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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM NESTRANS, SWESTRANS AND SESTRAN 
 

WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM NESTRANS 
 
Introduction 
 
It is clear that in the immediate future there is likely to be a significant reduction in the overall 
expenditure available to public bodies. In such circumstances it is right that the spending 
priorities of the central and local government are reviewed. 
 
Whilst there is a temptation to focus on what may have to be cut there should also be a 
general focus on setting priorities for the very significant sums that will still be available to 
spend. 
 
This review of priorities should have at its heart the Scottish Governments purpose of 
sustainable economic growth. It is from this sustainable economic growth that general growth 
in the economy can lead to a return to improved public sector spending. 
 
Background 
 
There will always be differences of view about the best way to achieve sustainable economic 
growth and what measures both central and local government can take to encourage and 
foster that growth. 
 
In the North East of Scotland there is a belief that the engagement of the wealth generators, 
our businesses, into the process of deciding how to progress to create the necessary 
conditions for growth is key. Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Future (ACSEF) is a public/ 
private sector organisation designed to do just that. 
 
ACSEF has engaged with over 1600 businesses to determine their view of what the North 
East needs to do to create the conditions suitable for sustainable economic growth. These 
discussions have considered a twin problem affecting the North East in: 
 

• The proportion of the population over the age of 65 doubling in the next 15 years 
• The charted decline in hydrocarbon production from the North Sea 

 
This very significant engagement with the regions businesses has resulted in the production 
of an economic manifesto for the region. This manifesto is based on the desire, both within 
the public and private sectors, to build on the success of the energy sector in our area to 
ensure that our region continues to be a net contributor to the Scottish and UK economies 
rather than accepting a slow decline into becoming net beneficiaries as North Sea activity 
declines. 
 
The focus for this continued economic growth is based on two factors: 
 

• Anchoring the oil and gas businesses that are already here and attracting new 
companies 

• Diversifying into the renewables energy industry amongst others 
 
This can be achieved by making Aberdeen City and Shire the world centre for oilfield 
management creating the critical mass of companies in our area to attract new companies to 
invest and work in our area by extending the work already carried out from Aberdeen to other 
oil fields. The workforce which has been so innovative in the hydrocarbon energy business 
has the skills that can be relatively easily transferred to the renewables industry. 
 
This ACSEF manifesto is very acutely aware that there is a short window of opportunity to 
achieve its aims with the need to: 
 

• Anchor the oil and gas industry into the region whilst there is still sufficient activity in 
the North Sea 

• Create the necessary renewables industry whilst this sector is still in its infancy. 
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Implementation 
 
Work has extended beyond the creation of the economic manifesto to translating this into the 
necessary development planning documentation to permit the growth to be achieved. Very 
close working between ACSEF, Aberdeen City and Shire Councils, the Strategic 
Development Planning Authority and Nestrans has produced the area’s Structure Plan and 
Regional Transport Strategy, both of which have received Scottish Government approval. 
This close working between organisations is continuing with the development of the Aberdeen 
City and Shire Local Development Plans. 
 
The link between Infrastructure and Economic Development 
 
The ACSEF work has very clearly identified the priority for businesses in choosing to locate in 
a particular location. This is particularly important for the North East in trying to anchor our 
core oil and gas businesses and to attract new business. These companies have the choice 
on a global scale of where to be to conduct their business. The Economic Manifesto identified 
seven priority actions including skills and city centre regeneration. However under an 
overarching theme of quality of life the principal priority identified is a fully integrated transport 
infrastructure. 
 
The close working between these bodies has resulted in ACSEF being content that the 
implementation of their transport priority rests with Nestrans and the Councils through the 
implementation of the Nestrans Regional Transport Strategy and the Councils Local 
Transport Strategies. 
 
Public Finances 
 
With the contraction of available public finances it is clear that there will be difficult choices for 
both central and local government to make. When making these choices the decision makers 
will have a considerable number of things to take into account. 
 
The proportion of funding aimed at directly influencing the Scottish Government’s purpose of 
sustainable economic growth will clearly be one such thought and there is a very clear line of 
argument that would suggest that in a time of shrinking available finances, those things that 
have most impact on economic development possibilities should have the greater priority. 
 
The economic assessment of the North East economy carried out by ACSEF and the very 
clear view of the businesses of the region have also highlighted a new factor to be 
considered. Much of the infrastructure investment to date has been to generate business and 
economic activity in areas where there has been steep economic decline to help regenerate 
these areas. 
 
The North East currently offers a different scenario of a successful economy, one which has 
supplied the ability to finance economic development in these regeneration areas in the past, 
but one which has great difficulties on the horizon. It does however offer a solution to its 
problems, and one which could again drive economic growth not just in our area but across 
Scotland. 
 
The short window of opportunity is now opening for our region and we need to ensure that the 
opportunity is not lost. Part of that solution is the recognition of having a high enough priority 
for investing in things that have a strong relationship to the Scottish Government’s purpose of 
sustainable economic growth and that there is a strong case for investing in an area of 
strength if that investment 
 

• avoids future contraction 
• and strengthens economic development prospects even in a successful area 

 
Clearly the proportions of budget related to the economic development or looking after the 
vulnerable in society is a matter for political judgement that this paper doesn’t address. What 
this paper has looked at is how the proportion allocated to economic development issues 
should be considered. 
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Alternative financing 
 
In developing new infrastructure there always has to be a balance between the benefits that 
the new infrastructure brings and the ability to repay the development costs through revenue 
financing. Whilst this paper doesn’t look at alternative financing in detail there are 
opportunities, including tax incremental financing, which could provide additional financing 
streams for local authorities. This needs to be examined in greater detail. There may well be a 
case for saying that the costs of implementing the economic development potential should be 
bourne out of the benefits that the new development brings. This may have the potential for 
unlocking business investment at an earlier stage, particularly important in a time of reducing 
budgets and, in the North East’s case, a short window of opportunity to secure a successful 
future. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Scottish Governments central purpose of sustainable economic growth is one that is 
shared in the North East. Funding allocations need to be made in the context of that purpose. 
A time of reducing budgets is not the time to avoid difficult funding decisions; decisions that 
may be required to ensure that the Scottish Government’s main purpose of sustainable 
economic growth is achievable. 
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SWESTRANS 
 
BUDGET STRATEGY PLAN – SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT DRAFT BUDGET  
2011-12 

 
1. SWestrans Functions and Operations 

1.1. The South West of Scotland Transport Partnership (SWestrans) is one of seven 
Regional Transport Partnerships in Scotland created by Scottish Ministers under the 
provisions of The Transport (Scotland) Act 2005. 

 
1.2. Under the provisions of the Act a number of transport functions have been 

transferred from Dumfries and Galloway Council to SWestrans, including: 
• Formulation, consultation and publishing of policies; 
• Promotion of passenger transport services; 
• Procurement, management and administration of service subsidy 

agreements; 
• Management and administration of concessionary travel schemes; 
• Quality Partnership schemes; 
• Ticketing schemes; 
• Provision of information 
 

1.3. A statutory requirement of the Act is that each partnership produces a Regional 
Transport Strategy. The Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) for South West Scotland 
was approved by Scottish Ministers in June 2008. The aspirations of the RTS are 
translated into specific interventions in the RTS Delivery Plan, which was agreed by 
the SWestrans Board on 27 March 2009. 

 
2. Comments on “Key Questions” posed in Section 6 of your consultation are as 

follows: 
 

a) Impact of Expenditure Reduction Upon Own Organisation or Sector  
Assuming a public expenditure reduction on the scale envisaged, what would be 
the impact upon your organisation or sector, and upon its capacity to maintain 
service levels and quality of outcomes for service users? 

 
Capital Funding 
To date, Capital funding has been available to SWestrans, either direct from the Scottish 
Government or through Dumfries and Galloway Council. This has allowed a 
comprehensive region-wide package of measures to be progressed in accordance with 
the aspirations of the Regional Transport Strategy and its associated Delivery Plan. The 
measures cover all modes, including roads, buses, rail, ferries, cycling and walking. 
 
The availability of funding has enabled SWestrans to successfully bid for and draw down 
significant external funding. More detail is provided regarding this under question c. 
 
Anticipated reductions in capital funding will compromise our ability to deliver the RTS 
Delivery Plan, as well as our ability to secure external funding. 
 
Revenue Funding 
Revenue funding has been available to SWestrans direct from the Scottish Government, 
and also from Dumfries and Galloway Council. This has allowed SWestrans to progress a 
Revenue Expenditure Programme, including projects associated with the RTS and 
Delivery Plan, and to subsidise socially necessary local bus services. 
 
Given its rural nature, some 85% of the local bus network in the SWestrans area is 
subsidised. Recently re-tendered services have seen tenders returned well above 
inflation, up to some 100% more than previous prices. 
 
Increases in operating costs have made existing contracts less attractive, and operators 
have withdrawn from some contracts. Where these services have been re-tendered the 
cost is significantly increased. 
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In areas where an operator is dominant with no realistic competition this can and has led 
to the termination of a contract by an operator and then the same operator regaining the 
contract at a much higher rate. 
 
Another contracted service is being terminated by the operator, and the reason given is 
insufficient level of return from the concessionary travel scheme since the recent change 
to the reimbursement rate. 
 
These matters are currently being considered by SWestrans. To try to address escalating 
costs SWestrans has recently initiated a policy, root and branch review of the local bus 
network. 
 
A reduction of public expenditure in this sector will add to an already critical budget 
pressure. The most likely outcome is a significant reduction in the level of public service 
provision. The impact of this will not merely be a reduction in service to individual 
members of the public. There will be an incentive to greater car dependency, with 
implications for costs associated with congestion. The Government’s own targets for 
increased sustainable travel and decreased carbon emissions associated with transport 
will be compromised. 

 
b) Constraints on Realising Savings  

Are there constrains which would need to be addressed (and which could readily 
be addressed in practice) to permit you to realise savings, maximise income or 
increase productivity? 

 
SWestrans has been established with an extremely lean model of public sector 
bureaucracy. The partnership is supported by a small unit consisting of three members of 
staff. Other key support functions are provided by existing units and staff within Dumfries 
and Galloway Council on a shared service basis. There appears little or no opportunity for 
further efficiency savings to be identified on these operational matters.. 

 
c) New Sources of Finance 

Are there new sources of finance you could develop in the short or medium term 
to maintain the range and scale of services offered to the public? 

 
SWestrans has in recent years been particularly successful in securing external sources 
of funding for specific local projects, including: 

• Scottish Government grant for Mainstreaming Travel Planning (£112,000, 
2008-10); 

• Scottish Government Smarter Choices, Smarter Places initiative for 
GoSMART Dumfries (in partnership with Dumfries and Galloway Council) 
(£2.7 million, 2008-11); 

• EU-ERDF-LUPS extension to GoSMART Dumfries  
(£1.25 million, 2009-2012); 

• EU Interreg4 funding for Completion of the National Cycle Network. (£50,000, 
2012 to be confirmed) in partnership with organisations/councils in Northern 
Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. 

• EU Northern Periphery Programme (NPP) for Rural Transport Solutions 
(€150,000, 2009-12) in partnership with Dumfries and Galloway Council and 
regions in Finland, Iceland, Sweden and Shetland. 

 
These funding streams have supported capital projects work. Whilst delivery of the RTS 
and associated RTS Delivery Plan will be severely impeded by contraction in public 
capital expenditure, it is the revenue funded local bus network that will have the greatest 
impact on the public. 
 
SWestrans has begun to address this with the purchase of four new DDA compliant 
buses from its capital budget, which will remain in SWestrans ownership and be leased to 
contracted operators. This model for local bus service delivery will provide significant 
revenue savings over the lifetime of the buses. However, it is unlikely to be sufficient to 
offset escalating costs completely. 
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d) Innovative Approaches to Service Provision 

Are there innovative approaches to service provision or financing which you 
might consider using within your organisation or sector? 

 
‘Rural Transport Solutions’ is a project being developed by SWestrans in partnership with 
Dumfries and Galloway Council and other European Regions with funding from the EU 
Northern Periphery Programme. The project is considering opportunities for improved 
rural transport service provision through more efficient resource utilisation by a shared 
partnership approach involving all transport providers. 

 
e) Ways in Which Public Sector Bodies Might Work Better Together 

From the perspective of your organisation or sector, are there ways in which 
public sector bodies and other service providers could work better together, 
across existing institutional boundaries, to make significant improvements to the 
efficiency of service provision and the effectiveness of public spending? 

 
See response to question d. 

 
f) More Fundamental Change to Organisations 

Are there more fundamental changes to organisational structures or the way 
public services are provided which you see as essential or desirable in 
addressing the budgetary challenges facing the public sector in the short or 
medium term? 

 
It would be desirable for there to be greater certainty about budget availability in future 
years, to allow for more effective forward planning. This would also allow larger capital 
projects to be progressed by spreading costs over several funding years in a planned 
manner. 

 
g) Key Issues 

In the context of the remit and timescale of the Review and of the need for 
practical options, are there particular key issues which you consider should be 
addressed by the Panel for the purposes of its report? 

 
Inflationary pressure is not level across all areas of public expenditure. Applying budget 
variations evenly regardless of inflationary variation effectively disadvantages more those 
areas of expenditure that are experiencing greater cost increases. 
 
This issue is particularly acute in public transport provision, and the impact is 
proportionately greater in rural areas where public transport services are rarely 
commercial. A rural network that is subsidised to the extent that Dumfries and Galloway’s 
is (85%) will inevitably be severely compromised by the scale of cuts in public 
expenditure envisaged. 
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SESTRAN 
 
BUDGET STRATEGY 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1. 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.  

 
1.2. 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, due to the tightness of time from the invitation to present evidence, the 
SEStran Board has not had the opportunity to consider this evidence. Therefore any 
opinions expressed are my own. 

 
2. Budget Strategy 

 
2.1. SEStran has already given evidence to the Committee on the Scottish Budget (Draft 

Budget 2010 – 2011) and also to the Inquiry into Active Travel which are relevant to my 
current submission. Also I am enclosing SEStran’s submission to the Independent 
Budget Review which focuses on the role Regional Transport Partnerships can play in 
this period of financial constraint. All the above submissions have been approved by our 
Board, so rather than repeating them verbatim, I am enclosing them as appendices to 
this submission and the following will summarise some of the key issues. 

2.2. With Scotland being slightly peripheral to Europe, transport plays a vital role in the 
operation of the Scottish economy. Adequate transport infrastructure and services are 
going to be vital in ensuring Scotland recovers from the current economic downturn and 
investment is required to ensure carbon reduction targets are met. 

 
3. The initial submission on the budget for 2010-11 submission(Appendix 1) 

 
3.1.  This submission highlights the problems facing SEStran and the Regional Transport 

Partnerships (RTPs) in this period of financial constraint not only through lack of direct 
funding but also through the reduction in local authority spending on regional transport 
issues. 

 
3.2. The concordat with the non ring fencing of local authority budgets and the local authority 

Single Outcome Agreements (SOA) has brought a new set of priorities to local 
authorities, in which spending on transport issues has considerably reduced (42% on 
regional transport projects). The current formulation of the SOA objectives in which 
transport is hardly mentioned as a national objective and the further constraints on 
finance, potentially will lead to further significant reductions in transport expenditure.   

  
3.3. SEStran has been concentrating on attracting additional funding from Europe but it is 

constrained in doing so by the lack of match funding but SEStran needs to ensure 
investment in its top priorities is still maintained. 

 
4. The Independent Budget Review submission 

 
4.1. This submission concentrated on the need for a fundamental review of how transport 

facilities and services are financed and the role that RTPs can play in ensuring adequate 
transport spending is provided which is focused on regional priorities. 

 
4.2. The current financial situation is leading to a significant reduction in monies being 

invested in transport with local authorities prioritizing their resources, financial and staff 
resources, on other seemingly more pressing areas e.g. education and social work. 
Local Authorities are currently looking at combining service provision between authorities 
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to provide a more cost effective service. Regional Transport Partnerships could provide a 
forum for providing some transport services for the region. This will allow regional Local 
Authorities to provide the required transport infrastructure and services through a highly 
efficient shared operation. 
  

4.3. The submission highlights the opportunity for RTPs to act as a focus for transport 
services for local authorities with their reducing resources. This, tied in with a dedicated 
budget, would ensure some budget availability for transport at a local and regional level. 
Some authorities are already experiencing difficulties in providing adequate investment 
in transport infrastructure and services. 

 
4.4. SEStran already provides regional transport services to constituent authorities in way of 

centralized data provision, web based information provision and transport modeling 
capability. 

 
4.5. An area in which SEStran and other RTPs are playing an increasingly important role is 

Travel Planning as part of the “Smarter Choices” agenda. This is becoming increasingly 
difficult for local authorities to adequately finance. The RTPs are also are working on 
developing Park and Ride proposals in their areas and in the case of Tay South P&R, 
working together in promoting STPR “quick wins”. 
  

4.6. SEStran works closely with SESplan and TAYplan to ensure any future development 
proposals are as sustainable as possible. This regional approach to development 
planning is essential to avoid compounding current transport problems and to identify the 
transport implications of future development. 
 

5. The Inquiry into Active Travel submission  
 

5.1. This paper highlighted the benefits of developing cycling and walking along with travel 
planning as a relatively low cost activity with significant benefits not only in reducing the 
impact of transport on the environment (carbon reduction) but also in terms of health 
improvement. These measures are proven to be one of the most cost effective ways of 
encouraging modal shift and congestion reduction. 
 

5.2. The government has recently removed Travel Planning Grants from RTPs which has 
reduced the ability of RTPs to address the extremely challenging emissions targets and 
the encouragement of modal shift away from the car. 
  

5.3. The SEStran Regional Transport Strategy focuses heavily on the “Smarter Choices” as a 
cost effective way of addressing regional transport problems and SEStran has employed 
a full time Travel Plan Officer to promote this work. 

 
5.4. SEStran would be in an ideal position to work with government to focus and prioritise any 

potential investment in this area and maximize the synergies with other forms of 
transport. Again this work is being threatened by the lack of reliable funding. 

 
6. Summary 
 
6.1. SEStran and the other RTPs have considerable potential to address and promote 

transport related issues in light of the current recession, having the ability to provide the 
focus for local authorities to provide transport facilities and services especially in areas 
associated with “Smarter Choices” and also provide a focus for funding transport to 
ensure transport facilities and services are adequate for Scotland’s future needs, in a 
cost effective manner. 
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Appendix 1 
 
Independent Budget Review – Response by SEStran 
 
The response by SEStran is focused on the seven key questions outlined in section 6 
 
(a) Assuming a public expenditure reduction on the scale envisaged, what would be the 
impact upon your organization or sector, and upon its capacity to maintain service levels and 
quality of outcomes for service users? 
 
The reduction in public expenditure on transport is impacting on SEStran and other Regional 
Transport partnerships in various ways. 
 
It is not clear how the transport budget reduction from government is to be applied throughout 
the public sector, but if applied on a pro rate basis, (e.g. 23% reduction as envisaged for the 
Transport and Innovation budget for 2010/2011 compared with the current year), the ability of 
Regional Transport Partnerships (RTPs) to implement their transport strategies would be 
seriously reduced.  
 
The remaining element of RTPs funding comes from partner Local Authorities to cover 
operating costs and capital contributions. With pressure on Local Authority budgets, this 
contribution has been/will be reduced, (in the SEStran area Local Authorities reduced their 
contribution by 5% for 2010/11), adding further to the reduction in funds available to RTPs. 
 
As part of the Local Government Concordat, the vast majority of Central Government support 
is through a non ring fenced block grant to Local Authorities, who have the discretion to 
determine their own priorities for spending. Consequently, transport and in particular regional 
transport has to compete for funds with other local priorities like social work and education. 
The picture for capital expenditure is even more difficult with local government capital 
programmes being drastically reduced as a result of the general economic position. 
 
When the regional transport 2008-9 spend and the budgeted spend for 2009-10 of the local 
authorities within the SEStran area are compared to the planned spend in the delivery plan 
associated with the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS), a major reduction is apparent. The 
level of planned expenditure in the RTS was based on the level of regional transport 
Government grant inherited by the local authorities and incorporated within the block 
settlement. Last financial year (2008-09) only 42% of the funding that was previously 
allocated to SEStran, is being utilised for strategic transport projects within the region. 
 
This redistribution of monies previously allocated to transport compounds the current/potential 
reduction in transport expenditure. 
 
(b) Are there constraints which need to be addressed to permit you to realise savings, 
maximize income or increase productivity? 
 
SEStran has been successful in attracting new finance from the EU, namely funding to begin 
the delivery of a region wide Real Time Bus passenger information system and funding to 
investigate the potential of sustainable multi modal hubs to support the Scottish Ports within 
the Interreg Dryport project. These projects require match funding which along with co-
funding from our partners along with funding from SEStran. This consumes a considerable 
proportion of our remaining budget. We have had the situation where a local authority has 
decided it was unable to provide its financial support for Real Time Bus Passenger 
Information system as a partner due to budget constraints, leaving SEStran to cover the not 
insubstantial additional cost or lose that component of match funding. Any reduction in 
SEStran’s budget on EU projects will have multiplier impact on total transport expenditure in 
this area of Scotland. 
 
SEStran is currently involved in the preparation of four further bids for European funded 
projects with the potential of partnership and funding from the private sector in two of these 
bids. 
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The lack of direct capital funding to SEStran is a major constraint on SEStran’s ability to make 
the most of European funding opportunities and makes it difficult to deliver projects in realistic 
timescales. 
 
(c)  Are there any sources of finance you could develop in the short or medium term to 
maintain the range and scale of services offered to the public? 
 
There is a need for closer working with Local Authorities and other private and public sector 
partners in developing proposals for maximizing the use of EU monies.  Unfortunately most 
European projects require some element of match funding. SEStran currently has the 
resources to manage these projects and develop projects up to and including implementation 
stage. 
 
Evidence is that the potential benefits of the Bus Route Development Grant are being lost by 
the lack of follow up funding by Local Authorities. A regionally funded and promoted scheme 
may have ensured a greater potential for continuing benefits. 
 
An area in which SEStran has carried out some study work is in relation to parking policy 
which indicated a reluctance of some authorities to regulate and charge for parking in order to 
enable a cost effective and efficient service to be delivered to the public. By developing 
parking policy and provision on a regional basis, a consistent and cost effective service with 
self financed enforcement could be provided. This would release police resources currently 
used on parking enforcement. Parking control is one of the few measures currently available 
to control the use of cars in our towns and cities and potentially contribute to achieving the 
national carbon reduction targets. 
 
(d) Are there innovative approaches to service provision or financing which you might 
consider using within your organization or sector? 
 
There needs to be a realisation that the most cost effective ways of tackling transport 
problems and realising our modal change/climate change targets is by investing in public 
transport and travel planning. These projects have significant continuing revenue implications 
which are currently difficult to fund especially with the current uncertainty in future transport 
finance. 
 
All Regional Transport Partnerships are actively involved in the Community Planning 
Partnerships and the development of Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs), but the reference 
to RTSs needs greater emphasis through more explicit indicators, to ensure that local 
authorities and Regional Transport Partnerships will work together in achieving common aims 
and potentially attract EU funding. At present there is a variable approach by local authorities 
to developing transport related objectives. Therefore if transport is not specifically mentioned 
in a council’s SOA, then expenditure on transport is not likely to be prioritized. It is recognized 
that the current SOA process has many benefits and SEStran takes an active role in 
promoting transport issues but there needs to be monitoring to ensure transport is not ignored 
in favour of short term priorities. 
 
Also the opportunity exists to work more closely with the enterprise sector to ensure transport 
infrastructure is adequately considered as part of development and regeneration projects. 
 
There is potential for local/regional authorities to make use of prudential borrowing to achieve 
their own project delivery making use of general revenue support, savings elsewhere or 
identified revenue streams. This would require the asset to be owned by the local/regional 
body and the scale of borrowing not being sufficient to trigger the Treasuries ability to apply a 
cap to local/regional borrowing. 
 
(e) From the perspective of your organization or sector , are there ways in which the public 
sector bodies and other service providers could work better together , across institutional 
boundaries, to make significant improvements to make significant improvements to the 
efficiency of service provision and the effectiveness of public spending? 
 
There needs to be a significant rethink on the roles of Regional Transport Partnerships and 
Local Authorities with the predicted reduction in resources allocated to transport. Already 
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services are increasingly being provided by close working between adjacent local authorities 
on a shared basis. In the area of transport the existence of statutory regional transport 
partnerships as distinctly separate bodies covering a number of local authority areas provides 
the potential for Regional Transport Partnerships to be the focal point for the provision of 
region wide transport services (as discussed further below).  
 
At present the variation in the size of the various Regional Transport Partnerships is not 
helping the development of the partnerships as recognizable regional bodies capable of 
providing significant regional transport infrastructure and services across a range of local 
authority areas. Transport Partnerships were developed in the Transport (Scotland) Act 2005 
precisely to provide that regional perspective. Consideration should be given as to whether 
the present boundaries and scale of Regional Transport Partnerships best serve that 
purpose.  
 
A potential opportunity to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of service provision has 
already been missed. The decision to pass responsibility for the funding of demand 
responsive services (DRT) from Scottish Government to Local Authorities instead of going to 
Regional Transport Partnerships, has removed the potential for the regional co-ordination  of 
the numerous providers of DRT services including the provision of non emergency hospital 
transport through a regional control centre. If this decision were to be reviewed then we could 
have the potential to provide a cost effective means of providing an efficient demand 
responsive region wide service to the public. The provision of improved DRT services has to 
be considered against the background of the difficulties in financing the subsidy of current bus 
services and the need to provide a viable alternative means of transport where possible. 
 
It could also be argued that the provision of supported bus services and associated activities 
could more efficiently be provided at a regional level along the lines of SPT through the 
amalgamation of the dispersed staff resources currently providing this service. 
 
SEStran currently works closely with SESplan and TAYplan in defining the transport 
requirements associated with future development. This combined strategic thinking is 
essential to avoid compounding current transport problems and to identify the transport 
implications of various developments on a city region basis. The consequential problem of 
how the transport improvements identified are funded in a timescale related to the 
development, still needs to be addressed. 
 
(f) Are there fundamental change to organizational structures or the way public services are 
provided which you see as essential or desirable in addressing the budgetary challenges 
facing the public sector in the short or medium term?  
 
There needs to be a fundamental review of how transport is funded in Scotland. With the 
exception of national priorities, all transport funding rests with local authorities. Some local 
authorities are of such a small scale that they have difficulty in delivering regional transport 
priorities. 
 
 As stated adequate transport infrastructure and services are required to enable Scotland to 
recover from the recession and provide a strong basis for recovery. 
 
The current situation is leading to a significant reduction in monies being invested in transport 
with local authorities prioritizing their resources, financial and staff resources, on other 
seemingly more pressing areas e.g. education and social work. Local Authorities are currently 
looking at combining service provision between authorities to provide a more cost effective 
service. Currently this is being taken forward in random and unstructured way. Taking this 
approach a step further, Regional Transport Partnerships could provide a forum for providing 
some, if not all transport services for the region. This will allow regional Local Authorities to 
provide the required transport infrastructure and services through a highly efficient shared 
operation.  
 
Directly funding Regional Transport Partnerships will also provide a means for ensuring that 
adequate resources are allocated to transport and any monies are carefully focused on 
strategic regional and local transport priorities. This would not breach the Concordat 
agreement with local authorities to remove ring fencing of their budgets but by funding the 
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RTPs directly the funding would be dedicated to transport as a result of RTPs being single 
function authorities. 
 
SEStran already provides regional transport services for the constituent authorities such as 
Tripshare (a web based car sharing scheme), Routewise (regional bus services database, 
which is maintained by SEStran and then exported to the national Traveline database), 
ACCESSION (a regional accessibility analysis modeling tool) and a Regional Transport Model 
which has been developed from the national transport model and had match funding provided 
for its development from Transport Scotland. 
 
An area in which SEStran is providing an increasingly important role is Travel Planning and 
sustainable transport as part of the “Smarter Choices” agenda which is becoming increasingly 
difficult for Local Authorities to adequately resource. The widespread implementation of travel 
plans has featured as one of the most cost effective ways of reducing emissions by assisting 
modal shift. The future success of this work will have a direct impact on the Scottish 
Governments ability to realize its current climate change targets. The direct funding for travel 
planning by Scottish Government ceased at the end of the last financial year but recognizing 
the importance and cost effectiveness of this work, SEStran has made budgetary allowance 
for the continuation of this work albeit at a reduced level.  
 
It should be noted that SEStran’s projects emanate from the development of national and 
regional transport strategies and proposed projects are subject to a well defined assessment 
(STAG) to prove that they do provide value for money and add public value. Not many other 
sectors have such a stringent evaluation process. 
 
(g) In the context of the remit and timescale of the Review and of the need for practical 
options, are there particular key issues which you consider should be addressed by the panel 
for the purposes of this report?  
 
A review of the size and role in terms of transport services of Regional Transport Partnerships 
is required, with the potential for the partnerships to provide a focus for cost effective 
transport service and infrastructure provision for constituent Local Authorities. There would 
also be a requirement to ensure that partnerships were funded directly to ensure the required 
transport infrastructure and services were adequately funded. 
 
Adequate transport infrastructure and services are going to be vital in ensuring Scotland 
recovers from the current economic downturn and adequate investment is required to ensure 
carbon reduction targets are met. 
 
 Regional Transport Partnerships were developed to provide economies of scale in the 
provision of strategic transportation projects which has not been fully realised through the lack 
of capital funding. The current review presents an opportunity to reconsider the potential of 
Regional Transport Partnerships in ensuring spending on transport is adequate for Scotland’s 
future needs. 
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INQUIRY INTO ACTIVE TRAVEL 
 
 
1. BACKGROUND  

 
1.1. Under Section 3.13 of the SEStran Scheme of Delegation, the Partnership Director 

is authorised to respond as required to consultations from the Scottish or U.K. 
Government, local authorities or other bodies on matters relevant to SEStran, where 
Members have not indicated a preference to consider matters at a Partnership 
meeting.  In each case the Partnership Director shall so far as possible take into 
account the views of individual Members, and consult with the Chair and 
Vice-Chair(s). 
 

1.2. The purpose of this report is to advise the Board of the responses made to the 
Inquiry into Active Travel since the last Board meeting under the above delegated 
powers.  

 
 

2. EVIDENCE PRESENTED TO THE INQUIRY  
 
2.1. As reported to the Partnership Board on 4th December 2009, The Transport 

Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee held an inquiry into walking and 
cycling in Scotland.  The Committee was keen to hear views on walking and cycling 
from all interested individuals and organisations.   
 

2.2. The formal remit of the Committee’s inquiry was 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 

2.3. SEStran submitted a formal response to the inquiry in December 2009 which can be 
found within appendix 1.  The Partnership Director was subsequently invited to 
present evidence to the Committee on Tuesday 12th January 2010.  Written evidence 
was also submitted to the Committee in advance. (appendix 1) 
 

2.4. The Partnership Director gave evidence to the Committee alongside Stuart Knowles 
of SCOTS and Frank Roach of Highlands and Islands Transport Partnership.  The 
transcript from the inquiry can be found in appendix 2 of this report. 

 
 

3. RECOMMENDATION 
 
3.1. It is recommended that the Board note the contents of this report and its 

appendices. 
Lisa Black 
Travel Plan Officer 
19th January 2010  
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Appendices 

1 Evidence Submission (including original consultation response)  
2 Active Travel Inquiry Transcript [Not reproduced] 

 
 
 
Policy Implications 

 
None 
 

 
Financial Implications 

 
None  

 
Race Equalities Implications 
 

 
None 
 

 
Gender Equalities Implications 
 

 
None 

 
Disability Equalities Implications 

 
None 
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Inquiry into Active Travel
 
EVIDENCE TO THE TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE 
COMMITTEE OF THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT 
 
BY ALEX MACAULAY B.SC., M.ENG., C.ENG., M.I.C.E. M.I.H.T. 
 
PARTNERSHIP DIRECTOR OF SESTRAN 
 
7. INTRODUCTION 

 
7.1. 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.  

 
7.2. 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.  

 
8. ROLE OF SESTRAN 

 
8.1. 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. 

 
8.2. 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.  

 
9. SESTRAN’S REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY 

9.1. 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. 
 

9.2. 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. 

 
9.3. 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.  

 
9.4. 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 
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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. 

 
9.5. 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. 

 
9.6. 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. 

 
9.7. 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.  

 
9.8. 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. 

 
10. BASIS FOR POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

 
10.1. 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. 

 
10.2. 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. 

 
10.3. 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). 

 
10.4. 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 
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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 measures3. 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 to indicate that investment in cycling and 
walking is extremely cost effective and is rightly identified as high priority within 
our RTS. 

 
10.5. 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. 

 
10.6. This indicates that well organised travel marketing can be very effective in 

involving people in ‘Smarter Choices’. 
 
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 
 

11. SESTRAN WALKING AND CYCLING PROJECTS 
 
11.1. 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. 

 
11.2. 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.   

 
11.3. 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  
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12. TRAVEL PLANNING 
 
12.1. 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. 

 
13. PROMOTIONAL WORK 

 
13.1. 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 
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. 

 
14. SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT FORUM AND LIAISON GROUPS 

 
14.1. 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.  

 
15. FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND PROMOTION OF CYCLING AND WALKING  

 
15.1. 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. 
 

15.2. 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 
 
 
4. INTRODUCTION 

 
4.1. 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’.  
 

4.2. 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 

5. QUESTION 1   
 
5.1. What more can be done to encourage people to change their travelling habits 

and walk and cycle more?  
 

5.2. 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.   

 
6. QUESTION 2 

 
6.1. Is enough progress being made in developing and delivering improvements in 

the uptake of walking and cycling? 
 

6.2. 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. 
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7. QUESTION 3 
 
7.1. 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.). 
 

7.2. 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’.   

 
7.3. 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 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. 
 

8. QUESTION 4 
 
8.1. Why do walking and cycling policies set out in national, regional and local 

transport plans not result in a greater modal share for waking and cycling? 
 

8.2. 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.  
 

9. QUESTION 5 
 
9.1. 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? 
 

9.2. See answer to question 4 
 
 

10. QUESTION 6  
 
10.1. What can Scotland learn from good practice/successful implementation 

in other countries? 
 

10.2. 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 

 
15.3. 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 

 
C24 – Kirkcaldy Pedestrian Links - £47,000 
Design and construct designated pedestrian links between the interchanges 

 
15.4. Midlothian Council 
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C28 – NCR-1 Dalkeith to Gorebridge - £20,000 
Construction of cycleway and associated facilities for the route 

 
SEStran 

 
C33 – Cycle Flow Monitoring - £21,000 
To provide cycle counters for all Sestran partner areas. These are to be located on 
the National Cycle Networks and main strategic routes in the SEStran area.  

 
West Lothian Council 

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

 
C35 – Cycling, NCR 75 West Lothian - £8,000 
Installation of cycle path lighting on section of national cycle route and local NCR 
extensions in Bathgate 

 
2007/08 REVENUE BUDGET:  £262,824 (EXPENDITURE) 

 
R17 Sustainable Travel Awareness - £51,247 

This promoted the benefits and convenience of public and sustainable transport 
through maps, leaflets, displays, direct distribution, and radio advertisements 

 
R21 Cycle Initiatives - £41,773 

This included the production of ‘Cycling Guidance; Cycling to Work Beginner’s Guide’ 
and the Cramond Bridge feasibility study. 

 
Travel Plan Grants 

 
Recipient  Activity Grant 
East Lothian Council Council HQ travel map and provision 

of cycle shelter 
£6,288 

Borders Council Council HQ shower facilities for staff 
and visitors 

£6,269 

Midlothian Council Council Travel Map £5,000 
West Lothian Council Travel Plan Marketing Strategy and 

new Council HQ travel map 
£17,935 

Clackmannanshire Council Council building cycle shelter for staff 
and visitors 

£7,244 

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

Ainslee Hospital, Edinburgh and 
Establishment of Tripshare Scheme 

£18,800 

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

including along the Forth Water front 
£10,000 

Clackmannanshire Council Traffic calming along RtF route on 
unclassified rural road between 
Clackmannan and Kincardine 

£8,052 

Fife Council Feasibility Study into off-road link 
from Inverkeithing to Forth Road 
Bridge 

£3,094 

Borders Council Peebles to Innerleithen route, and 
feasibility study into expanding 
Borders recreational cycle routes 

£22,500 

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

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

 
R17 Sustainable Travel Awareness - £46,914  

This promoted the benefits and convenience of sustainable and active transport 
through events, maps, leaflets, displays, direct distribution and radio advertisements  

 
R21 Cycle Initiatives - £27,291 

In 2008/09, SEStran commissioned Colin Buchanan to produce a strategic ‘Urban 
Cycle Network’ guidance document. The aim is to develop a Region Wide Initiative to 
guide investment in strategic urban cycling facilities. 
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Travel Plan Grants 2008/09 

 
Organisation Activity Amount  
Edinburgh Council  Travel plan promotion, intranet page, providing 

display panels at council offices, organising 
events and providing incentives  

£10,000 

Midlothian Council  Employment of Travel Plan Co-ordinator to be 
shared with Scottish Borders Council 

£10,000 

Falkirk Council  Cycle facilities at Municpal Buildings, Falkirk 
Football Community Stadium, McLaren House, 
Polmont, Seabegs Road, Bonnybridge and 
Abbotsford House. 

£10,000 

Fife Council -  DVD promoting sustainable travel and calendar 
with Tripshare and Traveline 

£10,000 

West Lothian Council  Promotion of cycling at McArthur Glen. 
Individualised Travel Plans, other promos and 
prizes 

£4,100 

Clackmannanshire Council  Travel Plan promotion, Active Travel Booklets  
7 Travel Plan Routes, Promotional materials, 
prizes 

£12,000 

East Lothian Council  Cycle parking installation at Council Head 
Quarters  

£850 

NHS Fife  Survey work and Travel Plan Activities £10,000 
NHS Forth Valley   Establishment of a car share scheme £6,175 
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 
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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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SCOTTISH BUDGET Draft Budget 2010-2011 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1. 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.  

 
1.2. 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, due to the tightness of time from the invitation to present 
evidence, the SEStran Board has not had the opportunity to consider this 
evidence. Therefore any opinions expressed are my own.  

 
1.3. The Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth announced the Draft 

Scottish Budget 2010-11 to Parliament in September.  
 

 
2. DRAFT SCOTTISH BUDGET 2010-11 

 
2.1. The key elements of the Cabinet Secretary’s announcement as they will affect 

SEStran are outlined below. 
 

2.2. The total managed expenditure of the Scottish Government for 2010-11 will be 
£35,144.1 million, a reduction of £767.7 million from the 2009-10 figure. Within 
the Finance and Sustainable Growth budget, the budget for Transport Strategy 
and Innovation has been cut from £8.6m in 2009-10 to £6.6m in 20010-11. 
Among other things, this is the budget that provides running cost support for 
Regional Transport Partnerships (RTPs). It is not yet clear how much of this 
budget reduction will be borne by the RTPs but if it is on the basis of a pro rate 
cut of 23% this would have serious implications on the delivery of Regional 
Transport Strategies. 

 
2.3. The remainder of funding for RTPs comes from partner Local Authorities through 

a requisition to cover operating costs and agreement for contributions towards 
capital investment. As part of the Local Government Concordat, the vast majority 
of central Government support to Local Government is through a non ring fenced 
block grant and the Local Authorities have the discretion to determine their own 
priorities for spending that money. Consequently, transport and in particular 
regional transport has to compete for funds with other local priorities like social 
work and education. The total support from Government to Local Government 
adjusted for capital acceleration represents an increase of £75.7m in 2010-11 at 
2009-10 price levels. 

 
2.4. Given that the level of support from Government to Local Authorities shows a 

modest increase, the level of revenue support to RTPs from local government 
should not be under threat provided other revenue sources to local government 
can be maintained and inflationary pressures can be contained. It is by no 
means certain, however, that these pressures can be contained. The picture for 
capital expenditure is even more difficult with local government capital 
programmes being drastically reduced as a result of the general economic 
position. 
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3. IMPACT OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT CONCORDAT ON REGIONAL TRANSPORT 

EXPENDITURE 
 

3.1. The concordat sets out the terms of a new relationship between the Scottish 
Government and local government. It underpins the funding provided to local 
government over the period 2008/9 to 2010/11 and has been endorsed by both 
the Scottish Ministers and by the COSLA Presidential Team. 

 
3.2. While RTPs are not members of COSLA and were not involved in the 

development of the concordat they have embraced the new regime and have 
participated in the development of all the single outcome agreements (SOAs) 
between Government and the Community Planning Partnerships. 

 
3.3. The SOAs have however brought a new set of priorities to local government 

spending particularly in relation to regional transport. When the regional 
transport  2008-9 spend and the budgeted spend for 2009-10 of the local 
authorities within the SEStran area are compared to the planned spend in the 
delivery plan associated with the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS), a major 
reduction is apparent. The level of planned expenditure in the RTS was based 
on the level of regional transport Government grant inherited by the local 
authorities and incorporated within the block settlement. The figure for SEStran 
are summarised below. 
 
 

 Approved Budget 
 £,000 
Councils 2008/09 2009/10 20010/11 

Clackmannanshire 
0 0 0

Edinburgh 
3647 2834 0

Falkirk 660 0 0

East Lothian 895 5 0

Fife 0 0 0

Midlothian 0 0 0

Scottish Borders 365 195 1422

West Lothian 25 550 2790

Total 5592 3584 4212
 
 

3.4. Last financial year only £5.592 million was committed to transport projects by the 
partnership authorities and an estimate of expenditure for the current financial 
year based on the returns from the authorities suggests that the financial 
commitment will be only £3.584 million with £4.412 million budgeted for next 
year. Capital expenditure detailed in the Delivery Plan for the first 3 years of the 
RTS was as follows; Region Wide and Specific Groups and Areas £6.77 million, 
Network Based Measures £24.808 million giving an overall total of £31.58 
million. This means that only 42% of the funding that was previously allocated to 
SEStran is being utilised for strategic transport projects within the region. 
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3.5. It is therefore clear that, unless there is a re-prioritisation of local budgets, the 

progress agreed as part of the RTS delivery plan will not be achieved. 
 

3.6. To offset the difficulty, SEStran has successfully attracted finance from the EU to 
fund two projects, namely Real Time Passenger Information for buses (RTPI), 
40% from EU, and Dryport, 50% from EU. RTPI is match funded by SEStran and 
East Lothian Council, Dryport by Napier Transport Research Institute and we will 
continue to pursue additional funding from Europe for other projects. However 
this process is made difficult as a result of the tight availability of capital funding 
from the partner authorities. The projects that have so far attracted EU funding 
are outlined below. 

 
 

SEStran Draft Capital Budget 2009/10 to 2011/12 
 

Project 
Ref. 

Delivery Project 
name 

2009/10 
£000 

2010/11 
£000 

2011/12 
£000 

Post 
2011/12 

£000 

Total 
£000 

EU C1 SEStran RTPI East 
Lothian 

75 425 350 275 1,125 

EU C2 SEStran RTPI 
Borders 

100 150 125      137 512 

  Total 
Expenditure 

    1,637 

        
  Funding      

Project 
Ref. 

Source Project 
name 

2009/10 
£000 

2010/11 
£000 

2011/12 
£000 

Post 
2011/12 

£000 

Total 
£000 

EU C1 EU RTPI East 
Lothian 

30 170 140 70 410 

EU C1 SEStran RTPI East 
Lothian 

45 100 85 108 338 

EU C1 East 
Lothian 
Council 

RTPI East 
Lothian 

0 155 125 97 377 

EU C1  Total     1,125 
        

EU C2 EU  40 60 50 50 200 
EU C2 SEStran  60 90 75 87 312 

    
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

EU C2  Total     512 
        
  Total EU C1 

and EU C2 
    1,637 
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DRYPORT BUDGETS FOR THE 2 SCOTTISH PROJECT PARTNERS 

Partner 1: Transport Research Institute (TRI) 
Project timescale and Budget 
 
Budget (x1000€) 
 
Budget Heading Year1 Year2 Year 3 Sum 
External Experts and 
Consultants 

28.1 26.1 22.1 76.3 

Temporary staff 14.9 14.9  29.8 
Permanent Staff 87.3 87.3 87.3 261.9 
Travel and Accommodation 13.7 8.3 8.3 30.3 
Meetings, conferences, seminars 1.8 1.8 1.8 5.4 
General Costs 0 0 0 0 
Promotion and Publications 8.4 8.4 11.2 28.1 
Material Investments 14.5 10 2.5 27 
Control costs 3.1 3.1 3.1 9.3 
Other 0 0 0 0 
Irrecoverable VAT 0 0 0 0 
Revenue 0 0 0 0 
Total Eligible Expenditure 171.9 160.0 136.4 468.3 
     
Note: Rounded figures from detailed cost calculation 
 

Partner 2: SEStran  
Project timescale and Budget SEStran 
 
Budget (x1000€) 
 
Budget Heading Year1 Year2 Year 3 Sum 
External Experts and 
Consultants 

120.5 110 102.5 333 

Temporary staff 0 0 0 0 
Permanent Staff 57.3 57.3 57.3 172 
Travel and Accommodation 9.5 9.5 9.5 29 
Meetings, conferences, seminars 5 5 5 15 
General Costs 0 0 0 0 
Promotion and Publications 10 10 10 30 
Material Investments 0 0 0 0 
Control costs 2 2 2 6 
Other 0 0 0 0 
Irrecoverable VAT 0 0 0 0 
Revenue 0 0 0 0 
Total Eligible Expenditure 204.3 193.8 186.3 585 
     
 

 
4. SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT’S TRANSPORT BUDGET 

 
4.1. The Finance and Sustainable Growth Budget contains expenditure on a wide 

range of areas targeting sustainable growth. Two key areas are tackling climate 
change and transport. The ambitious targets for reduction of emissions 
contained in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 present a major challenge 
for government. Transport is a major contributor to climate change emissions 
and it is still growing. It will be fundamentally important to minimise travel 
especially by car if transport is to contribute to meeting the government’s targets. 
It is therefore disappointing that the funding from Government for Travel 
Planning not only was seriously reduced this year but will cease in 20010-11. 
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4.2. It is, however, encouraging to see significant investment in rail, ferries, Bus 
Services Operators Grant and concessionary travel by public transport. The 
continued progress on the replacement Forth Crossing is also welcome although 
it is essential that this is supported by a comprehensive and integrated strategy 
for movement across the estuary by public transport to accommodate the future 
demands for travel without increasing private car use. This strategy should 
include:-  
 
• Construction of new bus / rail based Park and Ride / Park and Choose sites 
(i.e. Halbeath and Rosyth, etc)  

• High quality, high speed, access to and from the existing bridge for buses, 
including extensive priority measures from both the north and south (eg M90, 
A90, M8, M9, and M9 Spur to the A8000).  

• Similarly, priority for HOV (i.e. cars / vans / minibuses with two or more 
occupants) on the bridge approaches, though this should not be at the expense 
of bus priority. 

• Active use of Intelligent Transport Systems to assist in bus and HOV priority 

• A high quality bus interchange for Queensferry at Echline, with good 
pedestrian and cycle access and car / cycle parking – potentially a full scale Park 
and Ride 

• Improvements to bus and rail services 

• Measures to ensure that walking and cycling networks on both sides of the 
Forth are fully integrated into the new Public Transport Corridor 
 
• Ferry / Hovercraft services, subject to positive further work 

• Measures to improve safety and accessibility for vulnerable communities 
north and south of the new crossing, including Queensferry, Inverkeithing and 
Newton  

 
4.3. It is important that the investment in motorways and trunk roads be focused on 

removing areas of high congestion where emissions are highest. 
 
4.4. The Government’s priorities for investment in transport over the next 15 years 

are as set out in the Strategic Transport Projects Review (STPR) and are 
generally supported. However, as a result of the pressures on budgets resulting 
from the major investments in rail and the Forth Crossing, it is unlikely that there 
will be any significant progress on many projects in the STPR before 2016. The 
result is that projects that are seen as a high regional priority are effectively 
stalled with no real prospect of moving them forward in partnership between 
local/regional and central government. In addition the prospect of attracting 
additional funds from Europe is extremely constrained due to the lack of 
available match funding. 

 
4.5. The allocation of a relatively modest sum for regional transport priorities to the 

RTPs would make a significant improvement to this situation. For the SEStran 
area an allocation of £10 to £15m a year would make a significant difference and 
would allow progress to be made on projects such as Edinburgh Outer Orbital 
Bus Rapid Transit, Levenmouth Rail, Cross Forth Ferry/Hovercraft, Park and 
Ride north and south of the Forth including Halbeath, Rosyth and Lothianburn 
and implementation of the A801 M8/M9 Link Road in partnership with Transport 
Scotland. In addition projects designed to reduce car traffic, increase use of 
public transport and remove freight traffic from the roads like RTPI, cycling 



TIC/S3/10/11/4 

investment, short sea shipping could be progressed to contribute to the 
emissions targets. 

 
4.6. The headline figure for Motorways and Trunk Roads shows a real terms increase 

of £33.8m from 2009-10 to 2010-11 at 2009-10 prices.  At a time when budgets 
are under extreme pressure it is hard to see why investment in road based 
transport, the major contributor to greenhouse emissions should increase. A 
minor re-adjustment in this budget could create the headroom to deliver on 
regional projects through the RTPs. If this is accepted, it is important that funding 
be through the RTPs to avoid the danger of funding being diverted to other non 
transport local priorities. 

4.7. Future budgetary constraints will present a major challenge for Government. The 
lack of borrowing powers represents a major restriction of flexibility and the 
proposal to allow the Scottish Government to borrow as was included in the 
Calman Commission report is supported. 
 

5. SUMMARY 
 

5.1. The main points I wish to make to the Committee are as follows:- 
• The Government faces a difficult task in producing its budget for 2010-

11 
• The budget for Transport Strategy and Innovation is proposed to be cut 

by 23%. A cut of this magnitude in the RTP support from Government 
would cause major problems. 

• Local government budgets will continue to be under pressure. 
• Local authorities in the SEStran area are spending only 42% of the 

historical level on regional transport projects 
• SEStran has attracted additional funding from Europe but its ability to do 

this is constrained by lack of match funding. 
• The general investment profile of Government is supported especially to 

assist with meeting the ambitious greenhouse gas emission targets. 
• A modest adjustment to the Trunk Road and Motorway budget would 

permit investment in regional priorities through the RTPs. 
 
 
Alex Macaulay 
SEStran Partnership Director 
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