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STN: who we are 
 
The Sustainable Transport Network (STN) is a group of Bristol Green Capital Partnership member 
organisations that advocate for sustainable transport in Bristol and the wider region. The STN 
collectively produced the Good Transport Plan for Bristol in 2016, offering a vision of an integrated 
and sustainable transport network that could be shared by all. 
  
The 850+ Bristol Green Capital Partnership member organisations share a vision of a sustainable 
Bristol with a high quality of life for all. A key Partnership value is collaboration - bringing 
organisations and people together to share ideas and achieve change. 
  
1 Introduction 
 
The Sustainable Transport Network (STN) welcomes the publication of the Bristol Transport Strategy 
(BTS) and the opportunity to respond. A number of STN members will likely submit their own 
responses, for example for different modes. This response has been prepared following a 
presentation on the BTS to the STN meeting by Jodi Savickas on 8th October 2018 and discussions 
among a sub-group on 23rd October 2018.  
 
The BTS provides a bridge between the sub-regional Joint Local Transport Plan and mode-specific 
strategies/plans to be developed and provides greater detail on some of the measures the city is 
considering.  
 
We agree with the scale of challenge set out in the front of the document, with the sub-region’s 
population set to grow significantly during the strategy period to 2036, with housing density likely to 
increase across the city as a result of the pressure to provide new housing.  
 
However, we believe the vision and the commitment both need to be strengthened in order to meet 
the scale of this challenge. While the BTS introduces some laudable sustainable transport measures, 
it does not provide the necessary prioritisation of the desired outcomes.  And it does not firmly 
emphasise the value and importance of walking, cycling and clean public transport as solutions to 
the transport challenge. 
 
2 Main points 
 
The challenge and the vision 
 
The STN is disappointed that the transport vision set out in the document does not fully reflect the 
scale of the challenge facing the city.  The scale of challenge facing the city is set out starkly on page 
23: just to stand still, the city needs to reduce the number of car drivers during the strategy period. 
We also know that the city already suffers huge economic costs of congestion, the public health 
crisis of poor air quality caused by the number of vehicles on our streets, and the contribution to 
climate change (see below).  We need to break the cycle of ‘predict and provide’ that has not 



addressed our car-dominated approach to transport and set out a clear vision of a future for the city 
where sustainable transport is the norm, and private car use is the exception. 
 
Commitment to a plan 
 
The BTS is a strategy, rather than a plan. What is urgently needed is a committed plan, showing a 
sequence of initiatives in line with the priorities set by the strategy.  
 
Inequalities 
 
The BTS rightly highlights that it is the most disadvantaged people and groups that have contributed 
the least (noting the statistics on p26) yet suffer the most from motor traffic and air pollution. The 
BTS addresses inequalities caused by transport such as connectivity and access to jobs, but it 
underplays the environmental inequalities that could result from opting for certain modes over 
others. The BTS should also provide people with a vision that clearly shows the benefits to all of 
Bristol’s citizens, including disadvantaged people and groups. 
 
Climate change 
 
The recent Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report recommended an immediate 
and drastic reduction of the greenhouse gas emissions in order to keep the rise in global 
temperature to 1.5 degrees C. Bristol already has a target to be carbon neutral - running entirely on 
clean energy s in the BCC corporate strategy - by 2050, we recommend that all transport 
interventions proposed during the plan period are tested against this target. The BTS notes that 
transport accounts for fully a quarter of total carbon emissions. Without such a test, the city will not 
be able to meet its 2050 target, continue to play its global sustainability leadership role among cities, 
nor meet the aspirations set out in the document of other cities such as Copenhagen, Freiburg, 
Prague and Amsterdam. 
 
Clean air 
 
The BTS highlights that around 300 premature deaths a year are due to poor air quality, which it says 
is remarkably almost a tenth (8.5%) of all deaths (p29). Bristol should meet clean air standards - 
using WHO limits, which are lower than EU limits, in the BTS.  
 
A carbon-neutral and clean-air city cannot be achieved without a shift towards sustainable transport 
modes.  The BTS should - in a similar way to the WECA Joint Transport Study - set specific targets for 
each mode of transport - cycling, walking, public transport and road vehicle use. 
 
Prioritisation and sequencing 
 
With the carbon neutral 2050 target underpinning all decisions, we would like to see the BTS clearly 
express how investment will be prioritised, preferably following the hierarchy of users and solutions 
already published by government: 

● People walking 



● People cycling 
● Public transport 
● Freight and deliveries 
● Private car drivers 

 
The BTS should describe the sequence of interventions, in line with such prioritisation, and the 
associated timeline. 
 
Efficient movement of people and competition for road space 
 
There is a fundamental conflict in the document in reference to the need to improve the “efficient 
movement of traffic around the city” (Outcome #1), as, while the BTS does not explicitly state this, 
traffic in this context would appear to refer to motor vehicles. 
 
This outcome is at odds with many of the other objectives, particularly those relating to vulnerable 
road users and quality of place. We would prefer to see this reference to ‘traffic’ to be replaced with 
‘people’, so would read ‘Efficient movement of people around the city…’.  Or ‘people and goods’. 
This would reinforce the need to use limited road space as effectively as possible, as demonstrated 
by the graphic on page 41 and the charts on p61 which show that cars represent 61% of vehicles on 
the A38 North corridor but only 38% of people. 
 
This would also enable a clearer way of resolving competition for space at design stage between 
different modes, with a decision pathway that clearly favours the most sustainable and most 
efficient uses of space.  
 
Strategic projects for active travel 
 
The BTS is not clear that walking and cycling will be treated as strategic transport modes. The BTS 
suggests that implementing change will rely on piecemeal assembly of funding from developments 
and smaller scale investment. 
 
We believe there is indeed a need for walking and cycling to have their own, separate and fully-
funded programmes to ensure the development of high-quality route networks for both, enabling 
the end to end journeys the BTS refers to 
 
Given the scale of change required to meet the vision that the document sets out, walking and 
cycling networks will need to be delivered quickly, at pace, and at a scale similar to London and 
Manchester. We would recommend that Greater Manchester’s Beelines programme is included as a 
case study to demonstrate the scale possible in a UK context with funding already available at the 
Combined Authority level.  This could include images of how the streetscape can be transformed, 
which will help to demonstrate what can be achieved.  
 
The focus is on potential longer-term, higher-risk projects such as a mass-transit system. The BTS 
clearly shows thought has gone into mass transit and how to fund it, but no similar step-change in 
funding for walking and cycling is proposed.  We know that smaller scale alternatives such as walking 



and cycling schemes can be delivered for a small fraction of cost of larger schemes, and we advocate 
for the long-term trials of motor traffic removal on key corridors to test the scope for traffic 
evaporation (studies have shown that in some cases motor traffic ‘disappears’ when route options 
are restricted) before commitments are made to create new, alternative road capacity such as that 
which is planned at Callington Road.  
 
Funding options: congestion charge and workplace parking levy 
 
We support consideration of both a congestion charge and workplace parking levy, because both are 
effective tools for encouraging a switch to more efficient transport modes and can raise revenue for 
transport improvements. Both should have exemptions for certain categories of road user, such as 
disabled people.  Any workplace parking levy needs to be part of a wider parking strategy, which 
ensures that employers/employees are not charged more for parking than other road users.  The 
charges should be allied with rewards for people who travel sustainably. 
 
Measuring success 
 
For some outcomes, the suggested measures do not seem to fully capture the stated outcome. For 
example: 
 

● Transport and housing: only 1 of the 6 is focused on transport to/from housing, and this 
does not reference the need for the transport infrastructure delivered to be sustainable. A 
metric might include a reference to the percentage of section 106/Community Infrastructure 
Levy funding invested in sustainable transport mitigations; 

● Inclusive transport: could also include measure(s) of use, in addition to availability and 
satisfaction in communities 

● Air pollution: could include a measure of spatial inequality (to add to the inclusion measures 
above) 

● Better places: could include measure(s) of use of point-to-point options as well the as 
number of community play streets; 

● Reliable journeys: could also include a measure of modal share for walking and cycling as 
inherently reliable modes compared with others (which could also be further enhanced by a 
measure of spatial inequalities in reliability) 

● Sustainable growth: to promote the city’s agreed target to net zero by 2050 (p4 and in 
subtitle for this outcome on p79), this should include a measure of city CO2 emissions and 
the level/relative share of transport’s contribution to those emissions. Additionally, a 
measure of estimated share of EV transport powered by sustainable energy sources would 
help to ensure the carbon emissions related to transport movements within the city are also 
minimised. 

  
In addition, the final BTS should also look to reference or incorporate any transport targets emerging 
from the ongoing One City Plan process. Bristol Green Capital Partnership, including members of the 
STN, is contributing on environmental sustainability aspects of the One City Plan. Relevant targets 
could be shared for consideration in the final BTS when these are finalised - likely in early 2019. 
 



Consistency across the four West of England local authorities 
 
Transport policy and practice cannot ignore local authority boundaries. While the BTS relates to the 
Bristol City Council area only, policies need to be applied consistently across the four West of 
England local authority areas.  To ensure this coherence, we think there needs to be a sub-regional 
transport authority (to include both bus and rail powers).  For as long as such an authority does not 
exist, the four local authorities need to ensure consistency through the existing WECA and West of 
England Committee governance arrangements.  
 
3 Outcome-specific comments 
 
#1 Efficient movement of traffic around the city, with increased resilience of the network and 
minimised impacts of congestion on air pollution.  
 
We broadly agree with the demand management measures proposed in this section. However as 
discussed above, the emphasis on traffic flow and efficient movement are at odds with the other 
outcomes. We would like to see a much tighter integration of the planned clean air zone into the 
measures proposed, particularly how this will work alongside other demand management measures 
such as road user ‘congestion’ charging.  
 
#2 On and off-street parking managed efficiently to encourage use of sustainable transport and 
tackle congestion, while providing options that support the city’s 24-hour economy 
 
We look forward to the development of the city parking strategy. All of the measures listed are 
required in order to rationalise the availability of parking in the city. With cars thought to be used 
only 5% of the time (Economist), on-street parking is a particular issue that needs to be addressed 
with a large proportion of the city’s biggest asset (the highway network, as discussed on page 33) 
allocated to stationary vehicles. 
 
The city needs to ensure the most efficient use of the existing highway network on the arterial 
corridors, before adding additional capacity can be considered. We would therefore like to see ‘red 
routes’, which restrict a range of road use such as parking and private car use to enable rapid bus 
flow, added to the proposed measures for further exploration in the parking strategy. The 
suggestion that residents parking zones (RPZ) will be explored only where there is a demand from 
residents (#15, p68) should be challenged as a self-imposed constraint, given the past experience in 
Bristol of initial resistance to, and subsequent acceptance of, the current RPZ schemes. We suggest 
this be rephrased as ‘Explore Residents Parking Zones’ with more detail included in the forthcoming 
Parking Strategy.     
 
#3 Reduced excess lorry and van travel in the city (especially during peak hours), working with 
industry to find cleaner alternatives for the movement of goods. 
 
We agree with the need to consider how the city reduces the number of heavy goods vehicles on our 
streets in order to protect vulnerable road users. We would support the introduction of enhanced 
freight consolidation for the central area, and our local centres. We are surprised that cycle logistics 



are not mentioned for last mile deliveries - with case studies available from operators such as DHL 
and UPS during the London Olympics, and Sainsbury’s recent trial of supermarket deliveries by trike 
in London; and local examples Velopost, Deliveroo, Mark’s Bread and Three Bags Full. 
 
The word ‘excess’ is unclear.  Would it be better to refer to ‘more efficient movement of goods’? 
 
#4 Public transport to be visibly integrated, convenient and reliable to enable people to move 
around the city in a more efficient way. 
 
We support the sentiment in this outcome, however would like to see a greater commitment to 
making space available on roads to complete missing links in bus lanes.  We need new bus 
infrastructure/highway improvements – the biggest barrier to buses is other traffic - so that buses 
enjoy priority both spatially along the full length of the route and in time throughout the day, not 
just at the traditional rush hour time. For this, the BTS should specify roadspace restriction for other 
modes, especially on-street parking and private cars.  
 
We would also like to see the provision of multi-modal interchanges, and the fact that any public 
transport stop or rail station has the ability to be a hub - enabling people to combine a walk, cycle or 
in some cases drive as part of a longer journey. We would therefore like to see facilities improve at 
bus stops for cycle parking, with improved walking zones to include measures such as improved 
wayfinding and convenient accessible crossings. We would like to see the promotion of the existing 
park and rides to include park and cycle, park and walk, or Park and Rail, rather than just bus.  
 
#5 Walking to be safe, pleasant, accessible and the first choice for local journeys and combined 
with public transport for longer journeys. 
 
We welcome the measures set out in the walking outcome, particularly the walkable communities 
measure. If the city is going to meet the challenges through to 2036, then we must overcome the 
sometimes hostile environment that faces pedestrians immediately outside their own front doors. 
The measures that make a pleasant walking environment are as much about traffic speed and 
volume reduction as they are about some of the enforcement measures set out in this section. 
 
We would like to see more explicit reference to the idea of Core Walking Zones as set out in the 
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan process - and for this to be linked better with outcome 
#12 (local centres). We would also like to see measures that improve the walking journey to school 
with an explicit link to the government’s aim set out in the Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy.  
 
#6 Cycling to be safe, simple, accessible and convenient, either as an option for the whole journey 
or as part of a journey combined with public transport 
 
We welcome the inclusion of a network of cycling routes that is accessible to all, recognising the fact 
that not all people who can or could cycle are able-bodied. We would like to see re-commitment to 
provision of a network for all ages and abilities. As for walking, the beginning and end of a journey is 
likely to be from/to home. As a result, residential areas need to feel safe and measures to reduce the 
speed and volume of traffic through neighbourhoods needs an explicit mention. Cycle parking at 



home is also a barrier to people considering starting to cycle, and we would like to see a city-wide 
roll out of the cycle hangars scheme for flats and terraced housing. We would recommend the 
replacement of the case study in this section to demonstrate how Manchester has kickstarted its 
Beelines programme from allocating Transforming Cities Funding.   
 
We would like to see greater emphasis on cycle training for all ages.  We want the next generation to 
cycle and this has to start them young and normalise cycling as a mode of travel for local journeys 
under 5 km.  A network of cycling routes is great, but will take a long time to implement.  In the 
meantime, we need to get people on bikes now, yet people are scared to cycle.  Training is a great 
way to help people overcome their fear and is a low-cost intervention. 
 
#7 A resilient, safe and well-maintained network to enable continuous movement of people and 
goods, using smart technologies. 
 
We welcome the re-emphasis of the safe systems approach to road safety underpinned by the 
removal of the risk to vulnerable road users through traffic volume and speed reductions. We also 
welcome the commitment to a multi-year maintenance programme which will enable integrated use 
of maintenance funds to achieve other outcomes. We would like the provision of safe, convenient 
pedestrian crossings included here.  
 
#8 More people making sustainable and healthy transport choices by improving engagement with 
communities, schools and businesses. 
 
We welcome the commitment to continue a range of behaviour change projects to inform residents 
and businesses of sustainable travel options. We would like to see a commitment to ‘core fund’ this 
activity either from Integrated Transport Block funds, or from pooled Section 106 developer 
contributions, rather than the existing over-reliance on central government grant funding. We also 
welcome a commitment to engage with communities from the outset of a project - as this will 
deliver a greater sense of ownership of the problems and potential solutions available.  
 
#9 New developments to be innovative in their approach to prioritise sustainable transport 
options and address the impact on the existing network. 
 
Given the scale of housing growth faced by the sub-region during the strategy period it is imperative 
that sustainable travel behaviour is embedded from the outset. This will mean ensuring all new 
strategic development locations are well served by public transport, are permeable for people 
walking and cycling and only enable access for vehicles.  
 
We support strict parking standards for new development, with lower levels where there is good 
access by alternative modes to the car.  
 
#10 A city centre that is accessible by active and sustainable transport and attractive to live, work 
and visit, enhancing its status as the foremost shopping and cultural centre in the South West. 
 



We support the objective for central Bristol to be the cultural hub for the city, and the wider sub-
region. For the city centre to be a high-quality place where people move around on foot, bike and 
public transport, there needs to be an explicit mention of the need to reduce through traffic and 
manage demand of traffic entering the central area. Ambitious pedestrianisation of the city centre 
could be transforming, as Bristol (e.g. Queens Square) and other cities have discovered. 
 
#11 More efficient transport corridors to move the largest number of people in the space 
available. 
 
We are concerned that there is an over-emphasis on projects that are long-term and high-risk that 
might preclude interim measures being pursued on our arterial corridors.  
 
We recognise the space constraints on the arterial road network, but would like to see commitment 
to more radical long-term trials of alternative measures on corridors such as the A38 North and A420 
before commitments to expensive alternatives are made. For example, installing bus gates, reducing 
parking spaces to make space for other travel modes, or even restricting motor traffic.  Extensive 
monitoring of the impact of these types of trials would be needed to measure the impact both 
quantitatively and qualitatively - particularly for the uplift in people walking, cycling and using public 
transport, and traffic dispersal to alternative routes. The trials would also act as a feasibility study for 
an above-ground light rail mass rapid transit solution. 
 
We would like to see the inclusion of enhanced walking routes along the main transport corridors for 
at least 2 km to/from the city centre. 
 
#12 Supported and enhanced local centres and high streets, recognising that they provide key 
services and facilities, and can also be transport corridors and destination points for visitors. 
We would suggest that local centres and high streets should be pedestrianised wherever feasible, 
with consideration given to a light rail overground on-street route, especially along the three mass-
transit corridors named in the WECA Joint Transport Strategy (September 2017), as the sole public 
transport provision for that pedestrianised street. This would render the street safer and with 
cleaner air. We consider that underground mass transit routes risk poor air quality both in the 
underground tunnels, and also by freeing up space on the roads, encouraging unbridled car traffic 
that would also exacerbate poor air quality.  
 
#13 Reduced impact of motorised traffic on local centres creating better public spaces that are 
more accessible by walking, cycling and reliable public transport. 
 
We welcome the focus on our local centres, as the heart of communities across the city. We would 
like to see an emphasis on the need to make all our local centres walkable and to create the link with 
the Core Walking Zones set out in the LCWIP. Local centres should first be walkable, with high 
quality public realm and pedestrian priority on the approaches through provision and widespread 
adoption of continuous footways. Secondly local centres should be well connected to the strategic 
cycling network and act as hubs for public transport provision.  
 



We would like a neighbourhood walkability question to be included in the Quality of Life 
questionnaire as a data source for measuring satisfaction with the local pedestrian environment. 
 
#14 Key facilities and services increasingly accessible to all citizens without the need to rely on a 
car. 
 
This outcome - alongside the 2050 carbon neutral target and clean air standards - should be the 
underpinning of all other objectives and should be reflected and emphasised to a far greater extent 
in the vision section of the document. These are the outcomes against which all others should be 
assessed.  
 
#15 Safer places to live by working with citizens to design and deliver measures to improve 
movement and liveability in our neighbourhoods. 
 
Neighbourhoods are where the majority of all journeys begin or end, and as such a sustainable travel 
culture should start at home. We need to consider travel demand from the perspective of residential 
streets as well as access to the city centre. As such, residents parking zones should be considered in 
all areas of the city as well as the introduction of liveable, low-traffic neighbourhoods where vehicles 
can access areas, but not pass through. We welcome the opportunity for residents’ groups to lead 
on the changes to their own streets, and consideration needs to be given to the mechanism through 
which this will be enabled. Community connectivity and social capital go hand in hand, and are 
directly linked to the volume of vehicular traffic on our streets. As such we would like to see a 
greater emphasis on the place function of our residential neighbourhoods with better promotion of 
schemes such as Playing Out to improve community ties and resilience especially for younger and 
older generations who are more at risk of isolation at home.  
 
 
  
 
 


