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Introduction

This report was prepared by John Dales, Director 
of Urban Movement, a transport and urban 
design consultancy that believes in the power 
of streets to make cities and towns - like Lewes 
- more successful, healthy and enjoyable for 
everyone. John is a design advisor to numerous 
local authorities across the UK, and is both the 
former Chair of the Transport Planning Society 
and a former Trustee of Living Streets, the UK 
charity for everyday walking.

John was commissioned by Lewes Living Streets 
(with funding support from Cycle Lewes, Lewes 
Town Council and Lewes District Council) to 
undertake a one-day study of a number of 
problem locations in the town and to present his 
initial findings and reflections at a meeting on the 
same day. 

The study visit took place on Tuesday 21st May 
and consisted of an accompanied walking tour 
of the town centre, a focus on key sites listed 
in the Brief, the subsequent preparation of 
initial thoughts arising from the tour, and the 
presentation of those thoughts to a meeting of 
interested parties at the Town Council building. 

This report comprises a formal record of the 
ideas presented to the meeting, along with some 
subsequent reflections and outline design work.

The commission was prompted by growing 
concerns about the volumes of motor traffic 
moving through and around the town and the 
negative effects impact this has on air quality, 
safety and perceptions of safety, and the 
desirability of walking and cycling. 

Traffic dominance means that people walking 
find it difficult to cross streets and, in some 
locations where footways are narrow, simply to 
walk. In peak periods particularly, many vehicles 
are nose-to-tail and drivers refuse to give way 
to pedestrians, making it impossible for them 
to cross the street without putting themselves 
at risk. In addition, concerns about safety have 
driven down the number of children walking to 
school. 

Reducing traffic speeds through 20 mph limit 
schemes has helped, but this limit is often 
ignored and the design of some Lewes streets 
often seems to encourage aggressive driving, 
which is hostile to movement on foot and cycle,. 
This discourages the use of these modes, which 
are healthier, better for the environment, and do 
not impose a significant road safety risk on other 
users.

Key locations of concern listed in the brief for the 
commission were:

 • Station Road. Both the layout of the station 
forecourt and the whole stretch from the Priory 
Street roundabout to Station Street, a straight 
section that invites drivers to speed

 • The ‘Five Ways’ junction at Station Road/
Southover Road. This is very difficult for 
pedestrians to negotiate, and yet is a key 
location for people walking to/from both the 
station and the Depot Cinema.

 • The Eastgate Street/East Street/Little East 
Street one-way system, including the junction 
with Phoenix Causeway.

 • Malling Street, from Orchard Road to the 
Cuilfail Tunnel roundabout. This has the highest 
volume of traffic for any road in Lewes (around 
1,000 vehicles/hour in the peak), with one 
third breaking the 30mph speed limit, making 
it hostile to walk or cycle along and a very 
unpleasant place to live.

Background
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Seeking to reduce traffic dominance within Lewes 
is not an abstract objective. The over-arching 
purpose is to improve the town’s economic, 
public, environmental and social health; to make 
Lewes more pleasant and attractive, to make it 
easier and safer to get around on foot and by 
cycle, to reduce pollution and improve air quality, 
to reduce the danger, noise and stress that traffic 
imposes on many residents, and to increase 
footfall. As such, this objective is entirely in line 
with East Sussex County Councils’ established 
policy, as set in its third Local Transport Plan 
(LTP3). This states (panel on p38) that:

“our approach to providing walking and 
cycling infrastructure is to (inter alia):

 • make walking more attractive for short 
journeys to maximise the opportunities to 
walk to local facilities and services,

 • improve mobility access by providing 
dropped kerbs and tactile paving,

 • undertake audits of all transport 
infrastructure improvement schemes to 
ensure accessibility for all, including the 
disabled, and to reduce severance, and

 • encourage high quality street design, giving 
priority to the needs of pedestrians, to make 
public places in which people want to live 
and spend time.”

LTP3 (paragraph 3.14) also identifies the need to:

“make sustainable travel options (walking, 
cycling, bus and rail) more attractive and 
realistic alternative to the car to encourage 
greater social interaction for those who do not 
have access to a car.”

Reporting on the stakeholder engagement that 
took place in developing the transport strategy, 
LTP3 (3.19) highlights that the challenges 
identified included:

“the need to achieve a shift from the private 
car to more sustainable forms of transport 
by focusing on measures to support walking, 
cycling, public transport, car share and car 
clubs.” 

It also reports (3.20) that one of the key themes 
and issues arising from a 12-week consultation 
exercise during Autumn 2010 was:

“broad support for sustainable travel rather 
than road building and improvements.”

There are also, as so often with documents of 
this kind, a number of key statements within LTP3 
that may work against improving walking and 
cycling conditions and against making public 
places’ in which people want to live and spend 
time’. For example, paragraphs 4.7 and 4.9 state 
that the preferred option (of three) for “how we 
could plan and provide infrastructure” is:

Option 3 – a ‘sustainable economic 
growth’ option focused on providing some 
infrastructure to help address congestion 
bottlenecks and thereby help the economy, 
improve safety for all road users and promote 
sustainable travel on foot, by bike and by 
public transport, which would help reduce 
carbon emissions.

While this sounds sensible, UK experience has 
tended to show that the simplistic association of 
‘reducing congestion’ with ‘helping the economy’ 
means that, in practice, measures to increase 
traffic capacity take precedence over promoting 
sustainable travel and do not, in the long term, 
help reduce carbon emissions. Their net effect 
on road safety is also questionable.

In this regard, it is notable that one aspect of the 
approach to Active Travel (panel on p38) is to:

“consider appropriate crossing facilities on key 
corridors of movement only where there is a 
clear demonstrable need.”

The old adage that ‘no-one ever decided to 
build a bridge by counting the number of 
people swimming across’ applies here. “Clear 
demonstrable need” must not be based solely 
on counts of existing pedestrian crossing 
movements; because the problem is often that 
existing traffic conditions suppress the demand 
for walking. An assessment of existing and likely 
future walking (and cycling) desire lines is also 
critical in assessing need.

Policy Context
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With the necessary focus and commitment, 
a genuinely virtuous circle can be achieved. 
Enabling more walking and cycling is one of 
the best ways of reducing the demand for short 
journeys by car; which cuts traffic levels; which 
in turn reduces the danger and inconvenience 
associated with active travel; which makes it yet 
more attractive to walk and cycle... 

This also happens to work in favour of those who 
need to use private vehicles for longer journeys. 

In terms of what can be done to reduce traffic 
dominance in Lewes, intervention can be 
considered at three levels:

1. Do it ‘tomorrow’ (i.e. in the short term)

2. Rethink traffic management (minor or major 
schemes, in the short-to-medium term)

3. Traffic reduction (the long game)

The ideas brought forward by this single-day 
study can only cover levels 1 and 2 and the level 
of detail is very limited. They are presented 
as prompts for future development and for 
discussion with Lewes Town Council, East Sussex 
County Council and other stakeholders.

A. Station Road, including the station forecourt

Within the time available, and because of the 
absence of up-to-date mapping of the current 
layout and of operational information concerning 
provision for rail replacement bus services, it 
has not been possible to develop any specific 
ideas for the station forecourt and Station Road. 
However, there is clearly considerable scope to 
reconfigure the forecourt in ways that:

 • provide a much better welcome to the town for 
those arriving by rail;

 • enable better orientation for new arrivals;
 • facilitate safer and more convenient access and 
movement on foot; and

 • maintain necessary provision for private hire 
vehicles and for drop-off/pick-up activity.

As things stand, the welcome is the tailpipes of 
the taxis parked perpendicular to the marked 
bays, and a disabled parking bay (occupied or 
empty). There are also some 20-minute parking 
bays to one side of the large triangle of tarmac 
that comprises the forecourt, the size of which 
seems to be partly due to the perceived 'need' 
for vehicles to be able to manoeuvre within it.

It is recommended that the train operating 
company (Southern) and County Council officers 
be engaged in a community design charette to 
consider options for reconfiguring the forecourt 
according to a brief that seeks the creation of a 
much better welcome and much better walking 
conditions in what is a very important location for 
the town.

Initial Ideas
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B. The ‘Five Ways’ junction

This junction is one that could never be approved 
if it were brought forward as a proposal for new 
development. The general geometry and the 
especially awkward and narrow Pinwell Road 
arm that provides a two-way link with the station 
car park and the Depot Cinema, are far below 
conventional standards. Indeed, it is somewhat 
remarkable that the cinema and associated 
development received planning permission with 
such access arrangements. (This comment is no 
reflection on the qualities of the leisure facilities 
themselves.)

Generally, the current layout makes it very 
difficult for people on foot to know where traffic 
is coming from and to cross safely on a number 
of important desire lines. There is also a simple 
shortage of footway space to enable people to 
wait comfortably while choosing when to cross.

The initial idea - illustrated in Figure 1 - is 
therefore to reshape the junction in ways that 
permit the movement of motor vehicles as at 
present, but which also reclaim a good deal 
of carriageway space for the twin purposes of 
creating more walking/waiting space and making 
the crossings much shorter than currently.

Figure 1 also shows the main crossing points 
as being turned into zebra crossings. This is a 
reasonable proposition if the highway authority 
is serious about improving walking conditions, 
although the issue of "clear demonstrable need" 
(mentioned above), if concerns about the flow of 
motor traffic are prioritised.      

C. The Eastgate Street/Little East Street/Phoenix 
Way Junction.

Even though it features two signalised Pelican 
crossings, this junction is uncomfortable and 
inconvenient for movement on foot, as well as on 
cycles. This is in no small part because of the in-
appropriately high traffic speeds enabled by the 
facts that Little East Street is a one-way street 
on a downward gradient, and that the left 'turn' 
from Phoenix Causeway into Eastgate Street has 
an unnecessarily large radius and is wide enough 
to allow traffic to make the move in two lanes. 

Generally, there is also too much space devoted 
to carriageway and too little to footway, and 

walking crossing distances are unnecessarily 
long. Although there are signalised crossings on 
two sides of the triangular island, there is none 
on the third, just an informal crossing. There isn't 
even an informal crossing over East Street, at its 
junction with Eastgate Street, yet traffic can make 
the turn in at high speed, due to the generous 
corner radius. (On the site visit, a carer pushing 
a child in a buggy was observed having to walk 
out into the main Eastgate Street carriageway to 
avoid having to negotiate the kerb upstand.)

The initial idea - illustrated in Figure 2 - applies 
the same approach as at the 'Five Ways' junction: 
reducing the amount of carriageway and 
tightening turn radii to reduce traffic speeds 
and improve pedestrian crossings and general 
conditions for walking. A new signalised crossing 
to the remodelled triangular island is shown, as is 
a zebra crossing over the east end of East Street. 

D. The wider one-way system, including High 
Street, Market Street, Fisher Street and West 
Street.

Traffic dominance makes walking (and cycling) 
uncomfortable on a number of narrow streets 
within the one-way system. While the widths of 
Market Street, Fisher Street and West Street are 
why they have understandably been considered 
suitable only for one-way traffic, one-way streets 
are known usually to increase traffic speeds.

One of the established tools for reducing traffic 
speeds on links (between junctions) is to reduce 
carriageway widths, as this tends to make drivers 
appropriately more cautious. There is clear 
scope to reduce the width of the carriageway of 
both East Street and West Street, thereby also 
enabling the widening of footways.

There is less scope to vary the widths of 
carriageway and footway on Market Street and 
Fisher Street, but consideration could be given 
to introducing traffic restrictions in one or the 
other. Currently, both are unpleasant streets 
to walk along, and one could be made better, 
although at the expense of the other (unless 
wider traffic management measures were also 
introduced). The benefits of reducing traffic 
levels in Market Street would seem to be clear, 
but the implications of more traffic switching to 
Fisher Street would obviously need to be fully 
explored.
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Lewes Station forecourt. Adequate if you arrive or leave in a motor vehicle. Otherwise...

The 'Five Ways' junction. An uncomfortable place to be if you're moving around on foot of cycle. 

Junctions on Eastgate Street. Generous sweeps for traffic, but very poor provision for walking. 
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Title: Possible Junction Arrangement
Location: Station Road / Southover Road
Scale: 1:500 @ A4
Date: 18.06.19
Drawn By: OD

Southover Road

Station Road

Station Street

Lansdown Place

Pinwell Road

Figure 1. Initial idea for the ‘Five Ways’ junction
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Title: Possible Junction Arrangement
Location: Eastgate Street
Scale: 1:500 @ A4
Date: 22.06.19
Drawn By: OD

Little East Street

East Street

Eastgate Street

Phoenix Causeway

Figure 2. Initial idea for the Litte East Street/East Street/Eastgate Street/Phoenix Causeway junction
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E. Malling Street

The over-riding problems here are the volume, 
composition and speed of traffic, with the 
latter being exacerbated southbound by the 
downward gradient and northbound by the 
sense of release that drivers seem to have on 
leaving the more congested parts of town. The 
focus of action in the short term should be on 
addressing traffic speeds.

The speed limit is 30 mph, but surveys have 
shown this to be exceeded by an unacceptably 
large proportion of vehicles. Local people have 
asked the County Council to address this in 
a number of ways, including placing 30 mph 
repeater signs on poles and/or markings on the 
carriageway and camera enforcement, but these 
have met with no success.

(The County's insistences on these points need 
to be explored and tested, but it has not been 
possible to do this within the scope of this study.)

Informal measures could include creating some 
kind of 'Slow Down' mural on the blank wall of 
the last house in the row on the east side of 
the street (immediately south of the Just Tyres 
building). This would face southbound traffic 
coming downhill. The top picture alongside 
shows the wall in question, while the middle 
picture shows a 30 mph sign painted onto the 
wall of another house (in Devon) where residents 
also experienced frustration with Council inaction 
over high traffic speeds.

For northbound traffic, there is scope to 
reduce the carriageway width at and following 
the Cuilfail Tunnel roundabout to maintain a 
single northbound lane. There is only a single 
northbound lane exiting the tunnel and likewise 
just a single effective entry lane on the west/
Phoenix Causeway arm of the roundabout. 
(There are thee marked lanes on the arm: one 
for the right turn into the tunnel and two for 
movement ahead; but one of the latter is only 
a short flare and observed to be unused during 
the study visit.) The exit onto Malling Street, 
however, is two lanes wide for 100m or so (see 
bottom photo alongside), giving drivers an 
invitation to speed up as well as the impression 
that they are now leaving the built up area, when 
they are in fact about to re-enter one.

Note on Cycling.

The initial ideas presented in this report focus 
on reducing traffic dominance through measures 
that will reduce vehicle speeds and reduce 
excess carriageway space. Some of this space 
could be reallocated for cycling, but this should 
be on the basis of a clear cycling strategy and 
network plan for the town. It has not been 
possible to consider this within the constraints of 
this study.




