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The main  theme of our response is  that  the Scottish Government  invests a disproportionately low level  of  its 
transport budget in active travel - specifically in cycling infrastructure – and that this is incompatible with its  
overriding Purpose to increase sustainable economic growth, and with objectives on jobs, climate and public health.

A. Government targets and current investment in cycling and active travel

The government has set  a target that 10% of all  journeys should be by bike by 2020,  compared to 1% at 
present1.  This target is now incorporated as a milestone in the Scottish Government's  Climate Change strategy,  Low 
Carbon Scotland2, and it is also integrated into the obesity strategy3.  In other words, if the 10% cycle use target is missed 
– and particularly if it is very badly missed  - this will in turn impact on full delivery of Climate Change and Obesities 
strategies. Failure to meet the target will also impact on the National Performance Framework,  specifically the indicator 
“increase the proportion of  journeys to work made by public or active transport.”  Currently4 this indicator is  not 
improving (or worsening) whilst the indicator “increase the proportion of healthy-weight children” is worsening.

In terms of active travel, whilst there has been good progress in some areas, notably Edinburgh [thanks largely to consistent 
local  authority investment  and political leadership] the overall  Scottish picture remains very disappointing5,  with no 
indication that we are anywhere like on track to meeting the government's 2020 10% cycle use target.

Investment in Cycling and Active Travel

Despite the above hugely ambitious 10% target, which has now to be achieved within only 8 years, well under 1% 
of the transport budget is invested in cycling6 and this has been the case ever since the target was set.  Transport 
Minister Keith Brown MSP frequently quotes the figure of £83m7 having been invested in active travel in the 
current and previous Parliaments.  It should be noted that this covers both walking and cycling and a period of 4-5  
years.  Given total transport spend of around £2bn p.a., this confirms a figure of around 1% for active travel as a  
whole - and thus well under 1% for cycling investment.

Cycling investment is hard to pin down precisely, coming from several budget headings - and when it rises in some areas it 
is often cut by as much or more in others.  For example, funding for the Smarter Choices project under the first SNP 
administration came largely from cutting Sustrans funding.  Similarly, new Future Transport Fund cycle funding in last 
year's budget was largely counterbalanced by a reduced element of the Sustainable and Active Travel budget line going to 
cycling  investment,  and by reduced CWSS [Cycling,  Walking,  Safer Streets]  money.   In fact,  annual  total  cycling 
investment under the current and previous SNP administrations has been less (even in cash terms) than during the last 2 
years of the previous Lab/Lib administration.   The £6m (over 2 years) announced for cycling in this year's budget still 
leaves total cycling investment in 13/14 well under 1% of transport spending - but we strongly welcome the fact that it  
appears largely to be genuinely additional money – there is a further cut in CWSS, but this increase well exceeds that cut.



Finally, the government often wisely emphasises the importance of  preventative spend.  Yet cycling, despite its clear 
public health and environmental benefits,  has not been seen as an area worthy of special consideration in terms of 
preventative spend.  A continuing investment of around 1% of the transport budget in active travel is hardly the decisive 
shift to preventative spend in this area of service delivery which we were promised in all service areas by the government in 
its response8 to the Finance Committee's report on the 2011 Spending Review.

B. Role of ICI Committee – a challenge!!

For several  years  the Parliamentary Committees  (in various incarnations) dealing with transport  have strongly 
recommended that the transport budget should allocate a bigger share to active travel9,10.  In particular, the ICI 
Committee made a series of strong and welcome recommendations last year [paras 57-73 of ICI report in above 
footnote].  These Committees, however, never had the courage to state from where within transport this increase  
should come.  As a result the Finance Secretary, and the Finance Committee, have been unwilling to consider the 
recommendation – and have made clear that this was the reason why. 

Therefore if the Committee remains persuaded of the case to raise the % of the transport budget invested in  
active travel, we urge most strongly that the Committee now seize this nettle and indicate ways in which the  
transport budget could be modified to achieve this.  If the Committee does not do this, we expect government  
again to dismiss any ICI recommendations on matching its transport investment priorities with its active  
travel ambitions and its 2020 cycling target.

Re-prioritising the Transport Budget

Although Spokes has little expertise in transport outside cycling, we suggest that an area where funding could be  
re-prioritised is that of trunk road construction, widening and dualling, where even a relatively small change in 
scheme programming could bring relatively large sums into cycling investment.  We note that the motorways and  
trunk roads budget line has risen consistently and substantially in the present Parliament, including an increase 
from £655m in 12/13 to £690m in 13/14.  Our proposal is that, where the main objective of a road scheme is to 
reduce casualties, average-speed-cameras should first be trialled – this would be at far lower cost than a costly 
engineering project.  Only if this fails to reduce casualties sufficiently should the road scheme go ahead.  A pilot  
average-speed-camera scheme on the A77 reduced killed and seriously injured by 50%, as reported by Transport 
Scotland11.   Recently the A9 Safety Group, supported by ROSPA, has suggested they are installed on the A9 
between Dunblane and Inverness12.   In addition to this main objective of saving money, road schemes which raise 
traffic levels run counter to policies and targets on climate change and public health [A above].  Perhaps even 
more important at this time, there is evidence that cycling infrastructure construction and maintenance is  more 
cost-effective in terms of jobs than is road construction and maintenance [see D below].

Another area for possible re-allocation would be  within the Sustainable and Active Travel budget line,  and 
within the Future Transport Fund.  Given the low public uptake of electric vehicles, for example, should some 
of this funding be re-allocated to cycling investment?  Edinburgh's experience13 suggests that consistent substantial 
investment  does  bring big rewards in  terms  of  increased cycle  use,  with its  many benefits,  not  least  reduced 
congestion and a healthier workforce14.

We ask the Committee, with its fuller understanding of the Scottish transport budget as a whole, to carefully  
examine these and all other areas for possible re-prioritisation.

C. How much should be invested in cycling and/or active travel?

Active travel should be allocated 10% of total transport spend according to the report  Action on Active Travel15 by the 
Association of Directors of Public Health, and supported by over 100 transport, medical and other professional, expert 
and interested bodies16 ranging from the Institute of Highway Engineers to the British Heart Foundation.  The 10% 
figure is also adopted by a range of Scottish national transport bodies in Active Travel, Active Scotland17.   [In our response 
to the Finance Committee's call for evidence, we discussed briefly how such a sum would be administered18.]

The above 10% proposal for transport spending refers to  active travel as a whole.  For  cycling alone,  Spokes has 
estimated19 the amount required, starting in 2013, to give at least some hope of reaching the government's 2020 
cycle-use target, as around £20 per head of population a year - in other words £100m p.a., or around 5% of total 
transport spending – which ties in well with the above organisations' call for 10% for active travel as a whole.



Whilst our calculation is clearly very approximate, and is open to debate, we repeat our long-standing and oft-stated 
criticism that the government itself, despite having set the 2020 target, has never provided a researched and costed path to 
reaching it, let alone a funded path.  Even at a cursory reading, it is quite clear that CAPS 20 the Cycling Action Plan for  
Scotland is a collection of useful initiatives, not a costed and researched path to the 2020 target. We await the promised  
'refresh' of CAPS to see whether this fundamental flaw is rectified.

D. Economic and jobs impacts of cycling investment

Government  consistently underestimates the economic benefits of cycling investment,  and does not take sufficiently 
seriously reports which analyse these benefits.   Active Travel, Active Scotland quotes several evidence sources, including...

 “The Eddington Transport  Study,  a major UK Government-funded study into links between transport  and the  
economy, concluded “Some of the best projects are small scale, such as walking and cycling schemes”21.  Active 
travel supports local economies by increasing and encouraging access to shops and services in our local centres.”

 When health benefits are included, the economic benefits are even greater.  For example... “A recent review of  
investment in walking and cycling22 examined the costs and benefits, including health effects, from infrastructure and  
promotion projects in the UK and abroad. The review found a median benefit to cost ratio (BCR) for all data of 13:1;  
for UK data, the median BCR was 19:1.  Even projects with very modest levels of investment yielded extremely good  
value for money.”

In contrast, Active Travel, Active Scotland points out that  “the Forth Replacement Crossing scheme, which is due to cost  
an approximated £1.45 billion to £1.60 billion, is reported to have a maximum BCR of only 2.03 (which includes wider  
economic benefits).”  This is not to say that projects such as the Forth Crossing should not be pursued [though we have 
serious doubts] but that there is a big disconnect within Transport Scotland in terms of the relative priorities between active 
travel and 'big' transport.  Indeed, the Forth Crossing project provides a good example of this disconnect.  The project costs 
many hundreds of millions, with huge sums too for approach roads, and yet the government rejects any suggestion that the 
bridge budget (or the trunk roads budget) should provide the mere £2m or so needed to complete a cycle route from 
Edinburgh to the Bridges at a standard at least acceptable to European visitors – yet this is possibly the most important 
cycle tourist route in Scotland – leading from the Capital to the Forth Bridge, for Fife, Perthshire and the Highlands.  Its  
current appalling condition (in parts) was raised by no fewer than three MSPs in the Scottish Parliament cycling debate23.

Jobs impact of Cycling Investment

Finally, there is evidence24,25 that investment in active travel creates more jobs, both during construction and maintenance, 
than does investment in 'big' transport, such as trunk road construction or widening, and that these jobs are more local.  The 
government does not appear to have compared the impact on jobs and on infrastructural benefits of such alternative 
investment models: we recommend that the Committee calls on Ministers to provide this evidence, and to take it into 
account when making investment decisions.

In terms of regional equity, heavy concentration on 'big' investment/ infrastructure inevitably benefits some areas 
far more than others, both in terms of jobs and of new infrastructure – with the central belt often a clear gainer.  In  
contrast, active travel investment distributes economic benefits across every part of Scotland, both in terms of jobs  
in construction and ongoing maintenance, and in terms of infrastructure provision for large numbers of people on 
their  everyday  local  journeys.   There  is  a  remarkable  table  in  Sustrans  Scotland  evidence 26 to  the  Scottish 
Parliament ICI Committee on the draft budget 2012-13, listing the civil engineering contractors who benefited from 
Sustrans investment during the previous 3 years [2008-11].  In just those 3 years, and despite the low investment  
total, contractors (including DLOs) were employed in 25 of the 32 Scottish Local Authorities, as follows...

Aberdeen – 3 contractors; Aberdeenshire – 1; Argyll & Bute – 8; Clackmannanshire -3; Dumfries & Galloway – 1;  
Dundee – 1; East Ayrshire – 1; Edinburgh – 3; Falkirk – 3; Fife – 1; Glasgow – 16; Highland – 8;  Midlothian – 3;  
Moray – 2; North Ayrshire – 4; North Lanarkshire – 2; Perth & Kinross – 3;  Renfrewshire – 14; Scottish Borders – 
2; Shetland – 1; South Ayrshire – 1; South Lanarkshire – 1; Stirling – 6; West Dunbarton – 2; West Lothian – 2.

In summary, for the equivalent of one small/medium £20m trunk road scheme in one part of Scotland, there could 
literally be  multiple cycle projects in every Scottish local authority - creating more jobs during construction and 
maintenance  including jobs suitable for unemployed young people,  as  well as providing safe  and welcoming 
transport infrastructure for tens of thousands of people on everyday trips to work, shops, leisure and school27.

Dave du Feu, Spokes, 22 September 2012
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