
 

Transport Strategy for the South East consultation 
Response from Lewes District Green Party 

 
Submitted by Dr Martin Meadows on behalf of Lewes District Green Party. 
 
I am the policy officer for Lewes District Green Party (LDGP).  My response is on behalf of 
LDGP. LDGP’s name may be included in the published analysis of responses.  
 
I have read the full draft Transport Strategy, the scenario forecasting summary report and part 
of the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal.  
 
Summary 
 
The United Kingdom Parliament  and many local authorities in the South East region, including 1

Lewes District  and Town Councils, have declared climate emergencies that reflect the threat 2

and urgency of climate breakdown.  
 
TfSE should likewise declare a climate emergency and the strategy should be written to reflect 
the urgency of response demanded by the science of climate change and the true scale of the 
emergency.  The strategy should be revisited to address the urgent and transformational 
changes to required for transport in the region to address the challenge of climate breakdown.  
 
The strategic goal of net zero carbon emissions by 2050 is not compatible with the science of 
climate change and does not meet the goals of the Paris Climate Change Agreement.   TfSE 
will use its Paris compliant carbon budget by 2027.  TfSE should be planning and implementing 
radical cuts to carbon emissions now. The regional economy will not provide prosperity and 
wellbeing for the region’s population if the climate has broken down.  
 
 
Response 
 
Parts of the draft strategy are welcome, as they reflect the evidence and consequently changing 
priorities for the future role of transport in the region.  
 
It is welcome that the draft strategy: 
 

1 https://www.parliament.uk/business/news/2019/may/mps-debate-the-environment-and-climate-change/ 
2 https://www.lewes-eastbourne.gov.uk/lewes-district-council-news/council-declares-climate-emergency/ 
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● recognises the need for strategic and joined-up approach to development of the region’s 
transport, that business as usual is not a sustainable or desirable option and there is a 
need for significant additional investment in transport in the region;  
 

● recognises the need to decouple economic growth from damaging environmental 
consequences; 
 

● recognises the failure of predict and provide for transport planning and provision and the 
need for a different approach; and 
 

● the broad objective to reduce private car use and increase the use of public transport 
and active transport modes like walking and cycling.  

 
The draft strategy is however substantially lacking in many aspects and, as drafted, will not 
provide the safe, secure and sustainable transport system needed by people living and working 
in the South East of England. 
  
Greenhouse gas emissions 
 
The main shortcoming is that the draft strategy does not provide the response required to the 
timescale and scale of climate breakdown that the UK and the rest of the world faces.  
 
Although the UK’s total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from its territory have fallen by 32% 
from 1990 to 2017, GHG emissions from road transport have increased by 6% over the same 
period. 21% of UK greenhouse gas emissions came from road transport in 2017 . 3

 
The UK supports the goals of the Paris Climate Agreement.  A key goal of the Paris Agreement 
is to limit global temperature increase to well below 2 degrees Celsius, while pursuing efforts to 
limit the increase to 1.5 degrees.  
 
The Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research has calculated climate change targets for 
TfSE that are derived from the commitments enshrined in the Paris Agreement, informed by the 
latest science on climate change and defined in terms of science based carbon setting.  (see 
Annex 1).  
 
The authors of the report conclude that, at current rates of emissions, transport in the TfSE 
region will have used its Paris compliant budget of carbon by 2027 at the latest.   Carbon 
emissions from transport for the region need to reduce by 13.2% a year from now, reaching 

3 Office of National Statistics, 2019 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/environmentalaccounts/articles/roadtransportandairemissions/2019-09-
16#greenhouse-gas-emissions-from-road-transport-make-up-around-a-fifth-of-uk-greenhouse-gas-emissi
ons 
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zero no later than 2042.  Note that this requirement is for absolute zero emissions, not the net 
zero goal of the draft strategy.  
 
Whilst recognising that aiming for net zero carbon emissions by 2050 is incompatible with the 
goals of the Paris Agreement, the strategy should however define exactly what the target of ‘net 
zero’ carbon emissions by 2050 actually means.  
 
Specifically, net zero implies there will still be carbon emissions in 2050 -  but that these 
emissions will be offset or counterbalanced by unspecified techniques and processes that 
remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.  For the goal to be credible, the strategy should 
clarify and quantify what the carbon emissions will be in the region under the preferred scenario 
in 2050 and what techniques and processes will be used to remove the excess carbon dioxide 
from the atmosphere and at what scale and cost.  
 
The strategy should also set out a quantified carbon reduction pathway compatible with the 
Paris Agreement.  For example, it will not be consistent with the Paris Agreement for carbon 
emissions to continue unabated for a decade and then to reduce nearer to 2050.  The carbon 
budget for the region will have been used up by 2027 (see Annex 1).  
 
Public Health 
 
The draft strategy also does not reflect the urgency to improve public health and well-being by 
drastically reducing deaths and injuries caused by transport, not only those from accidents but 
also from air pollution.  
 
There were 1,793 reported road deaths in 2017 in the UK, similar to the level seen since 2012 .  4

 
Furthermore, air pollution is the biggest environmental threat to health in the UK, with between 
28,000 and 36,000 deaths a year attributed to long-term exposure . There is strong evidence 5

that air pollution causes the development of coronary heart disease, stroke, respiratory disease 
and lung cancer, and exacerbates asthma. In towns and cities, the main source of air pollution 
is road transport. 
 
Reflecting the urgency and scale of road deaths and health impacts of air pollution, the  strategy 
should include specific targets for cutting road deaths to zero by 2030 and that there should be 
no Air Quality Management areas in the region by 2025.  
 

4 Department for Transport Statistical Release, 2018. 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/744077
/reported-road-casualties-annual-report-2017.pdf 
5 Public Health England, 2019. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/improving-outdoor-air-quality-and-health-review-of-interventi
ons 
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Scenarios 
 
The draft strategy selects the Sustainable Route for Growth scenario over the Sustainable 
Future scenario.  It’s not clear however why the Sustainable Route for Growth scenario was 
chosen over the Sustainable Future scenario.  The main reason seems to be the apparent 
higher rate of economic growth, compared to business as usual.   But economic growth is a 
blunt and limited measure of the region’s prosperity and wellbeing. The choice of the preferred 
scenario should explicitly address changes to criteria such as health and wellbeing, social 
inclusion, job opportunities, trade, access to services and sustainable places, all of which should 
be supported by transport in the region.  
 
The preferred scenario also results in a reduction in active travel and an increase in road traffic, 
albeit with a welcome reduction in car trips.  The strategy should place more emphasis on 
overall sustainability by reducing the need to travel in the first place.   Active travel results in 
important public health and wellbeing benefits and the strategy should give greater priority to 
increasing the number of active travel trips, compared to business as usual.  The strategy 
should also be clearer and more specific about how incentives will be used to make it easier for 
travellers to choose and use more sustainable options, such as active travel and social and 
public transport.  
 
Air travel 
 
The South East  has a number of airports in the region.  The draft strategy however does not 
address the environmental and health impacts of air travel.  Airports and the road traffic 
associated with them contribute to air pollution locally and to greenhouse gas emissions.  The 
Committee on Climate Change assumes that aviation will be responsible for 37.5 million tonnes 
of carbon dioxide in 2050 .  Although aviation is not the responsibility of TfSE, it is not credible 6

for the strategy that aims for net zero emissions in 2050 to not address aviation as a major 
source of greenhouse gas emissions.  The strategy should call for the government to not allow 
expansion of air traffic at any airports in the region.  
 
Short term priority of road building 
 

6 Net Zero 
The UK's contribution to stopping global warming 
Committee on Climate Change May 2019. 
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Net-Zero-The-UKs-contribution-to-stopping-global
-warming.pdf 
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The draft strategy on page xiv states that highway schemes (new roads, improvements or 
extension of existing ones) should be prioritised for investment in the short term.  It is not clear 
how this approach will help meet the strategy's objectives.  What are the impacts on 
greenhouse gas emissions and public health of this priority? Prioritising highway schemes will 
make achieving the goals of the strategy harder and more costly because road traffic will 
increase in the short term.  It will then require more effort and cost to reduce road traffic in the 
longer term.  Indeed, the goals of the Paris Agreement demand that immediate and deep cuts to 
carbon emissions should be a short term priority.  Providing any increased capacity for cars on 
roads is a business as usual approach.  There is plenty of evidence (for example, summarised 7

here) that providing increased capacity does not permanently solve congestion problems but 
makes them worse in the long run. Further, while more roads may solve congestion locally, 
more traffic on the road network may result in more congestion elsewhere. 
  
A27 
 
With reference to Lewes District area, we are concerned that the current strategy takes a 
'business as usual' approach to road projects such as the dualling of the A27.  We would like to 
see the strategy specifically oppose this short term approach.  A ‘business as usual’ approach 
will work against environmental and people’s well being goals, whilst encouraging greater traffic 
trips and increasing overall congestion.  
 
Active travel 
 
Analysis for the draft strategy concludes that cycle use lower in East Sussex than other parts of 
the South East.  This imbalance should be addressed specifically and urgently with the aim for 
East Sussex to at least match the best cycle use in the region within five years.  
 
The strategy should also explicitly recognise that investment in active travel more than pays for 
itself.  Active interventions to provide sustainable travel usually have a high positive cost–benefit 
ratio of between 1:4 and 1:7.  For example, cycling demonstration towns had a cost–benefit 
ratio of 1:3.5 over ten years, rising to 1:7.8 over 30 years. Sustrans reported in 2017 that 
implementing Sustainable Travel plans in test towns had a benefit ratio of 1:4.5 on a 
conservative estimate . 8

  
Indicators 
 
Table 5.1 of the draft strategy helpfully sets out the strategic goals and indicators for the 
strategy.  The indicators are however vague and unquantified.  Such indicators with no 

7https://theconversation.com/do-more-roads-really-mean-less-congestion-for-commuters-39508 
8 The Future of Mobility, Government Office for Science 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/780868
/future_of_mobility_final.pdf 
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timeframe are weak and difficult to monitor.  All the indicators need to be specific, measurable 
and constrained by time limits.  
 
For example, the indicator for improving air quality is simply not good enough.  Poor air quality 
is shortening people's lives now and is a major public health problem.  There should be a 
specific objective for zero Air Quality Management Areas in the region by 2025.  
 
The overall impacts to human health of the scenarios strategy should be quantified and be 
presented as changes to quality adjusted life years.  This process would allow the health 
benefits of the different scenarios to be compared quantitatively.  
 
The indicator and target for reduced deaths and injuries on roads in the region should be more 
ambitious.  There are already examples of cities outside the UK that have zero road deaths. 
The TfSE strategy should aim for zero road deaths by 2025.  
 
Preparing for climate change 
 
The draft strategy does not address in detail the vulnerability of transport to the effects of 
climate change.  Climate change will cause increases in severe weather such as flooding, 
heatwaves, storms and intense rainfall that will impact the transport system in the South East. 
The impacts of climate change will be an important risk factor for meeting the goals of the 
strategy.  
 
The Committee On Climate Change (CCC) assessed the government’s progress on preparing 
for climate change.  It concluded that  Climate change will impact the majority of Government’s 
key objectives. The Committee recommended that all relevant policies should include plans 
which take into account a minimum of a 2°C temperature increase, with consideration of more 
extreme scenarios.   9

  
The strategy should reflect the CCC’s recommendation and include specific analysis of the 
effects of a 2°C temperature increase on transport in the region and risks to delivery of the 
strategy.  The strategy should include a plan to mitigate these risks, consistent with the 
requirements of the National Adaptation Programme.   10

 
  

9 Committee on Climate Change Progress Report to Parliament 2019. 
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/2019-Progress-Report-Summary.pdf 
10 The National Adaptation Programme and the Third Strategy for Climate Adaptation Reporting 
Making the country resilient to a changing climate July 2018 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/727252
/national-adaptation-programme-2018.pdf 
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Annex 1 
 
 

Setting Climate Commitments for TfSE 
Quantifying the implications of the United Nations Paris Agreement for 
TfSE 

TfSE consists of the following local authorities: Adur, Arun, Ashford, Basingstoke and 
Deane, Bracknell Forest, Brighton and Hove, Canterbury, Chichester, Crawley, 
Dartford, Dover, East Hampshire, Eastbourne, Eastleigh, Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell, 
Fareham, Folkestone and Hythe, Gosport, Gravesham, Guildford, Hart, Hastings, 
Havant, Horsham, Isle of Wight, Lewes, Maidstone, Medway, Mid Sussex, Mole Valley, 
New Forest, Portsmouth, Reading, Reigate and Banstead, Rother, Runnymede, 
Rushmoor, Sevenoaks, Slough, Southampton, Spelthorne, Surrey Heath, Swale, 
Tandridge, Test Valley, Thanet, Tonbridge and Malling, Tunbridge Wells, Waverley, 
Wealden, West Berkshire, Winchester, Windsor and Maidenhead, Woking, Wokingham, 
Worthing 

Date: November 2019 
Prepared 

By: 
Dr Jaise Kuriakose, Dr Chris Jones, Prof Kevin Anderson, Dr John Broderick & 

Prof Carly McLachlan 

NB: All views contained in this report are solely attributable to the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect those of the researchers within the wider Tyndall Centre. 

 

Key Messages 
This report presents climate change targets for TfSE that are derived from the 
commitments enshrined in the Paris Agreement, informed by the latest science on 
climate change and defined in terms of science based carbon setting. The report 
provides TfSE with budgets for carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and from the energy 
system for 2020 to 2100. 
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The carbon budgets in this report are based on translating the “well below 2°C and 
pursuing 1.5°C” global temperature target and equity principles in the United Nations 
Paris Agreement to a national UK carbon budget. The UK budget is then split between 
sub-national areas using different allocation regimes. Aviation and shipping emissions 
remain within the national UK carbon budget and are not scaled down to sub-national 
budgets. Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) and non-CO2 emissions 
are considered separately to the energy CO2 budget in this report. 

Based on our analysis, for TfSE to make its ‘fair’ contribution towards the Paris Climate 
Change Agreement, the following recommendations should be adopted: 

1. Stay within a maximum cumulative carbon dioxide emissions budget of 231.7 
million tonnes (MtCO2) for the period of 2020 to 2100. At 2017 CO2 emission 
levels, TfSE would use this entire budget within 7 years from 2020. 

2. Initiate an immediate programme of CO2 mitigation to deliver cuts in emissions 
averaging a minimum of -13.2% per year to deliver a Paris aligned carbon 
budget. These annual reductions in emissions require national and local action, 
and could be part of a wider collaboration with other local authorities. 

3. Reach zero or near zero carbon no later than 2042. This report provides an 
indicative CO2 reduction pathway that stays within the recommended maximum 
carbon budget of 231.7 MtCO2. At 2042 5% of the budget remains. This 
represents very low levels of residual CO2 emissions by this time, or the Authority 
may opt to forgo these residual emissions and cut emissions to zero at this point. 
Earlier years for reaching zero CO2 emissions are also within the recommended 
budget, provided that interim budgets with lower cumulative CO2 emissions are 
also adopted. 

Sections 1, 2 and 5 of this report - Introduction, Methods and References - can be 
found in the full print report 

3. Results 
3.1 Energy Only Budgets for TfSE 

Following the Method the recommended energy only CO2 carbon budget for the TfSE 
area for the period of 2020 to 2100 is 231.7 MtCO2. To translate this into near to long 
term commitments a CO2 reduction pathway within the 231.7 MtCO2 is proposed here. 
A consistent emissions reduction rate of -13.2% out to the end of the century is applied. 
In 2042 95% of the recommended carbon budget is emitted and low level CO2 
emissions continue at a diminishing level to 2100. 
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Figure 1: An interactive chart of Energy related CO2 only emissions pathways 
(2010-2100) for TfSE premised on the recommended carbon budget. 

Pathway projections for TfSE 
Table 1 presents the TfSE energy CO2 only budget in the format of the 5-year carbon 
budget periods in the UK Climate Change Act. To align the 2020 to 2100 carbon budget 
with the budget periods in the Climate Change Act we have included estimated CO2 
emissions for TfSE for 2018 and 2019, based on BEIS provisional national emissions 
data for 2018 and assuming the same year on year reduction rate applied to 2019. The 
combined carbon budget for 2018 to 2100 is therefore 303.2 MtCO2. 
Table 1: Periodic Carbon Budgets for 2018 for TfSE. 

Carbon Budget Period Recommended Carbon Budget (Mt CO2) 
2018 - 2022 151.7 
2023 - 2027 76.9 
2028 - 2032 37.8 
2033 - 2037 18.6 
2038 - 2042 9.2 
2043 - 2047 4.5 
2048 - 2100 4.4 

 

The recommended budget is the maximum cumulative CO2 amount we consider 
consistent with TfSE’s fair contribution to the Paris Agreement. A smaller carbon 
budget, with accelerated reduction rates and an earlier zero carbon year, is compatible 
with this approach. It is however important that for an alternative zero carbon year the 
proposed 5 year budget periods are the same or lower that those specified in Figure 2. 
Furthermore meeting the budget must not rely on carbon offsets. 

  
Figure 2: Cumulative CO2 emissions for budget period (based on Table 1) from 2018 to 
2100 for TfSE 

3.2 Recommended Allocation Regime for Carbon Budget 

The recommended carbon budget is based on a grandfathering allocation regime for 
sub-dividing the UK sub-national energy only carbon budget. There are three distinct 
allocation regimes that can be applied to determine sub-national budgets. We have 
opted to recommend one common approach for allocating carbon budgets that can be 
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applied to all Local Authority areas. This enables straightforward compatibility between 
carbon budgets set at different administrative scales. For example this makes it easier 
for individual Local Authorities to calculate their own carbon budgets that are compatible 
with a budget set at Combined Authority scale. It also means that under the 
recommended carbon budgets, all Authorities are contributing to a common total UK 
carbon budget. If for example all Authorities selected the allocation regime that offered 
them largest carbon budget the combined UK budget would not comply with the 
objectives of the Paris Agreement. The common approach to allocation we recommend 
therefore further assures that the carbon budget adopted is Paris Agreement 
compatible. 

We have chosen a grandfathering as our common allocation approach because, based 
on our analysis, it is the most appropriate and widely applicable regime within the UK. 

Population and Gross Value Added (GVA) are alternative allocation regimes. Population 
shares the carbon budget equally across the UK on a per capita basis. In this allocation 
regime the UK population is compared to that of TfSE from 2011 to 2016. The carbon 
budget (2020-2100) for TfSE is then apportioned based on its average proportion of the 
UK population for the period 2011-2016. For regions where per capita energy demand 
deviates significantly from the average (e.g. a large energy intensive industry is 
currently located there) the budget allocated may not be equitable for all regions, 
therefore it is not recommended as the preferred allocation. GVA is used as an 
economic metric to apportion carbon budgets. For example, the UK total GVA is 
compared to that of TfSE from 2011 to 2016. The carbon budget (2020-2100) for TfSE 
is then apportioned based on TfSE's average proportion of UK GVA for the period 
2011-2016. GVA can be useful as a proxy for allocation on economic value, however 
without an adjustment for the type of economic activity undertaken, areas with high 
economic ‘value’ relative to energy use can get a relatively large budget, while the 
inverse is true for areas with energy intensive industries, and/or lower relative economic 
productivity. We would therefore not recommend GVA as an appropriate allocation 
regime for all regions. 

Table 2 presents the result outcomes for alterative allocation regimes – population and 
gross value added (GVA). 
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Table 2: Energy only CO2 budgets and annual mitigation rates for TfSE (2020-2100) by 
allocation regime 

Allocation regime (% of UK 
Budget allocated to TfSE 

UK Budget 
(MtCO2) 

TfSE 
Budget 
(MtCO2) 

Average Annual 
Mitigation Rate 

(%) 
Grandfathering to TfSE from 

UK (10.3%) 
2,239 231.7 -13.2% 

Population split to TfSE from 
UK (11.5%) 

2,239 256.9 -12.1% 

GVA split to TfSE from UK 
(12.0%) 

2,239 269.7 -11.6% 

  

3.3 Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry emissions for TfSE 

Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) consist of both emissions and 
removals of CO2 from land and forests. We recommend that CO2 emissions and 
sequestration from LULUCF are monitored separately from the energy-only carbon 
budgets provided in this report. TfSE should increase sequestration of CO2 through 
LULUCF in the future, aligned with Committee on Climate Change's high level ambition 
of tree planting, forestry yield improvements and forestry management. Where LULUCF 
is considered, we recommend it compensate for the effects of non-CO2 greenhouse gas 
emissions (within the geographical area) that cannot be reduced to zero, such as 
non-CO2 emissions from agriculture. 

3.4 Non-CO2 Emissions 

The IPCC SR1.5 report identifies the importance of non-CO2 climate forcers (for 
instance methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), sulphur 
dioxide (SO2) and black carbon) in influencing the rate of climate change. However, a 
cumulative emission budget approach is not appropriate for all non-CO2 greenhouse 
gases, as the physical and chemical properties of each leads to differing atmospheric 
lifetimes and warming effects. There are also substantial relative uncertainties in the 
scale, timing and location of their effects. 

We do not provide further analysis or a non-CO2 emissions reduction pathway in this 
report. However the global carbon budget in the IPCC Special Report on 1.5ºC, that our 
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analysis is based on, assumes a significant reduction in rate of methane and other 
non-CO2 emissions over time. Therefore to be consistent with carbon budgets TfSE 
should continue to take action to reduce these emissions. 

The Department of Business Energy and Industrial Strategy’s Local Authority emissions 
statistics do not at this time provide non-CO2 emissions data at the regional level. Given 
the absence of robust non-CO2 emissions data, any non-CO2 emissions inventory by 
other organisations at scope 1 and 2 for TfSE may form the basis of monitoring and 
planning for these emissions. We recommend considering the adoption of a LULUCF 
pathway that includes CO2 sequestration sufficient to help compensate for non-CO2 
emissions within TfSE's administrative area. 

4. Conclusions 
The results in this report show that for TfSE to make its fair contribution to delivering the 
Paris Agreement's commitment to staying “well below 2°C and pursuing 1.5°C” global 
temperature rise, then an immediate and rapid programme of decarbonisation is 
needed. At 2017 CO2 emission levels, TfSE will exceed the recommended budget 
available within 7 years from 2020. To stay within the recommended carbon budget 
TfSE will, from 2020 onwards, need to achieve average mitigation rates of CO2 
from energy of around -13.2% per year. This will require that TfSE rapidly transitions 
away from unabated fossil fuel use. For context the relative change in CO2 emissions 
from energy compared to a 2015 Paris Agreement reference year are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Percentage reduction of annual emissions for the recommended CO2-only 
pathway out to 2050 in relation to 2015 

Year Reduction in Annual Emissions (based on recommended pathway) 
2020 23.5% 
2025 62.3% 
2030 81.5% 
2035 90.9% 
2040 95.5% 
2045 97.8% 
2050 98.9% 
 

The carbon budgets recommended should be reviewed on a five yearly basis to reflect 
the most up-to-date science, any changes in global agreements on climate mitigation 
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and progress on the successful deployment at scale of negative emissions 
technologies. 

These budgets do not downscale aviation and shipping emissions from the UK national 
level. However if these emissions continue to increase as currently envisaged by 
Government, aviation and shipping will take an increasing share of the UK carbon 
budget, reducing the available budgets for combined and local authorities. We 
recommend therefore that TfSE seriously consider strategies for significantly 
limiting emissions growth from aviation and shipping. This could include 
interactions with the UK Government or other local authority and local enterprise 
partnership discussions on aviation that reflect the need of the carbon budget to limit 
aviation and shipping emissions growth. 

CO2 emissions in the carbon budget related to electricity use from the National Grid in 
TfSE are largely dependent upon national government policy and changes to power 
generation across the country. It is recommended however that TfSE promote the 
deployment of low carbon electricity generation within the region and where 
possible influence national policy on this issue. 

We also recommend that the LULUCF sector should be managed to ensure CO2 
sequestration where possible. The management of LULUCF could also include 
action to increase wider social and environmental benefits. 
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