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Matter 5A

                                            MATTER 5A TRANSPORT

Transport is an important determinant of health. We are therefore deeply concerned that no public health participant has been called in this matter.

Public health goals on transport are to 

· promote walking and cycling in order to

· reduce obesity and prevent heart disease, osteoporosis and mental illness 

· reduce car use 

· reduce car use in order to improve air quality and diminish the impact of traffic on local communities. We need to do this by

·  reducing the need to travel

· improving public transport 

· promoting walking and cycle

· introducing road charging 

· improve public transport so as to

· reduce car use

· diminish transport poverty ensuring that those without access to a car can access things beneficial to health, from shopping for healthy food to the countryside to opportunities for social contact

· improve congestion (and hence diminish air pollution) through raising equilibrium congestion speed in accordance with Pigou’s Theorem 

· improve public transport for  disabled people

CREATING A HIGH QUALITY EXPRESS PUBLIC TRANSPORT NETWORK 

The introduction of bus priority measures has been cautious because of a perception that transferring road space from the car will worsen congestion.
Proposals to replace road investment with public transport investment have often been treated as a quixotic attempt to reverse inevitable trends. 
These are misplaced views.

In a saturated road system there is enough suppressed demand to fill any road space. What limits congestion is the trade off in which people decide not to travel, or to change the time of their travel, or to move nearer their work, in response to levels of congestion that they find even more unacceptable than the alternative.

To alter trade off point we must create better alternatives so that the trade off occurs at a higher speed, because people take the bus or train at a higher speed than that at which they would have decided not to travel.
Road space is irrelevant to congestion. All that will improve congestion is the creation of improved public transport. This is not an aspirational statement based on some unrealistic ideal. It is the application of market theory to the trade offs setting the equilibrium level of congestion in a saturated system.
Pigou’s Theorem shows that if there are two alternative highways, one of which (A) is more direct or of better quality than the other (B), and in which the traffic is too great to be entirely accommodated on A, congestion on A will increase until the point at which it is no more attractive than B. One corollary of the theorem is that road charging will improve the efficiency of the system because it will price off A the traffic that is at the margin – that traffic will be no worse off because it will go by B, but speed on A will increase.
There is another interesting corollary of Pigou’s Theorem. It is called the Downs-Thomson Corollary. It applies Pigou’s Theorem to the choice between use of a private car and use of public transport.  Road traffic is A and public transport is B. It derives the conclusion that the determining factor in the speed of traffic will be the quality of the public transport system.

In “Jam Yesterday, Jam Today, Jam Tomorrow” Mogridge tested the Downs-Thomson Corollary against traffic speeds in London and found the predicted correlation.

We are not suggesting that short lengths of bus priority will significantly alter equilibrium congestion speed. Long lengths of bus priority along specified corridors may slightly raise equilibrium congestion speed but not to such an extent as to appear a dramatic solution to the problem, any more than other public transport developments along a single corridor. The reason for this is that many of the vehicles who use the corridor will be making journeys which start or finish away from it and for such vehicles the trade off is not altered. Moreover there will be enough latent demand amongst people wishing to make such journeys to fill the road space vacated by those corridor users who make a modal shift.
It is the creation of a comprehensive network that will raise equilibrium congestion speed. Road congestion can only be reduced by creating a high quality express network of trains, trams and express buses.

When people buy a car it will take them wherever they want to go whenever they want to do so. Public transport does not have this characteristic. People do not feel they have the opportunity to use public transport to go wherever they want and evening services are often poor. Public transport has continued to serve routes with heavy flows on them and this is often argued as being the sensible maximisation of infrastructure with superficially sensible statements like “we shouldn’t pay to haul fresh air”.  The trouble is that as land use has become more diffuse, fewer journeys are made along routes which entirely follow these heavily used corridors. Providing an incomplete network therefore compels the use of the car for an increasing proportion of journeys.
At the core of a public transport network should be a high quality express network in which Metro frequency local rail services, tram services and linked high quality limited stop bus services provide a regional network of both radial and orbital routes taking people from within a kilometre of their origin to within a kilometre of their destination for any journey in the region.
We envisage buses and trains as potentially cooperating in this network. The British view that trains and buses compete with each other and that buses are more important is wrong. European evidence has shown more bus usage in cities with a rail-based public transport system than in cities with a bus-based system. Fast frequent trains and trams get people out of cars. Once they are out of their car they use the bus.

Limited stop bus services have virtually ceased to exist because of the impact of congestion. Their reintroduction, as part of the high quality express network, will need bus priority measures.   More aggressive introduction of bus priority should be introduced first on those routes where an express bus service is needed to complete the high quality express network. 

We propose that

· the RSS should prioritise the creation of such a network

· all road investment currently projected should be diverted into the creation of this network as a more effective way of reducing road congestion 

· where development takes place more than a kilometre from the network developers should be required to contribute to the creation of the network

· where large developments such as industrial parks take place in areas where the network is not complete within the catchment area of the facility developers should be required to contribute to the creation of the network

WALKING AND CYCLING
The successful promotion of walking and cycling as the main mode of travel for journeys of under five miles would simultaneously reduce car use, ease traffic problems and make a greater contribution to heart disease prevention than the entire NHS prevention programme. We believe that walking and cycling deserve more attention in the regional transport strategy. 

· A regional strategic cycle network should be completed
Whilst existing cyclists are content to mingle with traffic on main roads, the people who need to be attracted to the cycle are not. They need a network of on-road cycle lanes, quiet streets and off road routes.

It is the nature of a network that the whole of the network is more useful than the individual parts. The utility of a network is proportional to the square of its size. Three one mile lengths of cycle route converging on a point where it is “too difficult” to complete the final mile that will link them are not 75% of the projected four mile network – they are 18% of it (1+1+1 divided by 4 squared).The much-heard complaint that cycle facilities are not used must be considered in the context of this simple network principle. 
· There should be active promotion of the rail/cycle combination as a highly flexible mode of transport comparable to the car, along the lines of the successful scheme in California

One of the difficulties that are faced by all those who try to get people out of their cars is that no other transport system is seen as having the same universal flexibility. Public transport may be good for some journeys at certain times of the day but it does not reliably take people where they want to go at the time they want to go. Walking and cycling are not suitable for longer journeys. 

There is one transport mode that has the potential to be as flexible and universal as the car and yet it has been neglected to the point of virtual disappearance – the train/cycle combination in which people cycle to a railhead, put their cycle on a train, take a train to another railhead and then cycle to their destination.

So completely has this mode of transport been neglected that most train operators find it difficult to accommodate more than one or two cycles on the same train and many operators ban cycles from trains at the very times when most people want to travel. Even when trains convey cycles, the emphasis is on accommodating a few cyclists rather than on promoting a major transport mode. 

The experience of Cal Train in California has shown that a vigorous promotion of the rail/cycle combination is commercially viable. Cal Train now measures the success of its promotion not in terms of the percentage increase in cyclists carried but in terms of the percentage increase in total ridership attributable to cyclists.  Despite generous cycle provision on its trains it has faced the embarrassment of success outstripping provision and it has introduced a scheme whereby it offers regular users incentives to buy a second bike and have one at each end of their journey instead of taking the cycle on the train.

We would propose implementation within the region of a programme promoting the train/cycle combination

· There should be a region wide vision for local pedestrian networks based on the user hierarchy and the need for aesthetically  attractive and safe pedestrian networks

People are encouraged to walk by good quality, safe, pedestrian facilities and by aesthetically attractive walking routes.
We believe that all boroughs should identify both an attractive pedestrian network (the kind of route you might think it was worth walking on a sunny summer day when you had a bit of time on your hands to make your journey particularly pleasant) and a direct pedestrian network (the kind of route you might choose to use to walk home on a November night when you were feeling tired).

Both types of route should be protected by planning policies (we have produced a draft for supplementary planning guidance) and enhanced by programmes of improvement to be carried out steadily over time.
Aesthetically attractive routes are not just an optional extra. They do increase the likelihood of people choosing to walk. Trees, greenspace, attractive architecture, floral displays, gardens and routes through parks are an important practical part of the planning of a pedestrian route. It is not enough simply for it to be possible for pedestrians to use a route – they should be encouraged to do so by making it pleasant.
Many attractive routes across greenspace are not used in wet weather because they do not have an all weather surface. Serious pedestrian routes should be usable in all weathers.

CROSS REFERENCES TO OTHER MATTERS 

The locations for significant economic development or housing development MUST be accessible by quality sustainable transport links. Any sites that are not accessible by sustainable transport should be dismissed or rendered accessible.

There is a lack of reference to the importance of sustainable transport in the principles for tourism development.

The public realm in towns and cities has a role in encouraging walking and cycling.
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