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Robin Hickman, Tim Pharoah, Jason Torrance and
Richard Dyer examine the funding of ‘smarter travel
ch0|ces through recent Local Transport Plan submissions

Nick Turner/Sustrans

Now this was a bold claim: ‘| want us to be the
greenest government ever’ (Prime Minister David
Cameron, speaking to civil servants at the
Department of Energy and Climate Change in May
2010"). But our delving into the funding and
implementation programmes within the current
round of Local Transport Plan submissions — LTP3 —
finds little evidence of the funding levels required to
help the transport sector contribute to this goal.
Drawing on work carried out for Sustrans and
Friends of the Earth,? this article considers the
funding given to ‘smarter travel choices’ (STCs)
through the LTP3 submissions made at the end of
April 2011. STCs cover investment in a range of
interventions at the personal level to bring about a
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change in travel behaviour, away from the car and
towards other modes. These measures include
Travel Plans (for workplaces, educational and health
organisations, residential areas and rail station
facilities), personalised travel planning, car pooling
and sharing, marketing and media campaigns, public
transport information, tele-working, and e-retailing.
Recent research suggests that investment in these
types of activities is ‘low cost, high value’ in cost-
benefit terms,34 and fits well alongside other modal
shift investment such as new public transport,
walking and cycling facilities, new vehicle
technologies, and urban planning.

The expectation, given the available evidence, and
the conjecture on sustainability and the apparent



shift to local decision-making, is that funding levels
in STCs would be very healthy. Even in times of
financial restraint, this is an area within transport
planning that supports green economy objectives —
as a driver of growth, where the greening of
economies is seen not as a ‘drag on growth’ but as
a new ‘engine of growth'.> This would also be
consistent with an understanding of the wider role
of transport in society (the impact of delays,
accidents, physical inactivity, etc.). However, the
evidence is that local transport funding, in particular
Integrated Transport Block funding, through which
STCs are financed, has experienced very large cuts.
But before considering reductions in funding, this
article first examines the current levels of transport
carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions per capita in a
number of local authority areas, as emissions drive
the imperative to invest in sustainable transport
initiatives.

Transport CO, baselines

A number of authorities are categorised in Table 1
according to per capita CO, emissions in their
areas. There are large variations in annual emissions,
ranging from over 7 tonnes of CO,, per capita to
below 1tonne of CO, per capita. The percentage of
emissions from the transport sector is also highly
variable, ranging from over 40% to less than 15%. The
national average (England) for transport is 2.1 tonnes
of CO, per capita (26% of total emissions).

It can be seen that affluent rural areas (for
example Richmondshire, Runnymede, St Albans) are
associated with high percapita transport emissions
and a high proportion of emissions in transport
relative to other sectors. Larger urban areas and
lowerincome areas (for example Liverpool,
Manchester, Harlow, London), historic university
cities (for example York, Oxford, Cambridge) and
more remote urban areas (for example Hastings,
Lincoln) tend to be associated with lower per-capita
transport CO, emissions. Some of the lowerincome
northern towns have surprisingly high percapita
emissions because of their relatively high levels of
car use (for example Warrington and Doncaster). The
recent low-density developments on the edge of
these towns, including out-of-town retail sheds,
leisure complexes and residential areas inaccessible
to public transport, may have added substantially to
the car dependency in these areas.

There are a wide range of factors underpinning
travel behaviour — and thus the variation in CO,
emissions — covering socio-economic and attitudinal
factors, urban planning, and network investments
governing the levels of public, transport, walking
and cycling and highway infrastructure.

If the national CO, reduction target is applied to
the levels of emissions highlighted in Table 1 (an
80% reduction in CO, emissions by 2050, as set
out in Climate Change Act 2008), and the transport

sector contributes a ‘fair share’ of this target, then
~0.5tonnes of CO, per capita becomes the target
within transport. If this is to be achieved on an
equitable basis spatially, then some areas have a
very long way to go, requiring a reduction in
transport emissions of up to 90%. All areas need to
contribute at least a 40% reduction in emissions.

Similarly, if a shorter timescale is considered, and
a 50% reduction in transport emissions by 2030 is
targeted, then ~1tonne of CO, per capita becomes
the target within transport.

‘If the transport sector
contributes a ‘fair share’ of the
national CO, reduction target,
then ~0.5 tonnes of CO, per
capita becomes the 2050 target
within transport... some areas
have a very long way to go’

The maijority of areas need immediately to start
making major reductions in transport emissions.
Budget allocations for the intervening years
(perhaps on a five-year basis) would also help in
moving towards the end-state targets, as this
encourages early progress to be made in terms of
investing in sustainable transport options.82 An
argument often made is that transport should play
only a minor contribution in terms of reducing CO,
emissions since reducing emissions in transport is
likely to be relatively expensive. The difficulty here is
the high level of emissions in the transport sector.
Using the data for England (2008), even a 90%
reduction in the industrial and commercial and
domestic sectors means that transport has to
achieve a 52% reduction if the 80% total reduction
target is to be achieved.

The basis, therefore, for investment in STC
measures is that there are high transport CO,
emissions baselines and high aspirations to achieve
high CO, reduction targets across the country, yet
in many areas we are not investing in STC measures
— or indeed in non-car infrastructure and wider
sustainable transport measures — to any great extent.
Local authorities cannot provide the complete
solution (there are areas such as fuel taxation and
vehicle emissions standards which are beyond their
remit), but they have a major role to play. There are
also wider difficulties in that areas with high CO,
footprints (for example some of the rural areas) may
also be those with fewer opportunities for reducing
them. As yet, there is little analysis that considers
the potential for reducing transport CO, emissions
within different contexts.

Town & Country Planning July/August 2011 329



%1G- %9L- %LT 4 9L 0'50G g'LE0°L L'€98'E wey.ing

%ESG- %9L- %S€ L¢ L9 L'S6 (A4 8089 SamaT
%€S- %9L- %0€ L'ec 0L €6LL 8'9v9’L 6'797'G spaaT
%SG~ Yl L~ %6¢ cc LL [Ac144 0'96v JA TN Aajsuieg
%95~ %8L- %LE €¢ 124 €€LL €eaL’l 9'869'G allysweyBbumon
%99~ %8L~ %9¢ €¢ 6'8 0'96L 6'6vv Lyvl'L uopuimg
%19~ %08~ %LE 9¢ '8 6'¢EC 6°€69 0'026°L sauAay uoyiN

endes sad ¢Q) J0 SBUUO] £-Z) S181HWS SPIXOIP uoqgied podsuesy wnipaw-yBbiH
(

%89~ %178~ %S€ L€ 88 L'yl 9LEY 8ecreL pesyusple|p] pue JI0SPUIpy
%89~ %178~ %S€ L€ 8'8 £€'68¢ 0°,68 §'9YG'C Jsyseouoq
%CL- %98~ %9€ 9€ 66 96l 6°G0L TYe6’L uoibuLLIBAN
%CL- %98- %S¥ 9'¢ 08 c'selL 8'06v 9'6.0°L sueq|v 1S
%EL- %98~ %8¢ L'E 96 G119l 9’689 6'2eq’L auea( pue ayoisbuiseq
%EL- %98- %S€ L'E 7oL 9'SL §'8L¢ L[8L uoAs@ pIA
%EL- %L8- %8¢ 8¢ 86 1961 8989 zeeq’l ajeboiieH
%SL- %L8- %SY (V7 L8 S'¢L £'98¢ 6°¢€9 poomiuaig
%LL- %68- %9¥ 4% 96 8'vL §'LCE 89LL S|I'H U4dAjelp
%8L- %68- Y%Lt Sy L'6 (4] ovLE 8'G6L apawAuuny
%6L- %68- %S¥ LY oL L'8LL L°9GS L'YET'L UOAY-UO-plojielS
%08- %06~ %Lt 6V goL c'acl 9LL9 €9LEL plojgels
%18- %06~ %08S 'S G0l v'LS 6°'29¢ V'LES allyspuowyoly
%L8" %€6- %S9 L'L LvL LG99 ¥'50S 6°€C6 allysweybupong yinos

endes Jad $Q9 Jo sBUUO] £<) SIBIWS BPIXOIP uogses podsuery ybiH
(

19611 19611 SuoISSIWd *Noo
eydes-iad 0y endes-1ad °Q9 |e10} jJo 10 sauuo} e}
JO auuo} L~ Jo sauuo} G0~ obejusosad  ‘suoissiwd JO sauuol (e18WINSD ‘0o 0o
0€0Z @Y1 199w  0G0Z @Y} 1edw e se eydeo~ad ‘SuoISSIWD JeaA-piw — JO sauuo} JO sauuo}
0} uononpai 0} uondnpal Modsuesy Hodsuesy eydes spuesnoyi ‘Hodsueny ‘sSuoIssIwd
abejuaoiad abejuaoiagd peoy peoy -19d |ejop ‘uopejndod peoy 1exop Aoyiny

spaIb AjIoynp paoajes ul suoissiwe 0o podsuniy

330 Town & Country Planning July/August 2011



%€S- %9L
- %EE-
- %S-
- %9t~
- %91~
- %L-
- %81~
- %81~
- %61~
%ClL- %95~
%0¢- %09-
%0¢- %09-
%lC- %09-
%S¢ %¢C9-
%LT- %€9-
%l E- %99-
%CE- %99-
%V E- %L9-
% li- %lLL-
%08~ %SL-
10b.1e) 10bue)
endes-tad g9y eudes-ad 209
JO BuUuo} |~ JO Sauu0} G0~

0€0C @Y1 193w 0G0¢C Y3 1edw
0] uonanpal 0] uonanpai
abejuaoiad abejuaotad

%9¢
%l
%61
%L
%91
%L

%Ll
%Ll
%81
%61
%0¢
%ET
%61
%91
%LC
%lLC
%ET
%S¢
%S¢
%l

suoIssIwWd
|eyo} jo
abejuaaitad
e se
yodsuen

peoy

L'¢c
L0
60
60
60
60

0l
oL
0l
Ll
A
€l
€l
€l
1
gl
gl
gl
Ll
0¢

£°0D
10 sauu0}
‘SUOISSIWID
eydesad
Hodsues}

peoy

0’8
09
8V
99
8G
69

9’9
8'G
€9
09
L'9
'S
89
L8
7’9
89
7’9
L9
89
89l

‘02

JO sauuo}
‘suolssIwd
eydes
-19d |ejop

,0L0g ‘8buey) ejewi) pue Abisu3 jo Juswnedsq ayl woly eleq

(‘0D j0 sauuoy) suoissiwe eydeds-1ad podsuely 800z Ag J1opJo Buipusdsap ul payuey

9'v9v’'LS 8'925'80L
0'88 ¥'99
€98 c'6L
L8l 0'60L
€LEL 8Lcl

jepe A 6'8€L

€'€96°ELY (pue|Bu3) |euonen
9'/2S ujoourn
6€LY sBunsey
L'¢8L abpuque)
6°€6L UOIMION
0'vL0°L p10JXO

(emdes sad Q9 Jo auuo} |>) S181IWS BPIXOIP UOGIed Hodsues} Mo

L'€9L 9'961
a'8LL clLl
v'acl 6°€cl
€899°L 9'GEL’8
9'96¢ £'69€
L'9¢y L'SES
8'6€G 6189
6'6L €90L
L'Lyy 809
CELY £7989
z6L0'L 6'C67'L
6’761 '96¢
8L/C [A7A7%
8'68L KA

G7l6 B9S-U0-puaylNog
¢’'Le9 J919X3
L'049 yoimsd|
LLSE'9r uopuoT Jaleain
1'908’L weybumop
9'6LEC joisug
6'999'¢ plaieys
L'v19 MOJJeH
0'sL8’c [00dJBAIT
€glLe’e Js1sayduep|
G'vES'9 weybuiwig
g'L8L’L SIOA
6'688°L auA] uodn aj3sEIMBN
8eglL’e $99] -UO-UODPO0IS

(endes 1ad 209 J0 SBUUO] Z-1) SIS SPIXOIP UOGIed Hodsues} MOJ-WNIPaAl

(e1eWInS8 Ze%)
JeaA-piw — JO sauuo}
spuesnoy} ‘podsueny
‘uonendod peoy

‘00
JO sauuo}

‘SUOISSIWD

|ejol Aoyiny

331

Town & Country Planning July/ August 2011



Summary LTP3 analysis (example authorities)

Authority Funding
STT per 2011/12 - Average Average Average Average
capita: Year 1, LTP3 LTP3 change LTP2
5.65 f thousands allocation — allocation compared allocation -
2011/12- per capita, with LTP2, 2008/09-
2014/15, £ % 2010/11,
f thousands f thousands
Warrington Total LTP3 4,750 4,820 24.6 -13% 5,657
Borough Maintenance Block 3,360 3,205 16.3 +2% 3,137
Council Integrated Transport Block 1,390 1,615 8.2 -33% 2,420
Population: ~ STC funding, if known 30 - 0.2 - -
196,200 STC % of total LTP3 0.6% - - - -
STC % relative to STT 2.7% - - - -
Stockton Total LTP3 3,187 3,366 17.7 -5% 3,637
onTees Maintenance Block 2,019 2,013 10.6 +36% 1,479
Borough Integrated Transport Block 1,168 1,353 7.1 -34% 2,058
Council STC funding, if known 170 164 0.9 - -
Population:  STC % of total LTP3 5.3% - - - -
189,800 STC % relative to STT 15.9% - - - -
Bucks Total LTP3 17,306 12,892 26.2 -2% 13,184
County Maintenance Block 14,700 9,949 20.2 +31% 7,577
Council Integrated Transport Block 2,606 2,943 6.0 -48% 5,607
Population:  STC funding, if known 300 300 0.6 - -
491,500 STC % of total LTP3 1.7% - - - -
STC % relative to STT 11.0% - - - -
Average LTP 16,560 20.2 -29% 23,238
Average MB 9,008 1.8 -14% 10,445
Average ITB 7,342 8.1 -43% 12,793

Only three authorities’ data is shown above - the full report? gives data for 27 authorities; averages are based on this

fuller selection
STC Smarter travel choices

STT Sustainable Travel Towns

— Incomplete data available

Only ‘personal intervention measures’ are included as STC measures. STT funding based on £5.65 per capita per
annum, derived from The Effects of Smarter Choice Programmes in the Sustainable Travel Towns: Summary Report*

LTP3 funding levels for smarter travel

The presentation of STC measures and wider
content in the LTP3 documents is extremely varied.
The lack of any consistent reporting of financial data
in particular makes comparison between LTP3s
extremely difficult. The reduction in funding for LTP3
relative to LTP2 is, however, very evident (see Table 2).

Comparing LTP3 average allocation levels
(2011/12-2014/15 where available) with LTP2 average
allocation levels (2008/09-2010/11), using our
selection of LTPs, it can be seen that total LTP
funding has been reduced by an average of 29%.
The Maintenance Block has been reduced by 14%,
and the Integrated Transport Block has been
reduced by 43%.
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In addition to major reductions in funding in the
Integrated Block, STC measures have not, in general,
been given higher priority within the shrinking
funding pool. The levels of STC funding are
extremely low, with an average in the selected
authorities equating to less than £1.00 per capita.
Funding of STCs in the Sustainable Travel Towns
(Darlington, Peterborough and Worcester) — which
can be viewed as an indication of good practice —
equated to around £5.65 per capita. Relative to this
benchmark the latest LTPs are providing around 12%
of the funding levels required. And this is assuming
that the Sustainable Travel Towns are doing enough
to reduce transport CO, emissions relative to
national targets — which unfortunately they aren't.



There are wider funding sources for STC measures,
and the Government’s Local Sustainable Transport
Fund (LSTF) may partially fill the gap, but the promised
£560 million over four years is insufficient and is as
yet only a temporary pot. If distributed equally (the
LSTF is a competitive funding round), this would
amount to an additional £2.08 per capita per year.
Not surprisingly, our survey of LTP team contacts
suggests that there are major concerns over
funding levels for STC measures (of those surveyed,
375% believe that funding is inadequate, and
62.5% believe it is very inadequate). The prospects
for exploiting the high-value opportunities presented
by STC interventions therefore appear bleak.

“Total LTP funding has been
reduced by an average of
29%... and the Integrated
Transport Block has been
reduced by 43%'’

‘Hands-off’ localism?

The LTP process has generally been well regarded
by practitioners, providing a framework for local
transport strategy development and implementation,
with an outlook over the long term and the potential
to give consistency in funding to help encourage
progress against strategic (national and local) goals.

However, with the current third round of plans, the
story has become very different. The Integrated Block
and STC measures are severely underfunded through
LTP3. Very few LTP3s develop a coherent area-wide
transport strategy embracing all forms of transport
expenditure (including major schemes, maintenance,
integrated transport, and wider funding opportunities).
There is virtually no forward look beyond the current
spending programme, and LTPs present only a
partial picture of policy and spending priorities.

Despite strong recommendations from the
Committee on Climate Change, delivering sustainable
transport seems to be a low priority for the
Government (largely reflecting funding opportunities),
with spending at a very limited level relative to that
in the Sustainable Travel Towns. Research, monitoring
and evaluation are usually absent from the process,
and hence we have little idea as to the effectiveness
of spending. Transport emissions vary considerably
across local areas — but are invariably too high — and
local authorities are falling short on delivering their
share of the CO, reductions needed from transport.

We make the following recommendations:

Government at all levels should ensure that

funding levels for STCs at least match those in the

Sustainable Travel Towns — at around £5.65 per head.

Local authorities should produce climate change

strategies for their local areas to ensure that the

Government'’s targets for cutting CO, emissions
(including from transport) are met and that the
commitment to sustainable transport is realised.
Central government should provide incentives for
local authorities to improve local transport by
evaluating outcomes delivered from past Local
Transport Plans. This will guide future cost-
effective funding and maximise accountability to
local communities.

The LTP process should be re-strengthened, with
common outputs and reporting, and with local
strategies demonstrating how progress will
contribute to national targets.

The greenest government ever? Unfortunately, the
latest round of Local Transport Plans gives little cause
for optimism, with local authorities lacking the means
to deliver sustainable transport choices on the scale
required. If we wish to reduce CO, emissions in
transport, we need to do better than this.

o Dr Robin Hickman is an Associate Director at Halcrow and
Research Fellow at the Transport Studies Unit, University of
Oxford; Tim Pharoah is an independent transport and
planning consultant; Jason Torrance leads on transport
communications at Sustrans; and Richard Dyer is a transport
campaigner at Friends of the Earth. The authors wish to thank
Sustrans and Friends of the Earth for funding the study. The
views expressed in this article are those of the authors and do
not necessarily reflect those of other parties involved.
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