
THE ‘FUTURE OF TRAVEL' CONSULTATION OUTCOMES 

The Future of Travel Consultation Report has reiterated that the town’s community strongly 

favours prioritising these three desired outcomes: 

1) A reduction of traffic volume (a top 3 priority for 72% of respondents) 
 
Some traffic is essential - for trades, farms, deliveries, buses, those with mobility issues, 
carers, taxis, coaches, emergency services – and it’s as frustrating for them, as it is for every 
motorist (and every other street user!), to sit in a queue made up in significant part by 
vehicles who might be able to travel by other means or other ways, and now complicated by 
the closure of Cleveland Bridge in Bath. What’s not essential, or wanted, is traffic that has 
no reason for travelling through town other than to cross the river as a matter of habit, or 
for a journey of convenience when other routes are available. 
 

2) The best possible air quality and freedom from emissions (top 3 priority for >66%) 
 
Traffic is insidious at damaging social and environmental cohesion. A car offers an 
expression of freewill and opportunity while actually being the generator and purveyor of 
damaging amounts of different pollution1 that are cumulatively significant and particularly 
damage our children’s health and future. At some stage societies will have to address this 
dysfunction and start taking up public transport again or possible micro-mobility 
alternatives, such as e-bikes, e-cargo bikes and even possibly e-scooters 
 

3) The safety of all street users (a top 3 priority for 59% of respondents) 
 
We all (and some being more vulnerable than others) will use different transport modes 
over the course of our lives: a child buggy or wheelchair, on bike or mobility scooter, by foot 
or car or train. Each of us will be members of different user groups; for example a local who 
generally walks or buses but needs a car as the carer for a wheelchair user. We need to 
respect that variety of utility and, as the latest revisions to the Highway Code make clear, 
implement a hierarchy of care that doesn’t create intimidation in the lesser robust street 
user by the proximity and speed of the more robust passing by. 
 
PROGRESS SINCE THE CONSULTATION AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The Future of Travel Consultation Report does not have answers – hence Cllr McClelland’s 
request, as we understand it from Full Council of 3 May 2022, for clarification and for 
confirmation on what set of measures will have broad local support. Wiltshire Council have 
been given guidance by the Town Council to identify measures that will alleviate these 
transport network problems – and the Future of Travel Consultation report, even if the 
process was flawed, is part of the evidence (some given below) they need to rely on, and 

 
1 There’s lung damaging particulates and dust from exhausts, brakes and tyres. That which doesn’t enter lungs 
ends up on the road or in the drains (tyres on a car lose around 5kg in granules every 3 years!) There’s also 
brain damaging noxious gases, and climate damaging greenhouse gases. All vehicles can create excessive noise 
and vibration which can damage buildings and bodies. And the peculiar problems created by speed – too slow 
and the fumes hang in the air and too fast or close is intimidating to other street users. All these can aggregate 
in various ways to create mental health issues too. 



which also supports the 2019 Talking Traffic exercise. They will also need to be guided by 
the town’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan (Appendix A below), and its 2019 Climate Emergency 
declaration and KERB review. A “solution” that increases through traffic capacity and 
prioritises the reduction of vehicle journey times will not be welcome, as it contradicts the 
town’s needs and wishes. That means, let’s face it, pedestrian improvements. 
 
It would be a mistake to perceive this as a binary choice between two rival traffic 
management “solutions” – the current two-way traffic system in the central part of town, 
versus a so-called “one-way system” that implemented social distancing measures but 
resulted in longer total round-trip journeys on all routes2. Traffic went faster (sometimes 
too fast!) though journey times were not necessarily shorter because of the long detour. 
Total emissions may well have been greater. The wider footways, even in their temporary 
form, were clearly popular. 
 
The proposal that there was less air pollution in town, because the traffic was freer flowing 
is possibly a myth, after all the traffic still had to pass. The perception that it is less polluting 
may be because a street of idling traffic is in still air (although drivers can switch off, and 
efficient modern engines cut out in stop-start traffic), whereas a street with moving, more 
energy intensive traffic is in turbulent air and fumes get dispersed 
 
The much greater problem is that in the wider network, freer flowing roads release 
suppressed demand, drawing in more traffic from surrounding areas, from other ways to 
travel, and encouraging local people to drive more. The end result is back to congestion, but 
with higher total traffic levels and emissions. That does not match town council policies, nor 
the community’s reported views that clearly and strongly favoured reduced traffic volume 
and better air quality. With less traffic overall being the key aim, the greatest priority would 
be a scheme that includes measures to discourage a discernible amount of through traffic.  
 
Within the town, the focus should be on the wider footways we need and where we want 
them, about the need for walkers to cross the roads more freely and safely in more places, 
and the need for cycling improvements such as cycle lanes on the main roads. 
 
SUMMARY OF THE ‘FAIRER FOR ALL' PROPOSAL  
 
Whatever is done, congestion of sorts will prevail. So it would be futile to let the town be 
redesigned with the intention of the free passage of traffic at the cost of the free passage of 
everything else. Within the financial constraints that will apply, the primary concern must be 
to implement the additional footways and footway widenings needed to meet the town’s 

 
2 The latter had two one-way sections, in Silver Street (150 metres) and Market Street (185 
metres), amounting to one sixth (335m out of 2010m) of what became a circuit. Because the 
A363 Southbound was blocked at Market Street, drivers had to take a one-mile detour using 
Mount Pleasant, New Road, Springfield, parts of Holt Road and Woolley Street, and Silver 
Street, instead of the ¼ mile Masons Lane and Market Street. If we want more children and 
their families who use some of those as their primary pedestrian routes to St Laurence and 
Christchurch Schools, they need to have confidence that they will be walking SAFE routes. 

 



aims. The engineers can work out what traffic management measures are required to 
support these, such as speed limits, traffic priority arrangements, one-way sections etc. 
 
Specific Streets 
Silver Street is narrow with very narrow or even missing footways but it has around 40 
businesses! It deserves wider footways on most of its length, except where that is not 
possible at the bottom. Clearly, this implies a one-way lower section, with a narrow 
carriageway, less congestion and limited traffic speeds - and by default, a contra-flow cycle 
lane. This lower section, with possibly a new narrow footway to Knees Corner, has the 
potential to be a pleasant, thriving, social hub - especially now the Town Council office is 
located nearby. It could perhaps be closed periodically eg for street markets or even (after 
reassuring businesses of its viability) closed permanently! (except for deliveries) 
 
Market Street  is different – it has about 20 businesses and is very wide for much of its 
length. To have wide footways, and possibly cycle lanes, does not mean that it needs to be a 
one-way street. Near the top, where it gets narrower, a priority scheme for traffic going up 
(N bound) could replace the yellow box, and a new footway could connect with Newtown – 
which itself needs pedestrian improvements and traffic restraint measures through to Wine 
Street. 
 
The Horses Neck (the narrow section at the Swan Hotel) functions as a two-way street. It 
has no shop fronts, and a usable footway. There are at least three alternatives for walkers. 
 
A key element of the Town Bridge (and environs?) could be strictly enforcing a (very) low 
speed limit - backed by limiting carriageway width and the addition of slightly widened 
footways, a priority scheme for larger vehicles and an enhanced courtesy crossing – perhaps 
a pedestrian priority zone! - on the crown. It would be counter-productive to close either of 
its footways or ask for a “pedestrian one-way system”. 
 
St Margarets Street’s bend has a too-narrow footway, where drivers go too close and fast. It 
needs widening 
 
Specific junctions 
These are spots where pavement users can rise in priority: slowing traffic, adding crossings, 
refuges or new roundabouts (see new Highway Code (Appendix B below) where riders and 
drivers should give way to walkers as they enter and leave). Layouts should signal this to all 
road users. The main problem junctions in the town centre are: 
 

• Church Street-Market Street 

• Market Street-Silver Street 

• St Margaret Street-Bridge Street 
 
It needs to be specified that there is an expectation of pedestrian priority and safety 
improvements at these. Wiltshire needs to accept that road capacity will be a little lower at 
each junction. However, it is probably at its lowest in peak hours at the Westbury Gardens 
crossing point, a critical bottleneck, so overall journey times should not be much affected. 
 



Summary and Conclusions: 
 

• There need not, and should not claim to be, a decision between just two traffic 
“systems” (both of which are divisive, with strong supporters and detractors). 

• By focusing specifically on road space that needs to be given over to footways, 
Wiltshire is given a clear brief that challenges them to deal with the consequences. 

• The unintended side-effects of the complete one-way ‘trial’ included community 
severance, increased emissions and excessive traffic flows and speeds through town. 

• The best scheme may make only part of Silver St one way, but improve all streets. 

• High pedestrian priority at junctions is key to their safety, comfort and mobility. 

• The strong mandates are for reduced traffic and cleaner air, not reduced travel time.   

• There is this one shot at shifting the town toward low carbon and active travel. 

• The traffic effects of scheme options need more study. Modelling, including a 
‘middle way’ proposal, should include induced/suppressed traffic effects. 

 
SAVE THE TOWN - NOT THE TRAFFIC 

 
Appendix A: Neighbourhood Plan Extracts 
*The Neighbourhood Plan aims, in Objective 6, “to improve the pedestrian environment in 
the town, encouraging people to walk or cycle rather than use their cars thereby assisting in 
the improvement of the overall environment and air quality.” Its policies for new 
development must surely also apply to highway network schemes. Proposals should: 
“include provision to enhance and extend the pedestrian network and provision for 
cyclists”, “encourage occupants and visitors to use alternatives to the car and should not 
exacerbate existing severe traffic problems”, should “incorporate enhanced provision for 
pedestrians including, where appropriate, enlarging pavements and pedestrian spaces. 
Schemes that include traffic management or other proposals to improve the environment 
for pedestrians and cyclists will be supported”. 
 
Appendix B: Highway Code Rule H2 and Roundabouts 
“...cyclists, like motor vehicle drivers and riders, will be expected to give way to pedestrians 
crossing the arm of any junction – including mini-roundabouts and large roundabouts – 
regardless of whether the driver or rider is entering or exiting the roundabout. That rule will 
apply unless signs, markings or traffic signals say otherwise....” 
 
“If the traffic engineers want to give motor vehicles priority over pedestrians and cyclists at 
the arm of a junction, they will need to provide a signalised crossing...” Roger Geffen, Policy 
Director, Cycling UK, endorsed with cautions by Dept for Transport. 
 
By Jeremy Wire based on work done by Andrew Nicolson – August 2022 
 

Please display a poster, and/or download a flyer, from  
https://climatefriendlybradfordonavon.co.uk/community-before-traffic/ 

Email: fairerforallboa@gmail.com with a local address please 

mailto:fairerforallboa@gmail.com

