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About us 
 
Campaign for Better Transport  
 
Since 1973 the Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000) has been helping to 
create transport policies and programmes that give people better lives. Working nationally and 
locally, collectively and as individuals, through high-level lobbying and strong public 
campaigning, we make good transport ideas a reality and stop bad ones from happening. 
 

Friend of the Earth  
 
Friends of the Earth is the UKôs most influential environmental campaigning organisation. It 
has a unique network of campaigning local groups throughout the regions of England, Wales, 
and Northern Ireland.  Since 1971 we've been making things happen. Some big, some small 
such as getting a grip on climate change; laws to bring recycling to your doorstep; warmer, 
more energy efficient homes; protecting our countryside; keeping genetically modified food off 
the menu and persuading big companies to behave better.   
 
 

1.0  Overview  
 
1.1 This is a combined response from Friends of the Earth and the Campaign for Better 

Transport to consultations by English Heritage running concurrently about  the:  
  

 Draft Stonehenge Management Plan, and  

 Stonehenge Environmental Improvements (Visitor Centre proposals). 
 
1.2 This joint response focuses on:  
 

 the transport implications of the proposals, and 

 the overarching Aim 5: 
 

ñTo reduce the impacts of roads and traffic on the Outstanding Universal Value 
(OUV) of the WHS and to improve sustainable access to it,ò 
 
and related policies 5a - 5d of the draft Management Plan. 
 
The Olympian opportunity  

 
1.3 The aim of the Management Plan is to build new facilities for visitors and close the 

A344 between the current visitor centre site and the A303/A344 junction by 2012 
ñwhen the Olympics are expected to bring large numbers of visitors to the UKò (MP 
para 12.5.16)1.   

 
1.4 The Visitor Centre proposals should grasp the unique opportunity presented by the 

2012 London Olympics and share the Olympicsô vision where:  
 

                                                 
1
 References to Stonehenge World Heritage Site Managament Plan Consultation Draft July 2008 are 

referred to as MP in the text, 
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ñThe aim is for 100 per cent of ticketed spectators to travel to the Games by 
public transport, or by walking or cycling. There will be no private car parking for 
spectators at any venue except for some Blue Badge parking.ò 2  

 
Our comments and suggestions are thus founded on the need to: 

 
a. lay the necessary foundations to achieve Aim 5 of the Manangement Plan,  
b. provide a visionary and sustainable tourist experience for all those visiting  

Stonehenge in 2012 and for years to come, and  
c. meet the deadline for the London Olympics by suggesting realistic ideas for 

development and implementation within the timescale.    
 
 

2.0 Guiding principles  
 
2.1  In keeping with the inscription of Stonehenge as a WHS, and in keeping with the 

Olympian spirit, it is vital that a sustainable transport plan for Stonehenge perpetuates 
its inspiring influence: it should be an outstanding and creative model for us all to 
emulate.   

  
2.2 If the Travel Plan is to be exemplary as suggested in the draft Mangement Plan, it 

should be made explicit that the visitorôs expectation from this interim solution should 
be that a visit by car to Stonehenge is the option of last resort.    

 
2.3 It is expected that transport policy over the next 10 - 20 years will favour and support 

sustainable transport more strongly than today.   We are likely, for instance, to move 
towards a system of nationwide road charging where paying to travel through the WHS 
on the A303 might be acceptable.   Or perhaps the cost of motoring will become so 
expensive, or driving and parking made more inconvenient, such that that leaving the 
car at home will have become the norm.  The current scheme needs to prepare for that 
eventuality. 

 
2.4 The historic signal sent at the opening of the new Visitor Centre will be heard across 

the world.   The message heard should be that travelling to Stonehenge by car is no 
longer acceptable, and that the network of public transport links and cycle routes to 
Stonehenge have been transformed and that these are adding to the magic of the 
experience. For this reason we advocate a more proactive role of the travel plan which 
should be embedded from the outset of the design processes. 

   

 

3.0. Response to the WHS Management Plan Review 
 
3.1 We welcome and fully support Aim 5 quoted above.  Our comments are intended to 

strengthen the meaning of its policies for implementation and to facilitate their 
application in terms of sustainable transport.  The reason for strengthening this is 
demonstrated by the Visitor Centre proposal, its lack of ambition to match the above 
principles.  These are considered further in section 4.0 below.   
 
Amendments:  
 

                                                 
2
 Transport Plan for London 2012, Summary, 1

st
 edition October 2007, page 7 
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 We would like to see Policy 5a rephrased, replacing ñ(and thereby enhance the 
historic environment)ò by  ñ(to restore tranquillity and enhance the historic 
environment in tune with the dignity of the place)ò. 
 

 We would like to see Policy 5d rephrased after ñéGreen Travel Planò ñto 
maximise the feasible access to the Site other than by car, and minimise the 
number of vehicle movements within the WHSò. 

 
3.2 Reference to a travel plan informed by good practice from other World Heritage Sites 

[12.6.5] is laudable but investigative work needs to be carried out in advance of the 
project, otherwise there is a risk that delayed action might lead to the disadvantages of 
a retrofit (see also comment in para 2.4 above).  We suggest therefore that the action 
ñinvestigative work is carried out into good practice from other World Heritage 
Sites and similar attractions in sensitive landscapesò is inserted as the first item in 
the list of components of the Stonehenge Travel Plan. 

 
3.3 Sustainable tourism as expressed on page 61 should be more explicitly informed by 

the above principles. óSustainable tourismô has been too narrowly defined in the draft 
Management Plan, and limits its focus on steps to monitor ñvisitor pressure [which] is 
potentially damaging [to] archaeology, ecology or the landscape,ò  [MP, para 9.1.2].   

 
3.4 The unique opportunity of a new visitor facility must be taken to ensure that 

Stonehenge becomes a truly sustainable tourist attraction.  Sustainable tourism is not 
sustainable unless it also considers the travel modes of visitors.  To address Issues 24, 
25, 26, 37, 39 and 40, Aim 5 of the Management Plan must start from the assumption 
that there will be a step change in the way visitors arrive at Stonehenge. 

  
Whilst there is a reference to this, the draft Management Plan needs to expressly 
consider the environmental impact of Visitor Centre location and travel choices in 
terms of  

 

 local road congestion, local access and local pollution  
 

 green house gas emissions 
 

 highest available standards in travel planning   
 
 

3.5 Responsibility for sustainable tourism in transport terms is wider than the statutory 
bodies for highways and transportation (i.e. HA and WCC) thus:  
 

 Page 103 Action Plan should include EH as partners for delivering Policy 5a as 
well since they need to deliver a Visitor Centre and Green Travel Plan which will 
reduce (rather than increase) traffic in the WHS.  Public transport operators and 
Network Rail also have a role to play in delivering this policy and should be 
included. 
 

3.6 The monitoring indicators such as overcrowded car parks (page 109) are insufficient 
for achieving Aim 5. Reduced impact of traffic on the WHS should contain indicative 
targets of reduction over the life of the Management Plan period and measured by: 

 
a) a target of reduction (or no increase) of traffic along the A303  

 
b) periodic surveys of modal split 
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c) monitoring of indicators such as noise and air quality at selected locations within 

the WHS 
 
 

4.0 Response to the Stonehenge Environmental Improvements 
(Visitor Centre proposals)  

 
 Sustainable transport and site selection: some considerations   
 
4.1 Site selection of a Visitor Centre needs to consider:  
 

 additional mileage which might be generated through WHS 
   

 the land-take by doubling the size of a car park due to increased dwell time of 
visitors, particularly in open countryside  
 

 enhancing the access of walkers and cyclists to the visitor centre as well as the 
Henge Monument particularly for those travelling south of the A303 (ref MP p9) 

  
Integrating the Green Travel Plan with the Visitor Centre proposals  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.2 Despite the positive statements in the draft Management Plan regarding a Green 

Travel Plan no mention is made in terms of site selection in relation to this objective. 
The proposals do not evidence travel planning skills as part of the core skills available 
to the multidisciplinary design team for a sustainable tourism/land use project.  Nor is 
there any evidence that the design has been informed by an investigation into good 
practice from other WHS or similar, hence including this component as the first bullet 
point for MP 12.6.5.  

  
4.3 Rather than a travel plan integrated at the site location stage the unfortunate 

impression conveyed is that despite all the good intentions in the draft Management 
Plan this development is óbusiness as usualô: a centralised visitor centre with a large 

  Amesbury bus station: improve for world class visitor experience? 



The Future of Stonehenge: Environmental Improvements   
Stonehenge World Heritage Site Management Plan: Consultation Draft  
CfBT and SW FOE, October 2008  

  

6 
 

car park where a green travel plan will be considered at some point in the future as a 
supplementary feature as part of planning requirement.   

 
4.4 None of the options should be considered without considering the implications of the 

components of a pre-existing Green Travel Plan as set out in the draft Management 
Plan (12.6.5) which should also include:  

 

 The implications of pre-booking especially for short stay parking of cars and 
coaches, and Blue Badge parking nearest the WHS Henge Monument and meeting 
the needs of ólong stayô parking  
 

 How infrastructure facilities might improve access, such as the bus station in 
Amesbury, used by tourists and local residents, which needs enhancements  
 

 Differential pricing for those who arrive by public transport or walking/cycling 
compared to those who arrive by car and positive approaches to avoid fly parking   
 

 Impact of innovative but detailed ideas that could be trialled prior to committing to 
long term infrastructure within the WHS. One such might be coach (and/or train) 
services adapted to provide interpretation and explanation of the Stonehenge 
landscape on at-seat video en route to the site. This might help people plan their 
time at the site, foster greater understanding about the sensitivity of the site, and 
enhance the overall experience.  

 
Unless these are given a chance in the first instance the risk is that major infrastructure 
might be more futile than at first thought. 

 
Short listed options for interim solution 
 

4.5 We have considered onsite practicalities at the WHS: timings, distance and land use 
planning.  We took as our starting point the following priorities for an interim solution 
which should address: 

 
A. Road safety and reduced traffic impact 

  
B. Inadequate visitor facilities and removal of clutter  

 
C. Remove or reduce visual intrusion of car parks 

 
D. Deliverability for the London Olympics deadline of 2012 

 
4.6 We concluded that Option 1 is likely to satisfy these four priorities effectively if 

implemented as a package of complementary measures.  We are therefore proposing 
an Option 1(d). 

 
 

5.0 Option1(d)    
   
5.1 Priority A: Improved safety and reduced traffic impact  
  

i. Closure of the A303/A344 junction:  a footpath and cycleway should replace the 
closed stretch of A344 from Stonehenge Bottom to the Henge Monument 
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ii. Improved access on foot and by bicycle from south of A303: footway / cycleway 
from Amesbury to Stonehenge will require a crossing point at the A344/A303 
junction with, for instance, a pelican crossing / wide refuge / road narrowing.  
Ideally for safety there should be a crossing in a tunnel or a pedestrian/cycle bridge 
over the road, but is unlikely to be acceptable in the WHS landscape.   
 
If a safe crossing point cannot be accommodated here then alternative 
walking/cycling routes from Amesbury/Salisbury might need to be considered, for 
example using the existing agricultural underpass under the A303 near 
Vespasianôs camp (not currently a right of way) or accessing the WHS via 
Countess Road North using the existing byways which cross the eastern perimeter 
of the WHS.  
 

iii. Traffic and Noise Management:  measures to implement a 40 mph speed 
restriction past the stone monument/through the WHS  
 

iv. Signage: appropriate signs to inform travellers they are entering the WHS 
 

v. Reduced noise through the WHS: re-surfacing of the A303 through the WHS 
 

vi. Improved access by bus: the closed junction at Stonehenge Bottom (north) could 
offer a coach/bus stop with reasonable proximity to the henge as one of several 
access points for a shuttle bus as well as a summer tourist route from Devizes to 
Salisbury via Amesbury.  

 
5.2 Priority B:  Inadequate visitor facilities and remove clutter  

 
i. The requirement for modest facilities near the stone monument to meet the needs of 

staff, Blue Badge holders, cyclists and walkers is likely to be permanent.  A logical first 
step prior to full landscape restoration would be to upgrade and develop these facilities 
within the constraints of the present infrastructure,  including the tunnel, road and car 
park, before tackling a choice of location from amongst other sites which might be 
more sensitive in terms of local residents, the MOD and archaeology.   

 
 
 

 
i.  
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  Option 1: Current visitor centre viewed from Henge Monument  
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ii. We therefore consider that Option 1 presents an 
exciting opportunity for an innovative state of the art 
ócut and coverô building following the contours of the 
landscape and keeping within the footprint of the 
current underground or partly underground facilities. 

 
iii. We recommend that on site facilities are restricted to 

accommodating toilets, some seated and takeaway 
catering, and a modest interpretation point.  All other 
facilities should be fully accessible by non-car modes 
at short or long term car parking sites   (see 5.4 and 
5.5 below).  

 
 

 
5.3 Priority C: Remove or reduce visual intrusion of car parks  

 
i. The closure of the A344 and the removal of all but the absolute minimum for pre-

booked disabled parking from close proximity to the Henge Monument will change 
the dynamic for casual and longer stay visitors.   
 

ii. The needs of long and short dwell visitors are different.  Many short dwell visitors 
want to experience the monument en route to somewhere else. This group will be 
least amenable to trips on shuttle buses that take longer than 5 or 10 minutes.   
 

iii. Conversely long stay visitors are likely to want to enjoy the landscape, explore 
more sites, visit displays and exhibitions especially in the event of poor weather.  
They might want to stay overnight nearby to enjoy sunset and sunrise. 
 

iv. We have considered two sites to meet these two distinct needs: Greenland Farm 
within the WHS for short visits, and Solstice Park away from the WHS for longer 
visits.  A key advantage of splitting these two categories of parking is the ability to 
charge premium rates at the short stay park and ride located closest to the Henge 
Monument whilst managing demand at peak times and ensuring that the 
expectations of a short stay coach visit are not seriously disadvantaged. 

 
 

5.4 Solstice Park - Long-stay park and ride / ramble / cycle   
 

i. Although marginally further from the Stonehenge 
Monument than the furthest alternative put forward 
(Rollestone Camp) Solstice Park offers excellent 
opportunities for the long stay visitor and should 
have been included in the proposals.  The key 
benefits are as follows:  
 

 Development land for roadside facilities and 
business park  
 

 Located away from the WHS with fewer design 
constraints  
 

 Easy access from the east: London and home 
counties 

Stonehenge Centre: of mutual 
interest to Solstice Park?  

   Room for expansion?  
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 Space for a large educational centre, exhibition area or Stonehenge Museum, 
(Issue 34, MP page 68).   
 

 Space for a large Park & Ride could reduce the level of traffic through the WHS  
 

 Low parking charges could apply for shuttle bus/entrance ticket 
 

 A Stonehenge Park and Ride would incentivise further outlets  
 

 Enhanced commercial activity would spread the economic benefits of tourism 
to the wider area (Policy 4b)  
 

 A Stonehenge óenterpriseô would complement existing businesses at Solstice 
Park which include a large hotel (Stonehenge Holiday Inn), various eating 
establishments, shops and a filling station  
 

 Space for improved local public transport connections and waiting facilities  
 

ii. A disused railway line runs along what is now the southern perimeter of Solstice 
Park.  This was once a railway line from a junction west of Grately station via 
Newton Tony to Amesbury from 1902 - 1963.   The line could be re-opened to 
benefit Stonehenge tourism, as well as those working at Solstice Park and 
Amesbury.   

 
5.5 Greenland Farm - Short-stay coach park and ride / ramble / cycle 
 

 

i. Greenland Farm (above) is in a secluded location in a hollow within 5 minutes drive 
of a potential drop off point by Stonehenge Monument.  
 

ii. There should be a presumption against building in open countryside ï thus 
development should be confined to no more than the footprint of the existing farm 
buildings with a short stay park and ride, a shelter for pick up points for shuttle 
buses, coach park, toilets and small ticket and refreshment kiosk. 

  Greenland Farm: Discreet site for short stay coach park and ride / ramble/cycle?   


