of car exposure and that the 
perception of both cyclists and car drivers is different for higher cycle flows. Ekman notes that at less than 
50 bicycles per hour the chances of a car driver seeing a cyclist is rare and behaviour to rare events (he 
uses the analogy of wild animals crossing the road!) may be different than to frequent events. Ekman’s 
work, hence, provides some explanations of the causal mechanisms relating levels of cycle flow and 
potential for collisions. 

More frequently quoted than Ekman is Jacobsen (2003), who used data from 68 Californian Cities, 47 
Danish towns, 14 European countries and time series data from the UK and The Netherlands in a power 
function model which suggests that a doubling in cycling would produce an increase of 32% in injuries to 
cyclists. Recent evidence from London is not inconsistent with this finding (TfL, 2008). 

Question 2 - Is enough progress being made in developing and delivering improvements in the 
uptake of walking and cycling? 

An answer to this question may be derived from suggestions for action made in answer to Question 3 
below. 

Question 3 - If not, what are the barriers to progress? (for example, lack of policy development, 
lack of political leadership, lack of funding/investment, the lack of prominence given to active 
travel in transport policy development, project planning and construction etc.) 

There are issues which prevent or limit engineers and planners from easily creating permeable cycle route 
networks. 

Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions (TSRGD) (Statutory Instrument 2002 No. 3113) contains 
many signs relating to cycling, yet its requirements frequently act to militate against signing which is 
simple, straightforward and effective when creating networks permeable to cycle traffic. An example, often 
cited by traffic engineers, is the frustration that the ‘except cycles’ plate is illegal beneath a no entry sign. 
When creating a contra-flow cycle lane, such a plate would obviate the need for the construction of a 
kerbed island in the mouth of a junction to create a ‘by-pass’ route for cycle traffic, with its attendant cost 
and additional signing requirements. When multiplied across a network, the expense of this example, and 
many others of a similar nature, are significant and effectively prevent many highway authorities from 
introducing appropriate and well designed networks for cycle traffic. A trial using an ‘except cycles’ plate is 
currently being undertaken in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. There are also many ways 
in which the requirements of TSRGD suggest to engineers that an excess of signs is needed when 
facilities for cycle traffic are introduced. Many such signs are widely regarded by road users as 
superfluous. More could be done to facilitate efficient and effective signing for cycle traffic management 
through a review of TSRGD. 

The Highways Act 1980 contains provisions in Part XII for acquiring, vesting and transferring land for 
highway purposes. Highway authorities have used these powers extensively for constructing schemes 
with motor traffic in mind, and there is evidence of use of these powers to widen highways to create bus 
lanes. There is little evidence of the full potential of their use to create permeable networks for cycle traffic. 
There is also little evidence of use of other powers, for example the Cycle Track Act 1984, which allows 
for the conversion of a public footpath (a right of way on foot) to a cycle track. Rights of way improvement 
planning under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2002 provides powers and duties in terms of 
network planning for non-motor traffic rights of way. There is little evidence that local authorities fully and 
properly use these powers in an integral way within the transport planning process to create and enhance 

                                                      
1 The Swedish Traffic Conflict technique defines a conflict as a ‘situation where two road users are 
involved, which would have led to an accident if both road users had continued with the same speed and 
in the same direction’. 



TIC/S3/10/1/2 

networks for cycle traffic. The Scottish Parliament should make it clear to local planning authorities and 
highway authorities that it expects them to use the full range legal powers at their disposal to create 
permeable networks for cycle traffic. 

It is frequently that case that the introduction of network features to assist cycle traffic fall foul of engineers 
desire to maximise link and junction capacity for motor traffic. An example would be the introduction of an 
advanced stop line at a traffic signal controlled junction resulting, in some cases, in a changed regime of 
inter-green times and a consequent forecast increase in motor vehicle delay. This forecast may be 
enough to prevent the scheme from going ahead. It is necessary that traffic flows are concerned with the 
‘expeditious movement’ of all traffic, and this should be the primary basis for traffic management targets 
as part of the Transport Management Act 2004. The Scottish Parliament should give clear direction to 
highway authorities on the interpretation of their network management requirements to ensure that they 
are not being used in a way which prevents the promotion of cycle traffic. 

Question 4 - Why do walking and cycling policies set out in national, regional and local transport 
plans not result in a greater modal share for walking and cycling? 

Pan-European evidence suggests that strong national policy is vital to encourage the promotion of cycling 
at local level (e.g. Bracher, 1989). The Dutch design guidance referred to earlier, for example, was a by-
product of the Bicycle Master Plan which was a part of the second Structure Plan for Traffic and Transport 
for The Netherlands. National policy interest in cycling in Denmark can be traced to 1975, when the Danes 
were faced with trying to solve the problem of a higher than European average of child road casualties. 
Their response was to promote cycling. 

It is common and understandable that politicians, engineers, and indeed the media become focused on 
large scale schemes (Airports and railways and so on). Small scale schemes, but within an overall 
comprehensive plan, will form a large part of any works necessary to create permeable networks for cycle 
traffic. These schemes are frequently not glamorous, but can take as much hard work to create as larger 
schemes. There is, however, little to no evidence of local planning authorities and highway authorities 
systematically planning, funding and constructing comprehensive cycle route networks (as is the case on 
the continent). Action that is taken is frequently: to expedite a perceived safety problem at an isolated 
location; linked to some other scheme, such as a local safety scheme; the result of a small amount of 
funding arising from a Section 106 developer agreement. The Scottish Parliament should develop a clear 
and comprehensive national policy framework relating to cycle traffic. Such a framework should demand, 
inter alia, clear and deliberate planned action at a local level to deliver comprehensive and permeable 
networks for cycle traffic. Local authorities should be required to identify clearly the moneys spent on 
promoting cycle infrastructure. 

The level of investment in cycling in many European countries has been at the level of around £15 per 
head per year for many decades. Only this level of sustained expenditure is likely to create the conditions 
within the urban fabric necessary as a backdrop for the promotion of cycling. The Scottish Parliament 
should, along, with partners in other departments which would benefit, such as Health, begin to invest in 
cycling at a level which would allow for significant changes in the uptake of cycling. 

Question 5 - What further action is required by the Scottish Government, local authorities and 
other bodies to ensure that significant progress is made in the development and implementation 
of walking and cycling, particularly if transport is to make a greater and more meaningful 
contribution to the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions? 

See the answer to Question 4 above. 

Question 6 - What can Scotland learn from good practice/successful implementation in other 
countries? 

The Department for Transport established Cycling England in Spring 2005. Its remit is to ‘get more people 
cycling, more safely, more often’. It has been running two major programmes: the Cycling Demonstration 
Towns and Bikeability cycle training. The results of monitoring of the six Demonstration Towns (Aylesbury, 
Brighton and Hove, Darlington, Derby, Exeter, and Lancaster and Morecambe) have shown an increase in 
cycling of 27% since 2005 (Cycling England, 2009). Each town was granted funding at the level of about 
£5 per head per year, matched locally, such that total investment was about £10 per head per year. This 
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higher level of funding was comparable with the annual investment in cycling in towns in mainland Europe 
which had achieved continued growth in urban cycling over a sustained period. 

Cycling England suggests that critical ingredients to success include the following: consistent political 
leadership and determination to champion sustainable travel; sustained investment; and investment in 
infrastructure which provides high quality, attractive and direct routes and in ‘smarter choices’ measures. 
Smarter Choices measures are targeted at users and potential users and include National Standard cycle 
training; appropriately secure cycle parking; and more general activity to generate a cycling culture. It 
would appear that greater success is achieved by focussing on specific locations where the target groups 
can be most efficiently identified and engaged. These may be a school, workplace, hospital, station, 
college or town centre. 

The success of the programme has allowed for its expansion to a further twelve English urban areas. 
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SESTRAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
My name is Alex Macaulay and, since July 2006, I am Partnership Director of SEStran, the South East of 
Scotland Transport Partnership, having previously been Projects Director of tie Ltd., a head of service 
with the City of Edinburgh Council, Depute Director of Transportation with Lothian Regional Council, an 
Associate Director with a major transportation consultancy and Assistant Director of Roads and 
Transportation with Central Regional Council.  
 
SEStran (South East Scotland Transport Partnership) is the statutory transport partnership of the eight 
local authorities Clackmannanshire, East Lothian, City of Edinburgh, Falkirk, Fife, Midlothian, Scottish 
Borders and West Lothian. It should be noted that, the SEStran response to the questions posed by the 
Committee were approved by the SEStran Board on 4th December and is Appendix 1 to this evidence. 
Any opinions expressed in addition to that response are my own.  

 
ROLE OF SESTRAN 
 
SEStran published its Ministerial approved Regional Transport Strategy in 2008. The main aim of the 
strategy is the development of sustainable transport in the SEStran area to support economic 
development and improve accessibility to jobs, health, retail and leisure facilities. 
 
In recognition of the role of sustainable transport in achieving the aims and objectives of our strategy, we 
have employed a Travel Plan Officer dedicated to the development of travel planning, walking and cycling. 
In developing this strategy we have been very aware of the important role the constituent local authorities 
play in implementing projects and we have worked closely with authorities in developing and implementing 
our strategies, through project development, funding provision, travel planning advice and promotional 
events.  
 
SESTRAN’S REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY 
 
The SEStran Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) recognizes the role walking and cycling plays in the 
development of an integrated sustainable transport system which improves accessibility, minimises impact 
on the environment and has potential health benefits. 
 
The RTS recognises ‘Smarter Choices’, as outlined in the National Transport Strategy, integrating walking 
and cycling, where appropriate, as part of a travel plan for employees and school children (Safer Routes 
to School) as a high priority. Also, as part of this initiative and also to feed into the SESplan Strategic 
Development planning process, SEStran has developed Sustainable Planning Guidance which will ensure 
that any future development is planned to encourage the use of walking and cycling, potentially linking to 
public transport for longer journeys, as a basic requirement. 
 
It is stated in the RTS that improving cycle facilities will help present cyclists and encourage more people 
to cycle. This promotion of cycling can bring major health and environmental benefits.  
 
The RTS sees the development of comprehensive urban cycling facilities as a high priority with its 
potential to influence modal shift for urban commuters. One of the key targets in our RTS is to reduce the 
forecast congestion for 2015 (2001 base year) on our key travel corridors by two thirds. This would 
potentially reduce CO2 emissions by 8%. This target is to be achieved by encouraging the use of cycling 
and walking along with the use of public transport. However there was an assumption that there would be 
an adequate level of investment in cycling, walking and public transport to encourage this modal shift. As 
Regional Transport Partnerships have no direct capital funding, the onus for funding infrastructure lies 
with Local Authorities, SEStran has limited control over actual expenditure in this area and there are 
indications that the Local Authorities are not providing adequate investment to meet the targets. 
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SEStran has a predominantly urban population with 32% living in large urban areas (i.e.> 125,000 
population) and another 40% living in urban areas (i.e, >10,000 population). The 2001 census indicated 
that 29% of commuters in Edinburgh walked or cycled to work compared with 25% in other SEStran local 
authority areas. Other walking and cycling statistics for the SEStran area indicate that walking accounts 
for 20% of all trips in the SEStran area with cycling only accounting for 1% of all trips, but the level of 
walking and cycling activity declines rapidly with distance. (i.e. 59% of all journeys< 1km , 32% 1 -2km, 
16% 2 -3 km). The Scottish Household Survey indicated that 35% of all households own 1 or more 
bicycles but only 6% of residents cycled in the last seven days. 
 
A quarter of all car trips are under 2km and therefore this would indicate there is a significant potential to 
increase bicycle use and walking for these journeys. The national target is to increase cycle use fourfold 
by 2012 on a 1996 base and we aim to achieve this target in the SEStran area. 
 
The RTS also recognises the role of strategic cycle routes (e.g. Round the Forth, North Sea Cycle Route, 
etc.) as providing a healthy mode of transport for residents and visitors to enjoy the countryside and has 
helped develop these routes.  
 
Along with both these initiatives, SEStran has developed cycling best practice guidance to encourage a 
consistent high quality of cycle facility provision throughout the region. 
 
BASIS FOR POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
 
As indicated much of the policy development in the RTS was based on Smarter Choices1 promoted by 
Phil Goodwin and others, looking at influencing travel behaviour towards more sustainable options and 
engaging with people on their travel choices. The research indicated that up to a 21% (urban peak) 
reduction in traffic could be achieved by implementing Smarter Choices. Workplace travel plans can 
reduce car commuting by 10% - 25% and the average cost is £2 - £4/head. In terms of value for money, 
the average cost for each 1000 veh km of traffic removed is £15 with the benefit of £150 in congestion 
reduction.( BCR of up to 30:1 in busy urban streets). The role of walking and cycling in sustainable travel 
is key to achieving these results. 
 
In terms of developing cycling facilities we have a working relationship with Sustrans who have collated 
significant research into the health benefits of encouraging cycling and walking. 
 
In relation to the growing problem of obesity, research has shown walking and cycling appears to reduce 
significantly the likelihood of obesity, with every additional km walked/day reducing the likelihood by 4.8%. 
(each additional hour in a car increases the likelihood by 6%)2. The recommendations are that everyone 
should have a minimum of 30mins moderate physical activity everyday to avoid obesity (Chief Medical 
Officer for England). 
 
There are also studies into more general health benefits with the reduction in cardiovascular disease and 
the reduction in health cost with increased exercise through walking and cycling. Results from a Japanese 
study3 indicate a reduction of 12% in medical costs by walking for more than 1hr/day compared with 
walking less. In Northern Ireland their Physical Activity Strategy Plan (1996) of reducing the sedentary 
proportion of the population from 20% to 15% was estimated to potentially save £620,000 annually on 
hospital admission and have an overall economic benefit of £131m justifying an expenditure of 
£2.35m/anum on activity promotion measures4. On specific cycle path provision, analysis of three UK 
schemes in Hartlepool, Bootle and Newhaven indicates BCRs ranging from 14.9 to 32.5. This would seem 

                                                      
1 Smarter Choices – Changing the way we travel.  Sally Cairns, Lynn Soloman, Carey Newson, Jillian 
Anable, Alistair Kirkbride, Phil Goodwin 
2 Active Travel and Adult Obesity . Sustrans Active Travel Information Sheet FH14 
3 The Value of Investment in Active Travel – Sustrans Active Travel Information Sheet FH10 
4 Improving the Walking and Cycling Environment – Success Stories DfT, 2004 
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to indicate that investment in cycling and walking is extremely cost effective and is rightly identified as high 
priority within our RTS. 
 
Individualised Travel Marketing of circa 2000 households across a random sample in North Bristol was 
carried out. There were high levels of community participation, 91% of households responded to the initial 
contact and 69% of these actually took part. Interim results demonstrate: 
 
• 6% increase in walking trips (per person per year) 
• 51% increase in cycling trips 
• 18% increase in usage of public transport 
• 10% reduction in car-driver journeys4. 
 
This indicates that well organised travel marketing can be very effective in involving people in ‘Smarter 
Choices’. 
 
SESTRAN WALKING AND CYCLING PROJECTS 
 
Listed in appendix 2 are the SEStran walking and cycling projects for the last three years which illustrate 
the comprehensive nature of our work.  The tables show initiatives emanating from our Regional 
Transport Strategy but as indicated many of them are implemented by Local Authorities through grants 
from SEStran.  All revenue expenditure was directly managed by SEStran. 
 
It should be noted that as of 2009/10 onwards there will be a considerable reduction in the ability of 
SEStran to fund future walking and cycling projects, under current funding arrangements.   
 
From financial year 2008/09 SEStran ceased to be responsible for the Regional Transport Capital Budget 
with it transferring to Local Authorities as part of the Concordat agreement.  This has had a significant 
adverse impact on sustainable transport investment as outlined below: 
 

Financial Year Capital Expenditure 
(£) (Note 1) 

Revenue 
Expenditure  
(£) (Note 2) 

Total Expenditure 
(£) 

2006/07 2,113,327 200,826 2,314,153 
2007/08 1,419,000 262,824 1,681,824 
2008/09 75,000 277,273 352,273 
2009/10 336,000 113,000 449,000 

 
Note 1: Local Authority capital expenditure using SEStran grant for 2006/07 and 2007/08 and proposed 
spend levels for 2008/09 and 2009/10. Source - SEStran Annual Report 2008/09. 
 
Note 2: SEStran managed revenue expenditure  
 
TRAVEL PLANNING 
 
SEStran provide assistance on Travel Plans to both Public and Private organizations.  This work has 
included organisations such as Fort Kinnaird shopping centre, Scottish Water, Edinburgh Chamber of 
Commerce and the Scottish Agricultural College.  A Travel Plan Grant (funded through the Scottish 
Government) has been available to both Local Authorities and Health Boards within the SEStran Area for 
the last three years.  This has seen the implementation and promotion of Travel Plans throughout the 
region. 
 
PROMOTIONAL WORK 
 
Cycle events such as the SEStran Two Capitals and the SEStran Midlothian Mega Cycle have been used 
to promote cycling to a wider audience in the South East.  Both events are used to encourage cyclists 
from all ages and abilities to take part.  The Big Tent Event in Falkland, Fife is a Sustainable Living event 
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which SEStran sponsored.  In addition to this conferences such as the SCVO (the Scottish Council for 
Voluntary Organisations) Gathering, have been used as a platform to discuss sustainable transport across 
a range of organizations. 
 
SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT FORUM AND LIAISON GROUPS 
 
SEStran host both the Sustainable Forum and Liaison Group.  These groups are used to disseminate 
information and share best practice across all the partnership authorities.  SEStran also is a member of 
the RTP Travel Plan Officers Liaison Group.  This group meets quarterly to discuss sustainable transport 
issues from across Scotland.  
 
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND PROMOTION OF CYCLING AND WALKING  
 
Over the last five years SEStran has developed an expertise in travel plan development and promotion on 
which local authorities are increasingly relying. This based on the development of our Sustainable Travel 
and ‘Smarter Choices’ focus in our RTS and the employment of a dedicated Travel Plan Officer SEStran 
has developed many cycle based strategy and guidance documents which will form a good basis for 
future development. SEStran would be in an ideal position to work with government to focus and prioritise 
any potential investment in this area and maximize the potential synergies with other forms of transport. 
 
The transfer of the Regional Transport Capital Budget from SEStran to the Constituent Local Authorities, 
combined with the removal of ring fencing, has seen a dramatic reduction in capital spending on walking 
and cycling.  Unless there is a change to this funding mechanism or a major change in Local Authority 
provides, the significant progress made in recent years on active travel will not be sustained and the 
Governments objectives for mode shift and CO2 reduction will be in severe danger of not being achieved. 
 
Alex Macaulay 
SEStran Partnership Director 
18th December 2009 
 
Appendix 1 – SEStran Response to the Active Travel Inquiry  
 
Appendix 2 – SEStran Walking and Cycling Projects  
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APPENDIX 1  
 
SESTRAN RESPONSE TO ACTIVE TRAVEL INQUIRY 
 
 
CALLS FOR VIEWS ON WALKING AND CYCLING IN SCOTLAND 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
SEStran is the South East Scotland Transport Partnership - one of seven statutory bodies set up to 
provide a regional perspective on transport in Scotland.  SEStran’s board includes elected members from 
its eight constituent local authorities: Clackmannanshire, City of Edinburgh, East Lothian, Falkirk, Fife, 
Midlothian, Scottish Borders, and West Lothian Councils. In total these cover an area of 3,180 sq miles 
and are home to 28% of Scotland’s population. SEStran has prepared and published its Regional 
Transport Strategy and is now implementing various transport initiatives in the area.  SEStran welcomes 
the opportunity to comment on the ‘Inquiry into active travel’.  
 
The formal remit of the Committee’s inquiry is to consider the following: 
• The progress being made in developing active travel;  
• Any barriers to further progress; and  
• The further action that may be required by the Scottish Government, Local Authorities and other 

bodies to ensure that significant progress is made in the development and implementation of active 
travel in Scotland 

 
Question 1 - What more can be done to encourage people to change their travelling habits and 
walk and cycle more? 
 
Education and awareness are key factors in encouraging people to change their behaviour.  It has been 
proven that ‘softer measures’ such as individual travel marketing, cycle-to-work schemes, bike user 
groups etc have a significant influence on travel behaviour.  Soft measures are at their optimum efficiency 
when integrated into an overall travel plan for an area or organisation.  By being a part of an integrated 
travel plan, these softer measures will receive the added benefits of promotion; and will be driven by 
champions for change.   
 
Question 2 - Is enough progress being made in developing and delivering improvements in the 
uptake of walking and cycling? 
 
Some progress has been made in the uptake of walking and cycling.  This can be accredited to successful 
partnership working throughout Scotland.  The introduction of workplace travel plans, various awareness 
campaigns and infrastructure improvements have all contributed towards this progress.  However, there is 
still a lot more work required to achieve the ambitious targets set by the Scottish Government.  Further 
partnership working with the Scottish Government, Regional Transport Partnerships (RTP’s), Local 
Authorities, Health Boards and other stakeholders is required to progress further uptake of active travel. 
 
Question 3 - If not, what are the barriers to progress? (for example, lack of policy development, 
lack of political leadership, lack of funding/investment, the lack of prominence given to active 
travel in transport policy development, project planning and construction etc.) 
 
One of the most obvious barriers to progress would be lack of committed funding.  There have been cuts 
across all budgets, none as drastic as the removal of the RTP Travel Planning Grants by the Scottish 
Government.  Not only does this cut contradict the targets set out by the Scottish Government, it also 
contradicts the findings in the recent study commissioned by the Scottish Government - ‘Mitigating 
Transport’s climate change impact in Scotland: assessment of policy options’.   
 
The study has identified a broad range of devolved policy options that are available to the Scottish 
Government to mitigate transport's climate change impact in Scotland.  The widespread implementation of 
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Travel Plans has featured as one of the most cost effective ways of reducing emissions by assisting 
modal shift.  The removal of the RTP’s Travel Plan Grant funding; along with the removal of Local 
Authority ring fencing will see the development of Travel Plans and subsequently walking and cycling 
figures falter. 
 
Question 4 - Why do walking and cycling policies set out in national, regional and local transport 
plans not result in a greater modal share for walking and cycling? 
 
The policies set out in National, Regional and Local Transport plans are assisting in increasing the 
numbers of people choosing active travel.  This has also been helped by planning guidance documents 
such as SPP17 and PAN76 which uphold the requirements of a Travel Plan within new planning 
applications.  However, there needs to be greater endorsement by the Government, and enforcement of 
the afore mentioned planning documents.  This must be reflected in the Governments future commitments 
towards budget allocation and the potential reinstatement of ring fencing.  
 
Question 5 - What further action is required by the Scottish Government, local authorities and 
other bodies to ensure that significant progress is made in the development and implementation 
of walking and cycling, particularly if transport is to make a greater and more meaningful 
contribution to the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions? 
 
See answer to question 4 
 
Question 6 - What can Scotland learn from good practice/successful implementation in other 
countries? 
 
There are various examples that could be referenced in regards to good practice.  Notably the 
Netherlands, Holland and Germany have a positive culture for encouraging sustainable transport.  A 
choice of cases studies are outlined in the document ‘Making Cycling Irresistible’ by John Pucher and 
Ralph Buehler.  They conclude that policy must reinforce the safety, convenience and attractiveness of 
active travel.  Plus, integration with public transport, education and training of cyclists and motorists, and a 
wide range of promotional events are required to generate enthusiasm and wide public support.  All of 
these policy functions can be addressed through Partnership working and Travel Plans, but committed 
investment is still key.  
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APPENDIX 2  
 
SESTRAN WALKING AND CYCLING PROJECTS
 
CAPITAL BUDGET 2006/07: £2,113,327.00 (EXPENDITURE) 
 
City Of Edinburgh Council    
 
C18 – Key Connections to Edinburgh - £269,924 
Key strategic cycle path development and upgrading from the periphery of Edinburgh to neighbouring 
authorities 
 
Clackmannanshire Council, 
 
C19 – Waggon Way Cycle Path - £115,183 
Clacks - Upgrading of existing cycle path to connect Core path network with NCN76. 
 
C20 – Links between bus and rail sation in Alloa £40,000 
Clacks - Pedestrian improvements to provide high quality link between existing bus stance in Alloa and 
new railway station. Provision of puffin crossing on Ring Road 
 
Fife Council 
 
C21 – Cycle route NCN1 Dunfermline- £59,261 
Improvement to the Strategic Cycle Route 
 
C22 – Cycle route NCN76 Fife Extensions- £88,038 
The provision of a key section of cycle way to link Kincardine with Culross on the NCN76 cycle route, 
which will form part of the SEStran Round the Forth Route 
 
C23 – Cycle route NCN1 Falkland – £100,000 
Upgrade of facilities for cyclists from Falkland to Strathmiglo  
 
C24 – Kirkcaldy bus/rail station links – £8,664 
Design and construction designated pedestrian links between the interchanges 
 
C25 – Kirkcaldy college/rail links – £84,000 
Design and construct designated pedestrian links between the college and the station 
 
C26 – Burntisland bus network/rail station links – £350,000 
Design and construct designated pedestrian links between the bus network and the station 
 
Midlothian Council 
 
C27 – Eskbank to Dalkeith cycle way – £104,962 
Construction of cycle way and associated facilities 
 
C28 - NCN1 from Dalkeith to Gorebridge £359,560  
Construction of cycleway and associated facilities to complete remainder of NCN1 through Midlothian 
 
C29 – Roslin to Loanhead Phase 4 - £191,096 
Construction of Cycleway and new bridge deck 
 
C30 Elginhaugh to CEC boundary - £75,541 
Construction of Cycleway 
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Scottish Borders Council 
 
C31 A1 Coastal Route - £31,185  
Addressing Strategic barriers to cycling on A1 Costal Cycle route within the Scottish Borders.  Actual route 
is expected to be on minor roads away from the trunk road corridor  
 
C32 – Infrastructure to complement Waverly railway - £18,020 
Design and implementation of sustainable transport links to proposed new railway stations in Galashiels 
and Tweedbank 
 
SEStran 
 
C33 – Cycle Flow Monitoring on Strategic Network – £79,545 
To provide cycle counters for all SEStran partner areas.  These are to be located on the National Cycle 
Network.  This will be used to provide baseline data 
 
West Lothian Council 
 
C34 – Cycling – Key connections from West Lothian to Edinburgh - £81,214 
Key strategic cycleway development from West Lothian to Edinburgh.  Including the design and 
construction of a cycleway extension on the A89 from Uphall Station to Livingston.  Also the development 
of future cycling on the A908 from Newton Village to CEC boundary (Forth Road Bridge and A904) and 
connections 
 
C35 – Cycling NCR 75 West Lothian - £57,134 
Installation of cycle path lighting on section of national cycle route and local NCR extensions in Bathgate 
 
2006/07 REVENUE BUDGET: £200,826 (EXPENDITURE)  
 
R3 – Haymarket Pedestrian Facilities - £50,000 
The City of Edinburgh Council received a Grant Award from SEStran to enable a detailed study of 
pedestrian facilities at Haymarket Station and its environs to be undertaken and this work was a 
component of the Haymarket Station master planning exercise.  
 
Sustainable Travel Plans 
 
Recipient  Activity Grant 
Midlothian  Consultant preparation of draft Travel Plan £9,050 
West Lothian Consultant preparation of draft Travel Plan £5,625 
Fife Cycle Lease Scheme £5,940 
Borders Bike raffle prize for Bike to Work week, as part of 

Travel Plan 
£450 

Clackmannanshire Pool Bikes for Councils £3,486 
NHS Fife Set-up of Tripshare Scheme within Tripshare 

SEStran 
£2,879 

NHS Fife Production of Leaflets advertising Travel Plan £376 
NHS Lothian Travel Survey of Hospital Staff/Visitors at Royal 

Edinburgh Hospital 
£10,869 

 Total £38,676 
 
Round the Forth 
 
During 2006-07, £60,000 revenue funding, to be matched by local authorities, was made available by the 
Scottish Executive to be spent on Round the Forth (RtF) and general long distance cycling projects. 
(Stirling and Perth & Kinross qualified for funding through arrangements put in place while SEStran was a 
voluntary partnership).  
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Match Funding from Scottish 
Executive   

£56,075 

Grand Total £122,150 
 
2007/08 CAPITAL BUDGET: £1,419,000 (EXPENDITURE) 
 
City Of Edinburgh Council 
 
C18 – Cycling Connections Edinburgh - £473,000 
1) Upgrading of cyclepaths adjacent to A8/A89 corridor from airport roundabout to Newbridge, A8000, 
A772 and lighting for path from QMUC to Newcraighall. 2) Feasibility studies, then design work up to 
tender stage, including consultation and land ownership negotiations for schemes to be constructed from 
08/09 onward 
 
Clackmannanshire Council  
 
C19 – Waggon Cycle Path - £9,000 
Upgrading of existing cycle path to connect Core path network with NCN76 
 
Falkirk Council 

 
C58 – Safer Routes to Stations/Transport Interchanges - £100,000 
Provision of a series of footways / cycleways to link Glen Village via Lionthorn residential development to 
Falkirk High Railway Station 
 
C76 – Round the Forth Cycle Route - £80,000 
To provide cycling facilities on the Round the Forth route NCN76 Glensburgh to Skinflats 
 
Fife Council 
 
C21 – Cycle Route NCN1 in Dunfermline - £144,000 
Improvement to the strategic cycle route 
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C24 – Kirkcaldy Pedestrian Links - £47,000 
Design and construct designated pedestrian links between the interchanges 

onstruction of cycleway and associated facilities for the route 

EStran 

These are to be located on the National Cycle 
etworks and main strategic routes in the SEStran area.  

est Lothian Council 

all Station to Livingston.  Also, the development 
f future cycling on the A904 from Newton village to CEC 

stallation of cycle path lighting on section of national cycle route and local NCR extensions in Bathgate 

007/08 REVENUE BUDGET:  £262,824 (EXPENDITURE) 

17 Sustainable Travel Awareness - £51,247 

c and sustainable transport through maps, leaflets, 
isplays, direct distribution, and radio advertisements 

ction of ‘Cycling Guidance; Cycling to Work Beginner’s Guide’ and the Cramond 
ridge feasibility study. 

ravel Plan Grants 
 

 
Midlothian Council 
C28 – NCR-1 Dalkeith to Gorebridge - £20,000 
C
 
S
 
C33 – Cycle Flow Monitoring - £21,000 
To provide cycle counters for all Sestran partner areas. 
N
 
W
 
C34 – Key Connections WL to Edinburgh – £517,000 
Key strategic cycleway development from West Lothian to Edinburgh.  Including the design and 
construction of a cycleway extension on the A89 from Uph
o
 
C35 – Cycling, NCR 75 West Lothian - £8,000 
In
 
2
 
R
 
This promoted the benefits and convenience of publi
d
 
R21 Cycle Initiatives - £41,773 
This included the produ
B
 
T

Recipient  Activity Grant 
East Lothian Council travel map and provision of £6,288 Council HQ 

cycle shelter 
Borders Council HQ shower facilities for staff and £6,269 Council 

visitors 
Midlothian Council Council Travel Map £5,000 
West Lothian Council Strategy and new £17,935 Travel Plan Marketing 

Council HQ travel map 
Clackmannanshire Council ng cycle shelter for staff and £7,244 Council buildi

visitors 
NHS Borders Staff survey and strategy documents  £12,860
NHS Forth Valley Comprehensive staff survey  £8,116 
NHS Lothian  

 and Establishment of 
Tripshare Scheme 

£18,800 Staff and visitor survey at Astley Ainslee 
Hospital, Edinburgh

 Total £82,512 
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Round the Forth  
 
Local Authority Project Amount 
City of Edinburgh Council study, £10,000 Cycle hire scheme feasibility 

including along the Forth Water front 
Clackmannanshire Council 

 between 
052 Traffic calming along RtF route on 

unclassified rural road
£8,

Clackmannan and Kincardine 
Fife Council nk from £3,094 Feasibility Study into off-road li

Inverkeithing to Forth Road Bridge 
Borders Council 

panding Borders recreational 
cycle routes 

£22,500 Peebles to Innerleithen route, and feasibility 
study into ex

Total: £43,646 
Match Funding from Scottish Government £43,646 
Grand Total £87,292 

 
2008/09 REVENUE BUDGET: £277,273 (EXPENDITURE)  

 active transport through events, maps, 
aflets, displays, direct distribution and radio advertisements  

nt. The aim is to develop a Region Wide Initiative to guide investment in strategic urban 
ycling facilities. 

ravel Plan Grants 2008/09 
 

 

 
R17 Sustainable Travel Awareness - £46,914  
This promoted the benefits and convenience of sustainable and
le
 
R21 Cycle Initiatives - £27,291 
In 2008/09, SEStran commissioned Colin Buchanan to produce a strategic ‘Urban Cycle Network’ 
guidance docume
c
 
T

Organisation Activity Amount 
Edinburgh Council  

es, organising 
£10,000 Travel plan promotion, intranet page, providing 

display panels at council offic
events and providing incentives  

Midlothian Council  ator to be £10,000 Employment of Travel Plan Co-ordin
shared with Scottish Borders Council 

Falkirk Council  

 Road, Bonnybridge and 

£10,000 Cycle facilities at Municpal Buildings, Falkirk 
Football Community Stadium, McLaren House, 
Polmont, Seabegs
Abbotsford House. 

Fife Council -  ndar £10,000 DVD promoting sustainable travel and cale
with Tripshare and Traveline 

West Lothian Council  
alised Travel Plans, other promos and 

£4,100 Promotion of cycling at McArthur Glen. 
Individu
prizes 

Clackmannanshire Council  
el Plan Routes, Promotional materials, 

£12,000 Travel Plan promotion, Active Travel Booklets  
7 Trav
prizes 

East Lothian Council  g installation at Council Head £850 Cycle parkin
Quarters  

NHS Fife  Survey work and Travel Plan Activities  £10,000
NHS Forth Valley   Establishment of a car share scheme £6,175 
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NHS Lothian  Purchase of cycle storage to coincide with the 
cycle to work scheme 

£5,000 

Traveline Scotland  Batch personalised travel planning scheme £10,000 
Colin Buchanan Cycle Counter Data Collection and software 

hand over 
£3,500 

SEStran Ledger Extracts Payroll £28,420 
SEStran Ledger Extracts Staff Travel £323 
Total: £120,368 

Match funding from grant recipients  £50,000 

Grand Total: £170,368 

 
Round the Forth – £16,350 
 
Sustrans Match Funding  £16,350 
Grand total  £32,700 

 
2009/2010 – WALKING AND CYCLING PROJECTS 
 
Travel Plan Grants – £91,000 
The Scottish Government anticipates that there will be no Travel Plan budget available in 2010/11 
 
2009/2010 BUDGET 

£91,000 (inc carry forward of £38K) 
City of Edinburgh £3,200 
Borders Council £10,000 *  
Midlothian Council £3,200 
Falkirk Council £3,200 
Fife Council £3,200 
West Lothian Council £3,200 
Clackmannanshire Council £3,200 
East Lothian Council £3,200 
NHS Fife £3,200 
NHS Forth Valley £3,200 
NHS Lothian £3,200 
NHS Borders £10,000* 
Pay Roll  £39,000 
Match Funding from Grant Recipients  £22,000 
Grant Total 113,000 

 
* Please note that due to under spend, Borders Council and NHS Borders will be receiving carry forward 
from 2008/09.  
 
R17 Sustainable Travel Awareness - £130,000 
This will be used to promote the benefits and convenience of sustainable and active transport through 
events, maps, leaflets, displays, and direct distribution and radio advertisements. 
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