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Campaign for Better Transport – East Sussex

9 Mayfield Place

Eastbourne , East Sussex BN22 8XJ 

01323 646866 derrick.coffee@talk21.com. 0795 1084436 
8th October, 2018.

to: Cllr Susan Stedman

     Cllr Johanna Howell

Dear Wealden Councillors 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on this Proposed Submission Wealden Local Plan – a truly huge and comprehensive piece of work that must have involved thousands of hours of work done by many people. Thank you.

The initial comments are related to paragraphs quoted in the main WLP document. These are followed by comments on the various ‘Spatial Objectives’, and then by comments on some but not all of the various policies.

I also attach two documents which I hope you find relevant and interesting:

1. The Report produced for South Coast Alliance for Transport and Environment (SCATE of which my organisation is a member, and, 

2. A recently published guide: ‘Transport for New Homes’ published by the Foundation for Integrated Transport.

*Today’s (8th October, 2018) Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPPC) report on the implications of a 1.5 degreesC rise in temperatures suggests that at all levels of government, policies should seek to deliver measures to combat the worst effects. 

With ‘transport’ being the sector that continues to be the worst performing, we suggest that the Proposed Submission of the Wealden Local Plan does all that it can at its level to address the issues raised in the IPPC report through its Transport and Land Use policies. Many of the words in the Plan would support this, but commitments to supporting ‘sustainable transport and land use’ could be much stronger. We need a transport revolution, with rapid moves towards sustainable modes and a serious challenge to ever increasing road capacity. Removing commitments to a new off-line A27 present in this Plan Submission would focus minds and might produce some useful innovative thinking on how this and future generations at all ages and of all abilities can better get to places and services that we need.

All planning and transport authorities and agencies must work closely together on this approach which would deliver massive environmental and economic benefits.  

1. Introduction

1.6 Comment: 

Changes in technology and changing lifestyle choices make it unwise to make the commitment to a new off-line A27. It cannot be known that there would be any benefits, there will be major disbenefits and the cost/benefit ratio is impossible to predict. The caveats in this paragraph strongly suggest that to commit to this scheme is inappropriate in this Plan document. Scenarios of a background of reduced or static levels of traffic should be tested as there is evidence of falling car ownership in some age groups. References to the support for an off-line A27 it should therefore be deleted.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Strategic Environmental Assessment make no reference to the range of available demand management measures to incentivise take-up of sustainable modes of transport. Electric cars are seen as a component in a strategy to reduce congestion but substitution for diesel/petrol vehicles on a one for one basis won’t have a positive impact. 

In the period where numbers of petrol and diesel vehicles are beginning to decline, there exists a window where in certain circumstances – for instance if alternatives are comprehensive and of high quality, and if demand management measures are implemented –a new car may not be the best and first choice. This District authority, and the other agencies responsible for transport interventions, should – we think - work together to achieve this more sustainable outcome. 

Absence of a ‘controlled parking’ regime confirms the primacy of the car – that is undesirable in urban areas of the District and helps to confound the realisation of a more sustainable future by perpetuating or creating hostile environments for pedestrians, cyclists and bus users. 

Junction improvements that improve traffic flow could make things worse for non-motorised users’ safety. (hazardous routes for pedestrians and cyclists across junctions).

Connectivity

3.31 Describes the area as being ‘poorly connected’ : ‘There is a heavy reliance upon cars and accessibility by public transport is very poor.’  We hope our comments help to redress this.
3.33 A27 descriptor. Many simple assertions here, we think these steer the reader towards accepting roads solutions and the primacy of private motorised transport.
3.34 Infrastructure not kept up with growth. Close integration of transport and land use policies would help to avoid this situation.

3.35 Stone Cross is described as having ‘very good accessibility’ to Eastbourne. Bus journey 39’ (quickest), 49’ (slowest).  A train from a railway station at Stone Cross would take 9 minutes (est), + walk to station (?10 minutes). A safe cycle link to Hankham (has a primary school) would enhance its accessibility credentials, especially with a new station at Stone Cross. Hostile traffic conditions at the school gate could be at least ameliorated.
Currently, Stone Cross does not have good accessibility to Eastbourne.
4. Vision for the District
Mention of ‘road improvements’ is made in the first sentence. The second sentence asserts that Wealden will have become (in the currency of the Plan) ‘an age friendly district’.  To attain that, those of a young age and those of an old age will require decent public transport and safe walking and cycling environments, to give the District a strong character of ‘sustainable, smart growth’. Indeed, these sustainable modes should, for many trips, and for all sectors of the population, be the first mode of choice. 

We hope that the points below would be usefully included in the descriptors as worthy of consideration through their relevance to achieving the objectives
1. Spatial Objective – Housing

There is widespread failure to integrate transport and land-use policies. This makes delivery of a wide range of policy objectives harder – and even contradicts and frustrates that desirable and necessary outcome. Health improvement, environmental enhancement, social cohesion and resilient local economies then become more difficult to attain. This section could usefully and explicitly reinforce the principle of ‘integration across policies’. In particular, integration of transport and land use policies would lead to developments where pedestrian movement, cycle useage and public transport take-up were at the top of priorities, instead of the private car - as has been too often the case. Quality of life improvements would flow from this hierarchy, as has been demonstrated through best practice elsewhere.

2. Spatial Objective  - Economy

The ‘A22 corridor ‘: Swallow’ business park is not a good model of development from an accessibility/sustainability point of view. Employees will not (at present) enjoy good access by bus or cycle. If Hailsham is included in the corridor definition, this is a much better location. Perhaps a better location would be Heathfield where the bus service is better. A reliable and improved bus service between Hawkhurst and Uckfield, with rail connections at Etchingham and Uckfield, would take accessibility to a new level, and capture wider audiences for an improved public transport offer. (See Tourism below).

We think the above would help to achieve accessibility goals implicit in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

3. Spatial Objective - Skills

Young people on apprenticeships or in education to improve/acquire skills need transport to access available opportunities. Static or diminishing – and often expensive – transport should be designed to meet their needs (including their social needs). Some good networks exist in Wealden but there are transport ‘black holes’. These needs should be acknowledged and addressed in the plan.

4. Spatial Objective – Town Centres
Many of the worthy aims expressed here could be (and are already being) frustrated by underdeveloped or absence of, sustainable transport choices, leading to over-dependence on the private car. This has not been helped by rapid residential developments in the wider area and the slow pace of the SWETS study (and its predecessors) which have been running since 2007 and the consequent slow pace of supporting sustainable measures. A high quality public realm in our town centres is visibly and audibly – and unhealthily – undermined or rendered impossible to deliver by high levels of intrusive traffic.

Over 4,500 Light Goods Vehicles (LGVs) a day (2105 statistics, Highways Agency) move along the A27, many of them delivering goods ordered on the internet. There is a real possibility of fiscal measures that could ultimately tip the balance some way towards the struggling ‘high street’ retail offer and possibly lead to a reduced number of LGVs. These vehicle movements have doubled since 2000 and by now may have risen further.

5. Spatial Objective - Countryside 

6. Tourism
7. Natural Environment
Delivery of all sets of objectives would be made easier with a basic ‘7 days a week’ imaginatively planned and integrated public transport service. Your tier of planning deliberations should demand more of the transport authority (ESCC), the South East Transport Board (SETB) and SELEP to enable comprehensively the delivery of sustainable mode choice at a sub regional and regional level. 

More tourism should be an objective with access by sustainable modes. ‘Tourism Without Traffic’ is a useful concept to adopt which enhances the assets and prevents their degradation by intrusive and destructive traffic. This approach would support local rural economies and villages. Additional bus users in the form of tourists can help make a bus service viable and thus serve community needs too.

Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and the varied and contrasting cherished landscapes of the area (an irreplaceable asset) is made difficult or impossible by increasing fragmentation of habitats (e.g. potentially by the off-line A27) and poorly designed developments with tokenistic sustainable transport aspirations. This leads to traffic generation in an era where there is increasing evidence of falling car ownership among certain age groups and where there is a good quality alternative to the car. Falling car ownership should be factored in as a realistic scenario when planning in this plan period.

8. Spatial Objective – Built Environment
14.Spatial Objective – Climate Change and Flood Risk

( Incorporates comments also relevant to policy BED 1)

To support the principles described, policies should seek to minimise the negative effects of traffic in new and existing developments through provision of sustainable alternatives and through application of proven and effective demand management measures. Successful developments will have a strong sense of place with elements that will determine that outcome.

It would help if:

The ‘place’ function where building design, layout, planting, special historic or public art features, perspective, variety, etc. give character to an area should be recognised and not be subordinated to a ‘link’ characteristic where moving and high volumes of traffic detract and undermine the ‘place’ quality, creating an unpleasant or dangerous environment and effectively obliterating all the positive features. Such an emphasis on ‘place’ is likely to deliver environmental, health, social cohesion and interaction, economic, security and ‘ownership’ benefits and create living spaces great to grow up in. It will also lead to an increase in walking and cycling. A key to achievement of these is a reduction in dependence on private motorised transport, where this is not the first choice of mode as we shut our front doors behind us. 

Individual homes and estate scale developments are now assessed for ‘energy efficiency’ and standards are getting better. However, if new residents rely on a number of vehicles – anything from 1 to 4 per household – for their trips, and for some reason never use sustainable modes of transport, then the energy efficiency of the household as a whole, over the lifetime of the building, would fall significantly. At the scale of an estate of housing, where car dependency is high, it’s nothing short of a disaster! 

The Plan should be clear about this potential contradiction and seek to integrate ‘transport’ and ‘land use planning’ policies to avoid it or where it is evidently happening, remedy it. This would also serve to mitigate the effects of ‘climate change’ by reducing emissions.

Loss of thousands of gardens to hard standing for car parking increases surface run-off and therefore the risk of flooding. This loss should be halted. Such action would also increase biodiversity through protection of gardens, and replenish aquifers.

Good penetration of new developments by pedestrian and cycle routes, and the bus, should be accompanied by limitation of penetration by motor vehicles. (See NPPF 110).

NB 8th October, IPPC Report on Climate Change

9. Spatial Objective - Accessibility

Key points:

Car dependency reduces accessibility by encouraging lifestyles based on mobility, which encourages dispersal of facilities and services that we all need. Historically these have existed in closer proximity and in our village/town centres. Dispersal to out/edge of town – or even rural locations - means that these are more difficult to serve by public transport.

A new A27 referred to here would accelerate this trend and perpetuate poor urban design as well as creating more pressure on existing towns and villages where burgeoning car use would require more space for vehicles (parking) at each trip end: this is wasteful and uneconomic use of land and creates hunger for green space for car parks that could otherwise be used for housing/green infrastructure. Small, cheap and numerous ‘high value for money’ sustainable schemes could give ‘quick wins’ for accessibility improvements, especially if delivered on a regional scale.

Substituting electric for petrol/diesel vehicles does nothing to reduce congestion and perpetuates unhealthy lifestyles and other negative features of over dependence on the car.

10 Spatial Objective – Rural Housing
This objective should be supported by acknowledging the potential role of local bus services, and bus/rail connection potential. This is relevant as vitality of the villages depends on services/facilities being accessible. 

Although there are many references in the Plan to the ‘express bus service’ Hailsham – Polegate – Eastbourne, there is no exploration in the text of the potential to integrate the services using this corridor and which have a rural leg. These include the 51 (Mayfield – Heathfield – Horam – Horsebridge – Hailsham – Eastbourne); 54 (Uckfield – Golden Cross – Dicker – Horsebridge – Hailsham  - Eastbourne); 98 (Bexhill – Ninfield – Boreham Street – Herstmonceux – Hailsham – Eastbourne).

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan mentions these services but not their potential integration with the ‘sustainable transport corridor’ measures; nor does it flag up the potential for a high frequency bus service along the A27.

Presumably for brevity, the corridor studies (Page 81) are described simply as road numbers which obscures (probably unintentionally) that they also define bus routes. In the case of the A265, there is a bus service 5 days a week which, if improved, could offer connectivity benefits and thus give more populations greater journey choices, including those who my benefit from the ‘Express Bus Service’ referred to above.

All of this has a relevance to the viability of rural housing and the quality of life it may offer residents, especially having regard to retaining young people and meeting their social needs, and supporting independent living for older people. 

Rural lanes offer access to villages and onward transport but growing volumes of traffic and larger vehicles (especially 4x4 types) can make walking and cycling unpleasant. This can be because of speed, or because the verge is ploughed up and rutted and often filled to some depth with water thus removing any space for refuge. The height of larger 4X4 vehicles gives to the driver a feeling of invincibility that leads to a reluctance to relent on speed. There should be some remedial policies to address this issue. Parents will be reluctant to allow their children to walk or cycle to school if what amounts to poor driver behaviour continues.
COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS ON POLICIES 

AF 2
Under ‘ Other mitigation measures, suggest inclusion of:

 ‘use of available traffic demand management measures’ to improve ‘air quality’.

WLP 7 Berwick station development: must be accompanied by pedestrian/cycleway connecting with/crossing A27 and Alfriston - southern boundary/Litlington road*. 

(*Detailed route to be determined)

This was to have been a facility attached to the ‘Tourism Without Traffic’ strategy some years ago. It almost happened.

WLP 8 A22 Employment Corridor can only be developed with significant improvements in public transport. Is Swallow Farm appropriate? Are proposed developments close to transport nodes and are these nodes also going to be developed?
WLP 10 Development of suitable brownfield land, second sentence, suggest amend to: should ‘…….be accessible by pedestrian/cycleway and public transport services in line with best spatial/transport design practice. Strongly support brownfield site development. 

WLP 12 Suggest amendment in para 3  to: Release of land will be dependent on the timely provision of infrastructure to deliver housing, including transport improvements compatible with best practice, designed to favour sustainable, healthy modes of transport and which reduce dependence on private motorised transport.

WLP 13
Suggest delete ‘e’ as this creates pressure to build an off-line A27 route ahead of a necessary full transport and land use study incorporating a multi-modal transport study for the Eastbourne ‘travel to work area’. 

According to WEBTAG (DfT guidance) ‘scheme led’ approaches such as the off-line A27 proposal should be avoided at all costs lest alternatives or packages of alternatives that might better deliver the objectives claimed for the scheme, are overlooked.
INF 1,2

Comment: The scale of land released for infrastructure (roads,parking, etc) will vary according to the design of the development that will occupy the land. 

If the development is too ‘car dependent’, that land take for traffic generated (parked and moving) will be greater. INF 1 should demonstrate an awareness of this relationship between ‘land use’ and ‘transport’. The importance of this could be illustrated by a scenario where high levels of public transport use and walking and cycling, led to less use of land for roads, and hard standing. This would free up land for ‘green infrastructure’, children’s play (formal and informal) and public art. Our town centres need nurturing in the age of internet shopping and edge of town stores.
A further benefit would be to reduce the transport related ‘carbon footprint’ (usually ignored) of residential development over its lifetime. It is already assumed that the energy efficiency of the buildings is of a high order. 

We welcome the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) affirmation of the importance of access within new developments to walking and cycling networks and to high quality public transport services:

110.

Within this context, applications for development should: 

a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating access to high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the catchment area for bus or other public transport services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public transport use;
This should be emphasised, amplified and acted upon with consistency. 

INF 3
a) Agree need for rail improvements. Stone Cross station; Willingdon Chord; Eastbourne/Brighton – London via Uckfield/Tunbridge Wells.

There is no evidence base for assertions in 7.8 and 7.9 which seek to begin making a case for a new ‘off-line’ A27. Talk of poor infrastructure ‘inhibiting development’, and there being a need for new road infrastructure to facilitate development of ‘sustainable modes’, is likely to lead to a repeat of past mistakes: the ‘predict and provide’ approach is widely discredited and there is evidence of falling car ownership.

b) Agree but add, ‘investigate high capacity mass transit Hailsham – Polegate – Eastbourne link. Massive congestion requires mass transit.
c) Add ‘bus’ after ‘i.e. Cycle storage at bus stops can encourage greater take-up of both modes.

d) Agree. Maybe ‘safe’ walking routes rather than ‘safer’.

f) …suggest: and ‘Toucan’ crossings.

h) Suggest delete ‘wheels to work’ and use budget savings for safe modes. Also include ‘Workplace Parking Levy’ (a successful demand management tool) with revenue raised going to enhance sustainable modes and necessary infrastructure.

Delivery
Agree with Infrastructure Delivery Plan commitment to exploring all routes to funding – including road user and car park charges, and ‘workplace parking levy’. 

Future Studies
Instead of the simple ‘A’ or ‘B’ road number, it would be useful to describe the route better by naming linked settlements (including the larger ones outside Wealden)  and also by including the bus route numbers and, where they exist, railway stations at points on the ‘corridors’.
Re: Increased capacity. Without considering the potential of parking policy at each trip end to regulate traffic flows and ease congestion, simply increasing capacity could create mayhem. Consideration of the whole available range of traffic demand management should be evident in the plan document. (See reference to Workplace Parking Levy above  (INF 3 ‘h’). 

Attention to this problem transcends District Council boundaries but could usefully be explicitly recognised in this document.
INF 4

Development must also:

This section will not automatically direct developers to ‘best practice’. For example, wide flared junctions with consequent high entry/exit speeds deter pedestrians and cyclists and present hazards that would be eradicated by eliminating these and also by changing priority across the throat of the junction where pedestrian flows and cycle flows are high or potentially high. Safe routes for children getting to school require this approach.

INF 5
Agree b,c and d
We note (Uckfield – Lewes – Tunbridge Wells – Eridge):

Advantages of the reinstatement of a rail link (b and c) between the south coast and London/west and east Kent so as to:

· Provide a high quality alternative to the private car for local, interurban and London focussed journeys; and,

· To make feasible significantly more sustainable and less car based developments; 

· To boost town centre economies (the high street – that’s where stations are) directly and through reinforcing town centre locations for business, creating a ‘multipilier effect’;

· To offer an alternative north-south route for when the Brighton main line is unserviceable as is often the case;

· To create new opportunities for useful connecting bus services and therefore a new market.

.  

The Willingdon Chord reinstatement could cater for many longer distance east-west journeys parallel to the A27/259,currently taken by car, and, would also make a Stone Cross station viable with the additional opportunity of a Hailsham-Eastbourne bus rail link. The extra span of the A22 bridge was built to provide for the chord. It represents a wasted asset worth several £m.

We suggest a ‘Willingdon Chord’ study which should include a Stone Cross station viability assessment. 

We disagree with the Polegate Parkway (west) station proposal as this would undermine local bus services and generate traffic by encouraging more car trips, some of which could be made by bus and some of which would be abstracted from the bus. The desired ‘step change’ in take-up’ of walking, cycling and public transport would be frustrated by extra traffic. It would also be unacceptably visibly intrusive in an area adjacent to the National Park and close to Wootton Manor. 

EA 1
Habitats not enjoying statutory protection are important for species resilience and statutorily protected areas are insufficient to guarantee ‘ecological health’. The wider countryside needs protecting too. We suggest a statement of policy to ensure that this is understood.

‘Mitigation’ and ‘Compensation’ for damage done through fragmentation or degradation simply means making things ‘less worse’. There must be better scrutiny of plans and better evaluation of schemes: there are schemes which fail tests of sustainability but get built anyway for political reasons even where the strategic case is weak and poor value for (public) money. 

This policy could be applied diligently and yet the development case can be propagandised with much hubris and sloganizing so that in the public mind the case is already made. Applying EA1 at that stage would be futile – especially if there were elections around the corner!

Suggest an extra  target for EA 1;

Likely ‘candidate SSSIs’ to be identified and monitored.

EA 6
This policy would contradict the premature commitment elsewhere in this planning document to an ‘off-line’ A27. We don’t agree that the inclusion of a commitment to a new ‘off-line’ A27 between Polegate and Lewes is appropriate in this draft Plan and all references to it should be removed.

EC 2 
Suggest policy e) that ‘new employment land should not be located where it would be likely to obligate a future workforce to take long (or longer, in the case of relocation) journeys to work primarily by private motorised transport’.

SWGA 3
There is little information about the bus services that would/could and do run on the A roads listed here. The buses are part of the key ‘strategic infrastructure’ and their potential is not only unrealised, the services have been cut as policies and the market have favoured motorists.

The ‘express bus services’ between Hailsham, Polegate and Eastbourne will use the bus priority measures on this north – south route and if these are well designed journeys will be quicker and more comfortable. The routes from Uckfield, Heathfield and Ninfield/Herstmonceux  should also benefit as the section of route through the corridor will also be quicker and importantly, more reliable. In other words, the benefits ‘migrate back’ to those towns. There are no bus services at all along the length of the A27 linking Eastbourne and Polegate/Hailsham with Lewes/Brighton, but if there were, then the same would apply. We suggest that there should be a regular and frequent bus service on this A22/27route and that this should be included in aspirations of this plan.

Bus services could perform a bigger role in Wealden but the District of course is not the ‘transport authority’: that role is ESCC’s. But maybe not solely these days.
We think the South East Transport Board (SETB) and the South East Local Enterprise Partnership should take a look at the potential for bus and rail to play a greater role in meeting the sub region and region’s needs, developing strategic ‘core bus routes’ with significantly more bus priority measures. They’ve worked extremely well in Brighton on the 12 route with an significantly increased ridership and simultaneous reduction in traffic. Wealden District Council should be more vocal in demanding more funding through these bodies.

In May 2007 the 12 and 14 bus routes were carrying around 73,000 passengers per week. In early 2017 they were carrying approximately 122,000 passengers per week; an increase of 67%. The number of peak hour buses along the A259 has almost doubled since before the bus lane was installed, and there are now 25 buses coming into the city between 7.30 and 9am on the 12 and 14 routes compared with only 13 back in 2007.- Brighton and Hove committee report ‘Environment, Transport and Sustainability November, 2017. 
Currently, 45% of those travelling on the A259 between Newhaven and Brighton in the morning peak hour are on a bus: buses make up just 2% of the traffic. (Brighton and Hove Buses). 
Message clear: ‘fill the bus, clear the road’.

The major draw of the new retail development in Eastbourne is almost ready to open. The 417 extra parking spaces are there. But of course, the express bus services and measures that favour the bus to get people in and out of Eastbourne are not. And some of the developments already built north of Eastbourne favour the private car above all. Again, transport and land use planning are not aligned. 

Increase in Highway capacity (A27 off-line and generally) will encourage further peak hour ‘car commuting’ and increases in traffic over the wider area. Reallocation of road space for bus priority measures should be included. Speed through junctions and on roundabouts with high entry/exit speeds creates intimidating and dangerous conditions for pedestrians and cyclists – this needs attention and recognition.

Hailsham – relies on success of express bus, etc. This should be supported by priority outside of Hailsham (Nw/N/NE) to speed up the country routes (51/54/98) before/after they reach/leave  Hailsham on their way south/north/east and maybe these could be ‘X’ rated!
The objectives of the SWETS proposals through ‘step changes’ in take-up of alternatives to the car would be severely compromised by the construction of a new off-line A27.
SWGA 43 

Add: Include an appraisal of the viability of a new railway station at Stone Cross

RUGA 4 

The bus service deserves a mention. Stagecoach 51 provides a daytime service to Tunbridge wells and Eastbourne via Hailsham/Polegate station (north-south route), while the east – west Compass bus provides a 5 days a week daytime link to Cross in Hand – Framfield – Uckfield (station) to the west ,and Burwash and Etchingham. (station) to the east plus Hurst Green (some services). This route could be usefully developed. 
(See comments under Spatial Objective 10 – Rural Housing.)
RAS 6 /RAS 10

Rural Tourism-
Extra Target ‘Increase tourist/recreation access by public transport through publicity and education.’ Bus routes should feature in publicity material on tourist attractions.
Garden centres are often destinations for recreational activities which include ‘coffee/cake/light meals’ – hence the link here to RAS 10

RAS 7
Recast the policy as ‘Promoting and Protecting Individual and Village Shops, and Public Houses. 

This would link tourism/recreation focussed publicity to the aims of RAS 7 and possibly improve viability of businesses and public transport services – which itself would benefit those without cars and especially the young and the elderly.
BED 2
Add to d) ….slower driving speeds, deter noisy and intimidating driving styles, and 

encourage a pedestrian/cycle/play environment…’

NE 1 

A policy on tackling noisy vehicles is needed. This isn’t it! High performance cars and motorcycles are built to be noisy, so they are noisy. These can be heard for a mile each side of the vehicle’s path and ahead and behind – a huge noise footprint. It destroys any notion of enjoying tranquillity in beautiful and remote places of which there are few in south east England. A very small number of selfish individuals deprive our senses of the profound enjoyment of enjoying peace along with natural sounds such as birdsong. This is of course a national as well as local issue but there seems to be no way to remove this unwelcome assault on the senses.

NE 2
e) This appears to support the limitation of vehicle penetration on housing developments while giving priority to effective penetration to pedestrian and cycle route and clean buses. If so, should be explicit. Support. 

SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS
Key to success is reducing car dependency and achieving high take-up of alternative, sustainable modes is close integration of ‘transport’ and ‘land use’ policies. 

Car dependency cannot be tackled by high quality alternatives alone, but by a combination of these alongside a whole range of traffic demand management measures to incentivise beneficial change in travel behaviour.

Transport interventions should be determined by a ‘vision and validate’ approach and not ‘predict and provide’ - and certainly not ‘scheme led’ approaches such as characterised by the proposals for an ‘off-line’ A27.

An ‘off line’ A27 cannot be included as an aspiration in this Plan document due to:

· Its negative impact on the South Downs National Park and heritage/biodiversity assets

· The lack of evidence of need and reliance on assertions

· Evidence of changes in car ownership levels among sections of the population with a real possibility of traffic reductions

· Reluctance of local authorities to implement the available range of demand management measures

· The omission of a ‘multi-modal’ approach to studies of transport needs and problem solution

· Uncertainties around the effects of technological changes

· The success of the SWETS proposals would be jeopardised  by the new road

· Policies on Transport and Land Use should demonstrate an awareness of the IPPC Report (8th October, 2018) on Climate Change and its recommendations

Integration of the SWETS bus service proposals with bus services outside of the immediate area Horam/Heathfield/Uckfield/Herstmonceux) and with rail links, is essential to the success of both, and would help retain young people in the villages.

We hope you find the comments and suggestions helpful.

Sincerely,

Derrick Coffee – Campaign for Better Transport – East Sussex.
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