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Managing Space Strategy Document 
The following notes refer primarily to the Managing Space Strategy Document, as published at:  
https://ask.warwickshire.gov.uk/insights-service/local-transport-
plan/supporting_documents/05%20Managing%20Space%20Strategy%201.pdf 
 
 

General comments 
Positives 

 Good to see the prioritisation of the environment and wellbeing in the opening paragraphs 
of this strategy, and an apparent understanding that in limited space, there needs to be a 
prioritisation of alternatives to the car. This is extremely important where driving has 
dominated that space for decades, to the detriment of non-car transport and the 
unsustainable growth in vehicles and vehicle miles. 
 

Could be improved 
 Every cyclist visually depicted in this document, whether on the cover image or elsewhere, is 

wearing a helmet. The majority of these helmets should be removed given the benefits are 
negligible, especially for everyday cycling as depicted. This would be a subtle indication to 
the type of environment and network that Warwickshire should be building, akin to the 
environment in the Netherlands where helmets are rare for everyday cycling given it is an 
inherently safe activity.  
 

 On the opening page (page two), it talks about reducing car dependency. However, there is a 
weakness in the wording which currently reads: “some focus will need to be given to 
reducing dependency on private car usage”. This should change to “Focus will be given to 
reducing dependency on private car usage”. 
 

 The same paragraph talks about “encouraging active travel options”. Firstly, this should also 
include public transport secondary to active travel where both are important in reducing car 
dependency. Secondly, these transport options must be “enabled” and ahead of it being 
encouraged. As has been noted frequently elsewhere, “enabling” active and public transport 
means building in the infrastructure and routes that make these travel choices easy and 
convenient to the point where people naturally choose them over the car. “Encouragement” 
without “enablement” suggests asking people to travel in a way that is not comfortable or 
convenient for them, which will not lead to a meaningful or lasting modal shift.  
 
This page does talk about interventions to improve the attractiveness of active travel, but it 
is important to adopt and consistently use the correct language throughout the LTP.  
 

 The final paragraph talks about “considering the needs of business” when looking at 
interventions such as safe cycle or pedestrian routes. Whilst listening to the concerns of 
others is important, there can be significant but unsubstantiated opposition to the provision 
of cycling routes, particularly where they impact local car parking spaces. It is perhaps useful 
then to include a statement here that acknowledges and promotes the value to businesses 
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of having pedestrian and cycle routes running near to their premises in terms of capturing 
passing trade, and referencing other areas of the UK where the same has happened.  
 

 This document continues the theme of putting active travel first, ahead of motor transport, 
and clearly notes Central Government’s policies in this regard. There is a risk that the 
statement on page three can be read as though the Council is only putting in this priority 
because of Central Government policies, not because it actually wants to do this.  
 
Assuming the Council is fully supportive of these policies (which is should be), it should say 
so. It must embrace these policies to the extent that the Council will commit to continue 
delivering a modal shift through the prioritisation of active and public transport over driving, 
even if national policy changes.  
 

 Similar to the above comment about considering the needs of business, the document 
includes the phrase, “[we] will seek to establish community support for changes which 
provide benefits for as many users as possible”. The Local Transport Plan has already 
acknowledged the clear support for improved active travel accommodation, as 
communicated through earlier consultation and engagement.  
 
Whilst ongoing engagement is important, it must not be afraid to make the “bold decisions” 
that it talks about, in the face of what can be very vocal (but minority) opposition where 
changes impact on how people can use their cars. This sort of vocal opposition has been 
seen frequently where new schemes have been implemented, and was even a notable 
feature of the drive for change in Holland in the 1970s. The Council must not be afraid to 
stand its ground. 
 
It is also worth noting that at present, “as many users as possible” may well mean drivers, 
given the number of journeys made by car versus active travel. The sentence should be re-
worded to avoid this trap. 
 
With both points in mind, this sentence should change to, for example, “we will engage with 
the community as changes are implemented, which provide benefits for all different road 
users”.  
 

 On page five (“Places”), the document talks about rural locations and the continued 
dependence on cars. While it is undoubtedly true to note that motor vehicles will remain 
important in rural areas, the role that active travel can play in these communities must not 
be downplayed. It is still important for connecting neighbouring communities and potentially 
nearby towns – especially given the growth in e-cycles which offer greater range and speed 
– and examples follow below. 
 
While such journeys may not be suitable for everyone, enabling these connections is a very 
important aspect of reducing car dependency in rural communities. Well-planned links can 
also form part of a longer cross-county network for those who wish to undertake longer 
journeys by cycle, which can have important tourism and commercial benefits for the county 
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and village communities. 
 

o Wolvey to Bulkington is under three miles, ridable in about 15-20 minutes.  
o Withybrook to Bulkington is under four miles, rideable in 20-25 minutes;  
o Pailton to Rugby is about five miles, rideable in about 25-30 minutes; 
o Snitterfield to Stratford via Ingon is approximately four miles, again rideable in 20-25 

minutes given appropriate infrastructure.  
 

Negatives 
 The cover image to this document features no “non-standard” cycles, with the exception of 

the tandem bike – there are no tricycles, handcycles, side-by-side tandems, tagalong cycles, 
trailers in tow, cargo cycles. There are also very few children cycling, nor can any adult be 
identified as an older person. The graphic should be more inclusive of the various types of 
cycle and rider as a steer what infrastructure must accommodate. 
 

 On page four (“Routes”) is the sentence, “[our] aim will be to reduce congestion on our road 
network, removing barriers to productivity, supporting jobs and improving health and 
wellbeing by promoting safe active travel choices.”. Opening with “our aim will be to…” 
weakens this statement. It also prioritises productivity and jobs over health and wellbeing, 
and makes no mention of the environment. It also fails to consider public transport.  
 
This sentence should be changed to read, for example, “we will reduce congestion on our 
road network, reducing the harmful emissions that contribute to climate change, improving 
health and wellbeing, removing barriers to productivity, and supporting jobs, by promoting 
safe active travel and public transport choices”. 
 

 Other than a single bullet point that makes reference to “parking changes”, there is no 
reference to the issues caused by the storage of private motor vehicles in the public realm – 
a problem that will not be solved by a switch to electric cars.  
 
The increase in the number of privately owned vehicles is putting pressure on public streets 
for what is effectively the storage of private property, on space that in effect then becomes 
a free or cheap extension of home and garage space. In turn, this is resulting in roads that 
are difficult to navigate for all users, where drivers park on pavements and cycle lanes, or 
leave poor spacing when parking on-street.  
 
In addition to the pressures on public street space, private residences are losing front garden 
space which is being paved for the provision of off-street parking; while this has benefits in 
easing the on-street parking pressure, it contributes to environmental and flooding concerns 
given the loss of biodiversity and poor water penetration. 
 
It must be acknowledged that private cars are, on average, parked for ninety-two percent of 
the time (see Figure 2, below), and that it is therefore essential to first stop the increase in 
the number of privately owned vehicles, and second to reduce the numbers. This must be 
included as a key priority, either here or in the Motor Vehicle Strategy (in which case, it 
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should be also be referenced here). 
 

 
Figure 2 - Car utilisation 

 
 

Focus on: Managing Space Policies 
 

 The numbered Managing Space policies suggests these may be in a particular order of 
preference or priority e.g., that MS1 is more important than MS6. It should be clarified 
whether this is or is not the case. 
 

 MS1 – This policy puts public and community transport ahead of the provision of pedestrian 
and cycling facilities. The order must reflect the Travel Hierarchy, putting walking and 
wheeling first, followed by cycling, and then public and community transport.  
 
This policy is also weak on the commitment to the reallocation of space. The statement 
“where feasible and appropriate”, coupled with “collaboration with communities” is too 
broad in scope and allows to great an opportunity for vocal opposition to scupper attempts 
to change the way space is allocated to enable better active and public transport provision.  
 
This should be reworded to, for example, “While engaging with communities, the Council 
will determine the best solutions for the reallocation of road space to enable improved active 
travel and public transport links, for the benefit of all different road users.”  
 
The second paragraph in this policy should be adjusted to reflect the need to ensure that 
developments do not build in car dependency and always have provision for high quality 
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active travel and public transport links. 
 

 MS2 – The overall objective is positive, but the wording is not strong enough where it 
currently reads, “WCC will strive to ensure that all developments are accessible…”.  
 
Accessibility for all is not optional; all new developments must be designed and built to be 
accessible to all, including through the use of high quality walking, wheeling, and cycling 
routes, and public transport connections. There must be no developments that result in car 
dependency and difficulty of access for those who do not or cannot drive. 
 
This policy must be reworded to remove the word “strive”. So, “WCC will ensure that all 
developments are accessible…”. 
 

 MS3 – Again, the ordering here does not reflect the Transport Hierarchy and still puts too 
much focus on private motor transport. There is also no mention of rural areas.  
 
It should be changed to read, for example, “In all areas, space will be prioritised to enable 
walking, wheeling, and cycling first and foremost, with public transport following, and lastly 
non-polluting private vehicle transport for those where this is the only practical option – 
acknowledging that in rural areas, driving has an increased role to play versus urban areas.” 
 

 MS3 – On the same priority is the statement that, “reduced car dependency is a key 
aspiration in places where this is appropriate without adversely affecting people’s lives”. This 
shows a failure to understand what car dependency actually is.  
 
By its very definition, car dependency itself adversely affects people’s lives. It means that 
without a car, or having access to a car, people may feel trapped, unable to go about their 
day-to-day lives because there are no other (or limited) travel options. It means they are 
forced to operate and finance a vehicle that may consume a significant proportion of their 
income. Should that become unsustainable or the ability to drive is lost, access to their 
community and/or the wider areas becomes very difficult, if not near impossible.  
 
Car dependency must be eliminated in all areas. This does not mean eliminating driving. It 
means providing alternative options for people to travel, be that through active travel, 
improved public transport, or car share/clubs, but the provision for driving is maintained for 
those who wish to use cars.  
 
On this basis, this statement must be changed. For example, “The council will reduce and 
work to eliminate car dependency in all areas, where the lack of other travel options can 
adversely affect people’s lives should they be unable to access car-based transport.” 
 

 MS3 (interventions) – This list of interventions might not be intended to be in any order of 
priority, however it should still reflect and reinforce the Transport Hierarchy. On that basis, 
interventions should be listed as follows: 
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o Safer walking and wheeling routes. 
(Note this has been separated out from, and placed ahead of, cycling) 

o Safer cycling routes. 
(Note this has been separated out from, and placed secondary to walking and 
wheeling) 

o Managing traffic around schools, including School Streets provision. 
(Note this includes a specific provision for improving pedestrian and cyclist safety 
around school run times).  

o Low traffic neighbourhoods. 

o Low emission zones. 

o Increased transport connectivity between types of public transport e.g., bus 
interchanges. 

o Parking changes include Park & Stride and Park & Ride provision  
(note the swapped order, prioritising walking over public transport). 

o Charging points for EVs – on-road and in hubs, in line with the UK Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure Strategy  
(note the emphasis on placing chargers in the road – never in pedestrian space). 

o Future technology – autonomous vehicles; drone landing spaces; hubs for short, 
local goods deliveries using low carbon options. 

 


