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DfT (2008): fADe
Sustal nabl e Tr an

to support national economic competitiveness and growth
by delivering reliable and efficient transport networks;

to reduce transportods emissions
greenhouse gases, with the desired outcome of tackling
climate change ;

to contribute to better safety, security and health and
longer life expectancy by reducing the risk of death, injury or
liness arising from transport, and by promoting travel modes
that are beneficial to health;

to promote greater equality of opportunity for all citizens,
with the desired outcome of achieving a fairer society; and

to improve quality of life for transport users and non-
transport users, and to promote a healthy natural
environment.,
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Travel (other than holidays) is around a third
of average personos

National per capita annual emissions

Holiday Travel
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Importance of cars for climate
change emissions

Key:

.Fmsarrg&rﬂaﬂmm M Buses 35% " Domestic aviation 1.7%
M LGVs 1a8% B Motorcycles 0.8% Domestic shipping 4.1%
U HGVs 19.2% Fail 1.8% W Other 0.8%




CQO, emissions of PT 4585% of petrol
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Decoupling economic growth & emissions

Trend 8.7b — Private car CO; emissions®, car kilometres and household expenditure: 1990 to

2006, United Kingdom

Index: 1990

80
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- Private car CO, Household expenditure @ ==Car kms (GB)

*CO2 emissions are measured using ONS Environmental Accounts

Source: Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs
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Decarbonising the transport
system will involve

ravelling less in total

sing cars less
fewer trips
shorter journeys
sing more carbon-efficient modes more
emaining car journeys made in low or zero carbon cars
tern (2006): reductions can be brought about by
Pricing to reduce demand
Technological transformation
Behaviour change through measures other than pricing
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Effect of petrol prices on traffic
growth

Year on year percentage change

h_j:l‘

Q1 1999
Q3 1999
Q1 2000
Q3 2000
Q1 2001
Q3 2001
Q4 2002
Q3 2002
Q1 2003
Q3 2003
Q1 2004
Q3 2004
Q1 2005
Q3 2005
Q1 2006
Q3 2006
Q1 2007
Q3 2007

* Quarterly car traffic estimates for 2008 are provisional.
+ The fuel price is produced by scaling down the real price of diesel to reflect its greater efficiency,
and weighting real fuel prices by national consumption of each fuel type.

Q1 2008
Q3 2008
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Publ i1 cds Atti tude

Car Use
Agree Disagree

| would like to reduce my car use, |45% 21%
but there are no practical
alternatives
It would be easy for me to reduce |24% 45%
my car use
Driving my car is too convenient to | 30% 30%
give up for the sake of the
environment
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Questions Which Emerge For Planninlg1
More Sustainable Communities

A How fundamental is car dependence?

I How can we assist people wishing to reduce
dependence?

AWhat are O6the alternativesod t
I Are they realistic?
I Does land use planning make any difference?

I Does providing better public transport make a
difference?

I Are there any other real alternatives?
I Are they marketable?
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CAR DEPENDENCE

12




More than half of time spent 13
travelling Is in cars

Trend 2.5 — Average annual time spent travelling by mode: 1995/97 to 2006, Great Britain
m 1995/1997 0 1998/2000 m 2002 m 2004 m 2006

Hours per person per year

Car Walk Bicycle/ Local bus Rail/ Other
Motorcycle Tube

Source: Department for Transport
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But Household Car Ownership Shows

Considerable Variation

Rural

Small Urban

Small Medium Urban
O No Car

B One Car

O 2 ormore
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Large Urban
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i
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Source: National Travel Survey
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Reasons given by households for not

owning cars

No one in household able to drive 38% Choice and/or

exclusion
Cost of car/driving 32% Exclusion
Not necessary 1 other transport available 31% Choice
Health/physical difficulties 19% Exclusion
Nervousness about driving 13% Exclusion
Other 8% Choice and/or

exclusion
Lack of parking spaces 7% Either or both
Environmental Reasons 4% Choice

Adapted from DFT (2006) Attitudes to Car Use. UK

Department for Transport, London.
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Soci al O p o-caklwimgs O
Of this type of perscLén%hvmiutshadwwtl dda r
Single person households 52.6
Pensioner households 50.1
Council tenants 48.6
Other social tenants 33.7
Private tenants 33.7
Unemployed 36.6
Disabled 36.6
Carers 24.1
Students (all-student households) 20.9 (42.5)
lone parents with dependent children 46.0
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Census Data for England reported in Melia, S. (2009). Potential for “ ’
Carfree Development in the UK PhD Thesis, UWE Bristol.
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Car Dependence: Summary

A Three-quarters of households have 1+ cars
A Half of personal travel time budgets spent in car travel
A

But considerable variation in ownership exists
I 62% in London, 89% in rural areas
I 50% in lowest income quintile, 90% in highest

A Around half of adults have a
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ALTERNATIVES 1:
IMPROVING PUBLIC
TRANSPORT
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Rall travel already greater than in 1950s
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HS1: only major investment in major new 2

rail lines for many years

— Channel Tunnel Rail Link,
section 1 (2003)

— Channel Tunnel Rail Link,
section 2 (2007)

Existing route to Waterloo
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A Schematic Plan for Growth in Ashford linked to Sustainable Transport (Halcrow, 2002)
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Domestic commuting from Ashford

A High-speed commuter services to London from 2009
I Ashford-St Pancras journey time around 30 minutes
I Half current time to London Terminii
I 1-2 services an hour

A Ashford as dormitory suburb of London

I Example of greater mobility and energy consumption despite
stable travel time budget

A Policy seekingmore sustainable but high-mobility spatial
O0system6b rather than spati al C
I Is this realistic or desirable?
I How sustainable is high-speed rail?
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Can effective rail expansion be

delivered?

A New lines
I HS1 and Ashford an exception?
I High capital costs
A Public finances sufficiently sound?
I hard to deliver through planning system
A Likely to be very slow
I Would not directly serve many new residential developments

A Limited capacity increase on existing lines
I Relatively deliverable in planning terms but complex
A Reduces ratio of benefits to costs
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Trend 3.3c — Ways in which bus services could be improved: 2005, 2006 and 2007, Great Britain
W 2005 12006 m 2007
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WO u I d Cleaner or newer buses
i m rove Better driver attitudes/treatment from drivers
p Better personal safety on buses/at bus stops

b u S u Se Easier for people with buggies/shopping to use

Less crowded buses
Bus stop nearer to my home

Faster journey times

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Source: Office for National Statistics and Department for Transport
The data in this chart are outside the scope of National Statistics



Flagship Bus Policy: Greater Bristol Bus *°

Network

A Example of an LTP Major Scheme Bid and a
scheme prioritised under RFA

i Al so an example of a O0qua

A Key Obijectives

I Reliable high quality service

I Improve journey times

I Increased capacity and passenger growth
A Funding

i DIT £42m

I First Group £20m

I Developer Contributions £6m
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