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The draft plan was agreed by HCC councillors on 10 March 2022. A public 
questionnaire was put on the HCC website on 4 April and you can submit your 
comments until 26 June 2022 at 
https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/localtransportplan on the ‘have your say’ 
tab. You can also find the full draft and HCC-written summaries on the same 
web page. See our suggestions about how you might reply   We have added draft 
replies in green to the printable version of the HCC form, mostly on and after 
page 10.. 
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Introduction and Commentary 
A step-change 
The draft Local Transport Plan 4 is a step change in the quality of strategic  
plans from Hampshire County Council in that it explicitly acknowledges that it 
must respond to the current climate and ecological emergency and examines 
how it must do this. 
 
Part A provides a 19-page benchmark for how reports should be referencing the 
seriousness of the situation. It places the changing climate at its centre. It 
emphasises: 

• decarbonising transport 
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• achieving carbon neutrality by 2050 
• the size of and growth in transport carbon emissions 
• the urgency of action 
• the  role of increasing walking, cycling, and public transport use 
• the need to reduce car use 
• the need to provide high quality alternatives to car use 
• managing the demand for road space 
• moving from ‘predict and provide,’ to ‘manage and provide’ as a more 

interventionist way of planning infrastructure 
• planning for ‘people and places’ rather than ‘planning for vehicles.’ 

 
Of specific note are 

• the carbon reduction pathway to 2050 for transport in Hampshire 
• the acknowledgement of the need to supplement national policies locally 
• the attempt to quantify the necessary scale of reduction in distances 

travelled by cars  
• initial calculations of emissions reductions necessary 
• the inclusion of social isolation and health issues as relevant factors 
• the need to manage technological change. 

 

The situation has just become even more urgent 
Since the draft HCC are consulted on was written, the United Nations 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) issued their sixth report 
which makes hard reading. It appears that countries have made less progress 
than had been hoped for, and in many places we have already passed the point 
of no return. An additional IPCC report was issued in April on the need to 
accelerate emissions reduction, and it is now important to reflect this 
acceleration in the final version of LTP4. Many of the proposals need to be 
strengthened. 
 

Complex Structure 
The draft introduces a complex programme structure that contains: 

• a 2-part vision 
• 8 proposed multi-part outcomes 
• 2 guiding principles 
• 9 core policies 
• 18 theme policies. 

 
Much of what is said is very welcome. The approach is very thorough. However, 
if these ideas are to be shared widely and well understood with good public 
support, it would be helpful to simplify, consolidate and remove duplication in 
the plan. There is a danger that the plan’s complexity will deter public 
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engagement and discussion, efficient implementation and adequate 
monitoring. 
 
For example, those interested in and working on promoting walking and cycling 
will need to reference well over 100 sections of the draft. This may prove too 
much. See the Appendix,: Index of references to walking and cycling schemes, 
for a list of the main ones. 
 

Omissions and disparities 
While the draft covers a wide range of points exhaustively there is an important 
area of omission. There is no sense of relative importance or scale for the 
different proposals in the plan. Indicative priority scores showing the intended 
relative importance against each of the theme policies or other significant parts 
of the framework would help resolve this. Target percentages of the transport 
budget could be allocated and published 
 
While the focus of the local transport proposals seems right, Policies SI1B and 
SI1C (‘Strategic Infrastructure’) on page 115 would seem to contradict the vision, 
outcomes, and principles: 

b) support multi-modal passenger and freight access for our key 
international gateways, including Port of Southampton, Portsmouth 
International Port, Southampton Airport, and Heathrow Airport; 

c) support targeted improvements to the wider strategic road network (SRN) 
and major road network (MRN) where there is a clear safety, economic, 
health or wider social case. 

Rebuilding M3 junction 9, for example, and support for airport development will 
force a disastrous increase in transport emissions and threaten the 
achievement of the net zero transport emissions target. 
 
 Hopefully the proviso  in SI1e will bring about a new direction in HCC policy on 
strategic infrastructure: 

e) support new national infrastructure schemes where the environmental 
impacts have been fully assessed and appropriate mitigation measures 
specified. We would like schemes provided by national infrastructure 
providers to achieve a 10% net gain. 

Southampton Airport, A27 widening, and widening of the M3 have no chance of 
achieving such a 10% net gain. 
 
The timetable, as set out, seems rather less hurried than will be necessary, even 
though delays will be inevitable. For example, it may well take 5 years for a 
substantial culture  change to take place, both within HCC and across partners, 
but steps need to be taken to ensure that an initial tranche of the schemes set 
out in the plan begin immediately. We cannot afford to wait until 2027. 
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Once work has started it will be crucial to focus on schemes that are having the 
desired impact. Much work still needs to be done on producing a set of  
indicators that are specific, measurable, appropriate, with a timetable for  
achieving ambitious targets. The vague suggestions for monitoring the plan will 
not in themselves deliver the plan’s aspirations. 
 

Summary and Notes 
The Context 
This plan is a step-change on the previous local transport plan. It seeks to 
develop a transport system that supports the economy (like the previous one), is 
safe, does not pollute, does not impede cyclists, and allows healthier, more 
empowered lives. 
 
Unfortunately the most important background facts are confused. Clearly it is 
important that HCC have an accurate understanding of the profile of emissions 
in Hampshire. Without this HCC will not be able to focus its efforts on where 
emissions are greatest. It would seem that transport is a majority contributor to 
emissions in Hampshire and that this document sets out the most important 
HCC climate change mitigation programme. 
 
The pie chart on p 14 gives transport as the source of 37% emissions in 
Hampshire. A note points out that government data from the Department for 
Business Energy & Industrial Strategy (BEIS) shows transport as the source of 
51% of Hampshire emissions. This is an accurate reflection of BEIS 2019 
estimates, but the reasons given for the disparity with the data used in the pie 
chart are not supported by the BEIS Technical Notes.  

b) The note beneath the pie chart gives ‘domestic aviation’ as one of the 
primary reasons for the disparity, but BEIS data for Hampshire do not 
include ‘domestic aviation.’  

c) The note also suggests that electrified railways were also a substantial 
contributor to the higher BEIS transport emissions figure. Somewhat 
oddly, BEIS technical notes say quite clearly that emissions associated 
with electrically powered trains are not included in their data on 
transport emissions. If they were included the percentage of transport 
emissions would be even higher. 

 
It is not possible from the report to know why the data given in the pie chart are 
so at odds with government data. It would probably have been better simply to 
concentrate on the BEIS data; the readers will not benefit from the presentation 
of alternative facts. For the record, the following chart is a more accurate 
representation of BEIS 2019 data for Hampshire. Because land use absorbs 
carbon and offsets the other carbon emissions categories, it is best to avoid pie 
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charts; they do not handle mixed negative and positive values well. BEIS will 
issue data for 2020 emissions in Hampshire in June 2022, and hopefully HCC 
will keep abreast of future annual updates as a way of monitoring outcomes, in 
particular the climate changing transport emissions this plan is committed to 
reducing. 
 

 
We hope the final draft of LTP4 will reflect government data and data conventions 
more accurately. There are signs that increasingly, errors in documents attached 
to funding applications to government result in reductions of funding. 
 
In the draft there is a welcome new focus (p 26) on the Climate Emergency and 
the 2050 carbon neutrality target. There is recognition that: 

• 65% of transport emissions come from ‘passenger cars’ 
• Covid-19 has encouraged more locally focussed lives, more walking and 

cycling, more remote working, a loss of confidence in public transport 
• Surveys show support for low-traffic  environments 
• The need to make it easier to walk, cycle, live locally and revive public 

transport is urgent 
• 90% of stakeholders identified ‘changing climate’ as an important driver 

for change 
• ‘Now is the time to reflect and put ourselves on the right path to our 2050 

vision - now is the time to think differently.’ 
• After the scrutiny panel discussion of this draft, there is now recognition 

that HCC have underestimated the proportion of  emissions in the county 
caused by transport: the chart on p 8 showing 37% for transport will now 
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show 51%, and LPT4 will have a significantly greater role in tackling 
Hampshire emissions. 

 
There is a ’shift in approach and emphasis’ (p21) from ‘predict and provide’ to 
‘decide and provide’ with more focus on modal shift and managing demand for 
road space. 
 
Draft LPT4 tells us the Hampshire transport system could work better: 

• High levels of car use cause lost time,  and poor air quality 
• Investment in alternatives to the car have lagged behind investment for 

car users 
• Extra road capacity soon fills up 
• Transport and land-use planning have not been linked up 
• There is a backlog in maintenance. 

 
The draft accepts that transport, like most sectors, will need to reduce CO2 
emissions to almost zero (without offsetting) by 2050. There is a chart of the 
pathway (p 26): 
 

 
More work will have to be done: The draft says ”The scale of reduction in vehicle-
kms is strongly affected by: (i) forecast traffic growth, which is currently 
particularly uncertain in the wake of the coronavirus pandemic; (ii) the rate at 
which electric vehicles (EVs) feed into the fleet before 2030. However, it is not 
feasible for EVs to roll out fast enough to avoid the need for any vehicle km 
reduction. If freight emissions are also taken into account, a greater reduction 
in car vehicle-kms would be needed to meet the pathway.” 
 
WinACC has applied the government’s pathway to net zero for transport 
emissions to Hampshire and it gives a chart with an even greater level of 
emissions reduction , with fifteen percentage points greater reduction needed 
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in the 2030s, to 33% of 2019 levels in 2034 rather than the 48% HCC estimate. To 
reflect the urgency of the latest IPCC report even more adjustments will have to 
be made to the HCC pathway, and progress accelerated. 
 

 
 
The draft sets a target for car reduction of 10% by 2030 (p 28). This is a welcome 
improvement on previous assumptions of a rapid increase (about 33%), but is a 
smaller reduction than proposed elsewhere, and the draft does not address how 
the green electricity supply will meet the sixfold increase in electricity demand if 
current traffic levels minus 10% become battery-electric powered.  
 
It is good there are some proposals for modal transfer (p 29): 15 to 20 %: more 
public transport use, doubling cycling, and 4% additional car share. It is 
disappointing that there is not yet a balanced modal transfer plan and a choice 
of ‘balanced’ scenarios that take discussion beyond these ‘indicative’ 
suggestions. Current bus and cycle trips per person are at such a low level that 
these proposals will make almost no difference to car trip volumes. 
 
WinACC has produced an example of possible balanced modal transfer 
scenarios. In this scenario to achieve a 5% modal transfer of trips in cars to each 
of walking, cycling and buses would require a two to threefold increase in bus 
trips, and quadrupling of bike trips and a thirteen percent increase in walking 
trips. The necessary scale of growth in bus use and cycling is likely to be far 
greater than HCC assumes especially if the electricity supply is to become 
green, or there is a shortage of gas to generate electricity. 
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The draft says LPT4 will also need to: 

• Achieve an environmental net gain, reducing the harm caused by 
transport (p 30) 

• Enable economic development and well-connected communities that are 
less dependent on car use (pp 30/31) 

• Make use of, but not be led by, technological development (p 31) 
 

The LPT4 Vision 
The draft proposes (p 33): 

“A carbon neutral, resilient and inclusive transport system designed around 
people, which: supports health, wellbeing and quality of life for all; supports 
a connected economy and creates successful and prosperous places; and 
respects and seeks to enhance Hampshire’s unique environment.” 

 

The LPT4 Intended Outcomes 
The draft proposes: 

A. A carbon neutral, resilient Hampshire 
But warns we cannot rely on national policies alone and there will have 
to be significant changes in travel behaviour, especially difficult since 
one fifth of the population live outside towns 
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B. A transport network that is resilient to climate change, extreme weather, 
incidents and major disruptive events 
Made more difficult by the length of the roadwork 

C. Improved air quality and less noise disturbance from transport 
Bearing in mind particulate pollution from brakes and tyres, the 
estimated £225m of annual health costs in Hampshire, and the 4.6% of 
deaths in Hampshire linked to particulates 

D. A transport network that protects and enhances our natural and historic 
environments, resulting in an overall net environmental gain 
Emphasising the need to limit infrastructure provision to prevent habitat 
loss, with more green infrastructure 

E. A transport system that supports a connected economy (for people and 
goods), creates successful places (for living, working and visiting), and 
ensures Hampshire continues to prosper whilst reducing its emissions. 
With an emphasis on access by walking cycling and public transport 

F. Support sustainable housing and employment growth and regeneration that 
positively supports our LTP vision 
With an emphasis on access by walking cycling and public transport 

G. A network that promotes active travel and active lifestyles to improve our 
health and wellbeing 
Encouraging active travel (p 43) 

H. A transport system that provides more equitable access to services, 
opportunities and life chances delivering improved quality of life for all in 
Hampshire 
More seamless end-to-end journeys by non-car modes 
 

Guiding Principles (GP) 
The draft proposes: 

1. Reduce the overall need to travel and significantly reduce dependency on the 
private car 
With an emphasis on AVOID-REDUCE-REPLACE-OFFSET 

2. Provide a transport system that promotes high quality places and puts 
people first 
Moving  away from ‘planning for vehicles’ to ‘planning for people’ and 
‘planning for ‘places’’ – the draft says planning for vehicles has simply 
generated additional traffic, eroding the expected reduction in congestion 
and creating social and environmental problems, with a diagram to show 
how cars take up too much space. (p 52) 
 

Core Policies (C) 
The policies revisit the principles and focus on what must be done in a bit more 
detail to achieve the intended outcomes. 
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C1 (People and Places) will have a movement and place framework for different 
locations; prioritise walking, cycling, public transport and delivery vehicles; take 
a healthy streets approach; reallocate roadspace to walking, cycling, public 
transport; but give support to some highway capacity improvements. The draft 
does not indicate how it will prevent ‘some highway capacity improvements’ 
from swallowing up the greater part of the funding and undermining the vision, 
intended outcomes, and principles. 
 
The draft says cars have a range of damaging consequences, and a majority of 
people want to reduce road traffic. There is a ten point plan to ensure this policy 
delivers an equitable system (p 61), but there needs to be added strong rules 
limiting the circumstances where support will be given to highway capacity 
improvements, since these have dominated expenditure almost exclusively in 
all earlier local transport plans. 
 
C2 (Goods Movement) will maximise the efficiency of freight and logistics; 
improve freight liability; encourage modal shift to rail, water and pipelines; 
more efficient vehicle use; push freight movement onto major roads; make local 
transport planners more aware of freight; support decarbonisation of HGVs; 
ensure local transport strategies consider freight deliveries and servicing. 
 
The draft says this is because freight is important for Hampshire, and reducing 
emissions from HGVs is very difficult. It is important to develop a Hampshire 
Freight Strategy, and main rail freight routes, digital logistics systems, and large 
and small freight consolidation centres. 
 
C3 Implement Road User Utility Framework This is a proposal to apply the 
Highway Code’s “hierarchy of transport users” to Hampshire. The term 
“hierarchy” was not popular with a few scrutiny panel members who seemed to 
take the bottom placing of “other motor vehicles” as an attack on the car, so a 
less meaningful title has been chosen for Hampshire. Nonetheless, the 
framework proposes that schemes be developed that give priority to schemes 
according to what they achieve, in the following order: travel demand reduction; 
benefitting people with mobility problems; benefiting walking, cycling / horse 
riding , and public transport; improving goods delivery; and benefitting other 
motor vehicles. 
 
The draft says this is because people should be offered a good choice of 
transport modes; and because of the need to implement recent changes in the 
Highway Code to place responsibility on those who can do most harm. (p 65) 
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C4 Place climate change at the heart of decisions reducing emissions to zero by 
2050; assessing carbon impact of schemes; increasing resilience, changing 
travel behaviour.. 
 
The draft says this is because transport is a (the?) major source of CO2 
emissions in Hampshire, and HCC’s commitment to carbon neutrality by 2050 
(p 66). It is odd this was not at the top of the list. 
 
C5 Support local living and transport reduction through 20-minute 
neighbourhoods: greater focus on local services, developing broadband, walking 
cycling, shared mobility, and integrated public transport (p 67).  
 
C6 Encourage sustainable travel behaviour promoting community and personal 
behaviour change, creating attractive inclusive alternatives to the private car (P 
68). 
 
C7 Deliver road safety, through design, ‘remedial casualty reduction,’ increased 
perception of safety (p 69). In line with the 20’s Plenty Campaign, the 
introduction of a 20 mph speed limit on all built-up and local country roads 
would seem to be an obvious first step, but this is not explicitly mentioned even 
though speed reduction is recognised as important. 
 
C8 Manage harm from poor air quality and noise, by co-ordinating transport 
pollutant reduction, requiring mitigation by developers (p 71). 
 
C9 Protect the built and natural environment by requiring schemes to have net 
biodiversity gain, and developing environmental enhancements (p 73). 
 

Themed Policies 
These core policies are complemented by themed policies (p 75+). This section is 
probably the clearest statement of the types of scheme LTP4 is proposing. It 
covers much the same ground as the previous section but approachest it from a 
slightly different angle, creating a rather confusing matrix of ideas: 

• Healthy Places (HP) (p 78) on more walking and cycling infrastructure, on 
community partnership on schemes, on broadening the appeal of 
walking and cycling 

• Public Transport (PT) (p 82+) on placing customers (passengers?) at the 
heart of designing development, on providing infrastructure, on 
increasing the reach of public transport. It is disappointing that at the  
beginning of April the government did not fund HCC for its proposals in Bus 
Service Improvement Plan. The government had previously warned that 
areas failing to “show sufficient ambition, including for improvements to 
bus priority” would not get funding. Hampshire was one of 48 authorities 
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that missed out. It would seem that to be more successful HCC needs to 
be more  ambitious. 

• Future Mobility (FM) (p 88+) making use of technological innovation, and 
accelerating transition to low and zero-emission vehicles 

• Balancing Travel Demand (BTD) (p 93+) by regulating traffic, parking and 
deliveries; managing maintenance and other disruption; and exploring 
new ways of shifting the balance from the private car and other modes. 
Unfortunately, the enthusiasm for “New Approaches for shifting the 
balance between private car use and other modes” in the first draft has 
been dampened. The original second paragraph in BTD3 said  

“Our analysis (see Evidence Base) shows that a wide range of transport 
interventions, including managing private car use, will be required to achieve net 
zero carbon emissions and meet our climate change obligations. Effective 
demand management measures to reduce car traffic would play an integral role 
in achieving the carbon reduction pathway required by 2030,”  

has now been watered down The 4 April draft says tentatively (p 97): 
“We do not at this time know if demand management will be needed or what form it 
may need to take. This policy is needed to give authority to develop a business 
case and explore the wider issues associated with various forms of demand 
management. 

This is a disappointing change of heart. It is regrettable that HCC are now 
ignoring the analysis referred to in the draft and it is important to 
reinstate the original sense of urgency. Following the 2022 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reports, we now know there 
is no time to spare. 
• Rural Transport (RT) (p 99) applies to 85% of the land area but only 22% 

of the population; maintaining accessibility and providing alternatives 
to car use; enabling sustainable access to the countryside 

• Asset Management (AM) (p 105) ensuring new infrastructure is 
sustainable and built to all current standards; and adopting a rigorous 
strategic approach to all maintenance. 

• Development and Masterplanning (DM) (p 109) ensuring strategic land-
use planning reduces the need to travel (developing the use of 
developer contributions, p 111); ensuring high transport planning 
standards for new neighbourhoods (an explicit requirement to comply 
with the all the principles and policies of the whole document is 
missing and could strengthen this policy). 

• Strategic Infrastructure (SI) (p 114) working with national providers on 
rail, national road, and internet infrastructure. (The commitment to 
support Highways England schemes is conditional on a 10% gain in 
biodiversity but does not seem to be conditional on any other of the 
principles and core policies being met.) The draft is silent on air 
transport infrastructure. It is difficult to see how the widening of 
motorways, turning the A34 into a motorway, building of big new 
roads to connect with Heathrow etc. do   anything but undermine the 
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environmental values of the whole plan. It feels fanciful to say that 
“new infrastructure schemes  have the potential to reduce 
environmental problems,” when they include motorway widening. 
However, the commitment to improving rail infrastructure is a 
welcome new direction for HCC transport policy. 

 

Implementation Timetable (p119) 
2022-2027 

• Covid-19 recovery 
• HCC organisational cultural shift 
• Define how the framework, transport hierarchy, healthy streets will work 
• Complete LCWIP plans 
• Deliver Bus Service Improvement Plan (despite the 4 April DfT failure to 

fund) 
• Investigate demand management 
• Integrate transport into local plans 
• Develop freight strategy, and other theme strategies 
• Complete current schemes if consistent with new LTP4 

2027-2032 
• Focus on modal shift 
• Develop technology solutions 
• Move from traffic increase to reduction 

2032 2050 
• Consolidation 

 

Prioritising and developing interventions 
Appraisal and gateway process 
(P 124) HCC’s approach is a fairly standard appraisal and gateway process 
drawing heavily on DfT decision-making methodology (p 120). Participation of 
individuals and community engagement has been left out of the diagram but is 
hinted at elsewhere. 
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Carbon Check 
Of particular significance will be the ‘carbon check’ early in the process: 

“A ‘carbon check’ will be undertaken as part of Stage 1 - Initial Assessment to flag up 
schemes with the potential to adversely impact on our climate change commitments. 
Higher level approval will be required to progress these schemes and any subsequent 
development work will need to fully consider the scale of the potential impact and the 
scope for mitigation action. To inform the Stage 2 - Business Case Review, we will seek 
to estimate the carbon impact of schemes, making use of existing tools (available now 
or in the future) or by developing our own in-house approach. Potential for offsetting 
will be considered as part of the assessment. ” (p 126) 
 

Area Strategies 
The draft proposes further area transport strategies that ‘look in depth at a 
particular geography’ similar to the current Winchester and Basingstoke 
Movement Strategies (p 127). A Waterside Transport Strategy will be required 
because of potential large-scale port expansion and in the period 2022 to 2027 
the case will be considered for: 

• The Eastleigh area 
• Gosport, Havant and Fareham 
• The Blackwater Valley 

 

Funding 
Many sources of funding are mentioned but there is an emphasis on uncertainty 
with them all, and a plea to government to restructure national funding, and to 
make 2½ times more funding available for cycling and walking. 
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The last reference is the only reference in the draft to the relative size of the 
spending on each of the themed policies. Hopefully in revisions there can be an 
‘indicative breakdown’ of the scale of the funding required on each of the 
themed policies. 
 

Measuring Success 
The draft is to be commended for its proposals for measuring success at an 
early stage (p 129). The indicators given are at an early stage and hopefully more 
detail will be added soon. The draft is right to make a clear distinction between 
indicators and targets. Currently the list of indicators is illustrative only:  

• mode share, public transport patronage, walking and cycling activity 
• vehicle-kilometres by vehicle type 
• percentage of zero emissions vehicles in the fleet 
• biodiversity net gain for new schemes 
• number of Air Quality Management Areas in place 
• Transport for New Homes checklist, to assess transport performance of 

new developments 
• road collisions resulting in fatal, serious, and slight injuries (number and 

rate; adults, children, and vulnerable users) 
• public satisfaction. 

The thinking here will benefit from additional rigour. Much thought may be 
needed to identify 

• timetabled targets for each of these potential indicatiors 
• the outcomes that really matter to the public for publication,  
• the parts of the strategic framework each indicator relates to,  
• parts of the strategic framework still in need of indicators, and  
• further indicators of inputs and processes to help internal measurement 

of efficiency.  
 
The list of intended outcomes (p 130) is extracted from the section beginning on 
p 35. It would simplify the structure and make it more accessible if future drafts 
could align indicators with intended outcomes, group them by elements in the 
vision, and show how they connect to the principles, core policies, and theme 
policies. There is a danger that the complexity of the structure will make the 
programme unmanageable and unauditable. 
 

The Integrated Sustainability Appraisal 
(ISA) 
To respond to Section 5 of the questionnaire you will need to look at the ISA at  
Supporting documentation | Hampshire County Council (hants.gov.uk) top left 
download panel. It is somewhat repetitive and the appraisal’s findings are in 

https://www.hants.gov.uk/transport/localtransportplan/supportingdocumentation
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paragraphs 4.4 to 4.8.6. on pages 50 to 62. There is additional detail in the 
appendices.  
 

Assessment of the Vision (4.4) 
The assessment is broadly positive about the carbon neutral element, but does 
not seem to understand how all-encompassing this is, and how central it is to 
supporting “health, wellbeing and quality of life for all.”.The authors do not 
acknowledge that unless HCC addresses climate change the quality of life and 
economy in Hampshire will be massively threatened. The appraisal therefore 
assesses the other elements independently as if they could happen without 
carbon neutrality, and it reads somewhat oddly. 
 
The draft ISA resulted in minor changes to strengthen LTP4’s commitment to 
improving “accessibility sensitive, deprived and isolated areas.”  
 
It seems a little critical of the focus in LTP4 on climate change and pedantically 
suggests that, for example, taking steps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
from transport could reduce action on other pollutants from transport that 
could have harmful health effects. Disappointingly it does not say what those 
emissions are, and it is difficult to identify any transport pollution emissions 
that are not associated with transport modes that contribute to climate change. 
PM2.5s do not directly contribute to global warming and are harmful to health, 
but they are currently tied in to greenhouse gas emissions from cars. LTP4 does 
make reference to the problem that low, or zero emissions road vehicles will 
still emit PM2.5s and does refer to their health-threatening properties.. 
 

Assessment of LTP4 Objectives (4.5) 
The ISA is rather more positive about the LTP4 objectives (which are referred to 
in LTP4 as “outcomes”) 
 
However it makes the important point that only the climate change objective 
(A) is specific, measurable, or on a timescale. There are examples of what could 
be added, and the plan would be strengthened if they were incorporated and 
others were added. 
 

Assessment of LTP4 Principles (4.6) 
The ISA is generally supportive of reducing car dependency and the distance 
travelled by cars.  
 
However there is an odd point made in para 4.6.5. It suggests that reductions in 
”vehicle numbers may also result in reduction in those pollutants that have a 
cooling effect therefore the long-term impact is not easy to predict.” This is an 
astonishing invention. We are not aware of anybody ever claiming that any car 
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emissions could help prevent global heating. It seems important that large parts 
of para 4.6.5 be deleted. 
 
The ISA finds principle 2, about “a transport system that promotes prosperous 
places and puts people first” rather ambiguous and vague. It appears however 
that at least some of the recommendations have been incorporated into the 
latest version of LTP4, so it is difficult to know how to respond to the 
questionnaire section 5 on this section of the ISA which probably needs 
updating. 
 

Assessment of  LTP4 Core Policies (4.7) 
The ISA is generally supportive  of these, but feels that “C2 efficient and 
sustainable movement of goods” could have a negative effect on air quality. 
Perhaps this could support greater use of e-cargo bikes, and railfreight 
distribution systems. 
 

Assessment of LTP4 Theme Policies (4.8) 
The ISA found some conflicts in the theme policies and made  and suggested 
that targets were needed on public transport, future mobility, biodiversity 
(including on how to increase it), and greater clarity on how HCC would balance 
travel demand, and prioritise walking. 
 
There are some really useful comments on strategic infrastructure: Specific 
schemes  should not be supported until thorough environmental impact 
assessments have been made. “The potential for some of the strategic transport 
infrastructure priorities to represent a significant negative impact to the ISA 
objectives is considered high.” 
 
 
 
Assessment 

Appendix 
Index of references to walking and cycling schemes 
 
This is included as an example of how difficult it is to follow what the plan is 
saying about any specific type of scheme. For many types of scheme references 
appear on many different pages and readers need to draw together a wide range 
of disparate material if they wish to form an overview of what is being 
proposed. 
 
There are well over 100, the main ones of which are: 
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• Outcome A Reduce transport-related carbon emissions to net zero 
(neutrality) by 2050, third success bullet point (p 35), ‘public transport, 
walking and cycling to become the preferred option for travel, resulting in 
reduced dependency on the private car.’ 

• Outcome E ‘A transport system that supports a connected economy (for 
people and goods), creates successful places (for living, working and 
visiting), and ensures Hampshire continues to prosper whilst reducing its 
emissions’(p 40) first success bullet point ‘successful and vibrant places 
with economic growth and activity focused in locations that are 
accessible by walking, cycling and public transport,’ and second success 
bullet point: ‘high quality town and village centres with attractive walking 
and cycling environments’ where people want to spend time, to boost 
local economies. 

• Outcome G (p43) A network that promotes active travel and active 
lifestyles to improve our health and wellbeing: first success bullet point: 
‘more journeys undertaken by active modes (walking, cycling, scooters)’. 

• Guiding principle 1 Changing the way we plan and deliver transport para 4: 
(p 48) We will need to maximise every opportunity and work in partnership 
with bus and rail operators, sustainable transport organisations, the NHS, 
public sector and other organisations, to encourage and help people 
switch from cars to cycling, walking and public transport, with an 
emphasis on approaches that ‘promote walking and cycling as the first 
choice for shorter journeys’  

• Guiding Principle 2: Provide a transport system that promotes high quality 
places and puts people first (p 51) and the diagrams on p 52 showing that 
in many areas, attractive walking, cycling and public transport options 
are able to carry far more people in a more efficient manner than a car-
focused approach with an emphasis on approaches that address the 
perceived (as well as actual) safety of walking and cycling, recognising 
this as one of the most significant barriers to their use;. 

• Core Policy C1 Putting people and places at the heart of our decisions (p56) 
b) prioritise the needs of walking and cycling, public transport users and 
delivery vehicles, in accordance with the specific function of different 
types of location (see Core Policy C3: Transport Utility Hierarchy);  
c) use a localised ‘Healthy Streets’ approach and our ‘Hampshire Walking 
and Cycling Principles’ to plan and design attractive, comfortable, safe 
and inclusive networks for everyone regardless of ability, confidence, age 
and disability (see Healthy Places, Policy HP1.3);   
d) seek opportunities to create or re-allocate road space to create better 
walking and cycling routes and faster routes for buses (see also Healthy 
Places, Policy  HP1; Balancing Travel Demand, Policy BTD1); 

• (P 58) The Movement and Place Framework will provide a practical tool 
which will help us carry out our transport roles and functions more 
effectively. It will tell us when maximizing vehicle capacity is a key 
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priority, and when providing for the needs of walking and cycling should 
be our primary consideration:  

• The Healthy Streets Approach figure on p 59; 
• 6 references in the Delivering an equitable transport system – A Ten Point 

Plan panel on p 61 
• Core Policy C2: Efficient and sustainable movement of goods on p 62 gives 

as an innovative approach: trialling the use of sustainable, zero emission 
transport modes, such as electric cargo cycles and walking porters 
operating from local “micro-consolidation” points 

• Core Policy C4: Place climate change at the heart of decision-making (p66) 
working with partners to build resilience to flooding, including measures 
such as introducing green and blue infrastructure and Natural Flood 
Management or Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) which will 
improve water quality; seeking to offset where it is assessed that a 
transport scheme will produce a net carbon increase, for example as a 
result of construction or because it results in additional vehicle mileage 
and therefore more emissions. Offsetting could include road space 
reallocation elsewhere and / or investment to support low carbon travel 
(e.g. walking, cycling, public transport), planting trees, or other means of 
carbon offsetting to mitigate the carbon impacts. 

• Core Policy C5 Support local living and reduce demands on transport (p 67) 
e) support investment in walking, cycling, integrated public transport and 
new forms of shared mobility such as electric bikes and electric car clubs, 
to make local trips easier and reduce the need for private car ownership 

• Implementing the 20 minute neighbourhood concept is about 
redesigning existing neighbourhoods and designing new ones so that 
everyday destinations are within walking distance… They provide 
attractive local public spaces, with more local shops and facilities, easy 
access by sustainable modes for destinations further afield, and create a 
stronger sense of local community. In the short-term this can be 
achieved by using existing buildings and spaces for new activities such 
as creating work hubs for remote working, or creating mobility hubs 
which act as a focal point for public and shared transport (e.g. car clubs or 
bike hire schemes) alongside other public services (e.g. health clinics). 
This needs to be accompanied by improvements to the public realm (e.g. 
introducing pedestrian priority and better lighting to make areas safer 
and more attractive), improving local walking and cycling routes, and 
balancing the location specific needs of different transport users (see 
Core Policy C1). 

• Core Policy C6: Encourage sustainable travel behaviour (p 68) focusing 
travel advice initiatives, campaigns and events in locations where we 
have delivered new public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure 
or services, to encourage use of these new options; incentivising and 
rewarding public transport use, walking and cycling through initiatives 
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such as Modeshift STARS, the national awards scheme that has been 
established to recognise schools, businesses and communities that have 
demonstrated excellence in supporting cycling, walking and other forms 
of sustainable travel 

• Core Policy C7 A Safe System approach for Hampshire (p 69) b) work with 
partners to reduce the number of deaths, serious and slight injuries on 
Hampshire’s road network, and reduce the injury rate for vulnerable users 
(including children, and those walking and cycling); c) seek to improve 
the perception of safety and security where this could deter people from 
travelling, particularly by walking, cycling, and public transport.  

• Core Policy C8 Managing the harmful health effects of poor air quality and 
noise disturbance due to transport (p 71) This will be supported by (p 72): 
planning walking and cycling routes to minimise exposure to harmful 
emissions, and consider air quality during the design and 
implementation process; encouraging walking, cycling, public transport, 
and use of smaller and more efficient vehicles (see Core Policy C2 
regarding smaller delivery vehicles, Core Policy C6, and theme policies) – 
to reduce the adverse environmental impacts resulting from emissions, 
noise, and traffic intrusion 

• Core Policy C9 Protecting the environment creating more green 
infrastructure for walking and cycling, including carefully planned planting 
to provide shade and shelter, and reduce noise and air pollution 

 
• Theme Policy Healthy Places HP1 (p 79) Deliver the infrastructure required 

to support a mass shift towards walking and cycling and widen 
participation and broaden the appeal of walking and cycling and many 
other references 

• Theme Policy Healthy Places HP2 (p 80) Enable healthy neighbourhoods and 
high streets in partnership with communities – many references such as 
“high volumes of through traffic and typical driving speeds often have a 
detrimental effect and discourage walking and cycling – neighbours are 
less likely to know each other (which can contribute to isolation); parents 
often feel unsafe allowing their children to walk to school or play outside; 
car becomes the mode of choice for most, while those unable to travel by 
car may be unwilling to make unnecessary trips” 

• Theme Policy HP3 (p 81) Widen participation and broaden the appeal of 
walking and cycling as a natural travel choice many references such as 
enable more children to walk and cycle to school through improving the 
routes to schools and the area outside the school gates, cycle and road 
safety training, and behaviour change campaigns – so walking and 
cycling to school becomes the ‘norm’ and work in partnership with public 
transport operators to improve access to buses, trains and ferries, for 
people walking and cycling (e.g. improvements to walking and cycling 
routes, better information, lifts to platforms, secure storage facilities) (see 
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also Section 7.2, Public Transport, Policy RT3); work in partnership with 
public transport operators to improve access to buses, trains and ferries, 
for people walking and cycling (e.g. improvements to walking and cycling 
routes, better information, lifts to platforms, secure storage facilities) (see 
also Section 7.2, Public Transport, Policy RT3);  

• Theme Policy PT3 (p 87) Increase the reach of public Transport Services by 
seeking opportunities to improve access to / from bus and rail services by 
walking, cycling, and other public or shared transport services (i.e. the 
first and last leg of a public transport journey); 

• Theme Policy BTD1 (p 94) Regulating traffic, parking, and kerbside 
deliveries c) manage speeds in local areas to support walking and cycling; 
h) consider the delivery and service needs of businesses and residents, 
particularly where roadspace is being re-allocated for walking, cycling, 
and buses (e.g. provision of loading/ unloading bays, dynamic 
management of kerbsides, re-timing deliveries, and use of new 
approaches and technologies). 

• Theme Policy BTD 2 (p 96) Managing streetworks and other highway 
activities to minimise disruption to transport users. a) publish (and keep up 
to date) a Network Management Plan describing the tools and strategies 
employed to reduce disruption arising from works on the highway and 
minimise the adverse impact of diverting traffic on residents, visitors and all 
road users (pedestrians and cyclists, as well as motorised vehicles); 

• Theme Policy RT2 Sustainable access to the countryside (p 103) b 

maximising the use of external funding opportunities to develop 
strategically important routes for walking, cycling and horse-riding and 
considering closing some rural roads to through traffic (motor vehicles) 
to create ‘Quiet Roads’ to complement the Rights of Way network and 
provide a more joined up network of traffic free routes for walking, 
cycling and horse-riding.  

• Theme Policy AM1 – Sustainable maintenance approach for new 
infrastructure (p 106) is required because, amongst other things new 
housing developments and transport schemes will continually increase 
the size of the network and the number of assets that need to be 
maintained. More widely, new infrastructure will increasingly be focused on 
walking and cycling, public transport, shared mobility, and digital 
infrastructure. New processes and procedures are needed to support 
existing strategies to ensure our approach to the maintenance and 
management of new infrastructure is sustainable and meets the needs of 
our environment, economy, and society. 

• Theme Policy AM2 – Managing and maintaining the existing highway c) 
ensure our approach to managing and maintaining the highway asset 
(and that of our contractors) supports walking, cycling and public 
transport, and meets the changing demands and expectations placed 
upon the highway (p 107).  
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• Theme Policy DM2 –Support proactive masterplanning of new development 
sites for high quality neighbourhoods g) support developments that are 
designed to widen the choice of modes that can be used (i.e. those which 
design in high levels of walking, cycling and public transport use) and 
creating guidance on the location of new schools to encourage the use of 
walking and cycling routes by pupils and parents (p 111) 

• Strategic funding ‘asks of the government’(p 128): More substantial and 
sustained funding for the delivery of public transport, cycling and walking 
infrastructure. By our own estimates the levels of funding available 
nationally need to be increased by 2.5 times the stated levels in national 
policy documents and maintained for many years to come if we are to 
make the modal shift to these modes a reality 

 


