SUBMISSION BY PEOPLE FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORT

This paper provides a short summary of our views in regard to the four Terms of Reference. More detailed discussion is to be found in the three Attachments.

Terms of Reference I - the development of an efficient and integrated public transport system incorporating all forms of public transport and necessary infrastructure improvements.

Terms of Reference II - the needs of metropolitan and outer metropolitan regions.
An effective Public Transport system must include the following features:

· It is frequent and available day and night

· It goes to all parts of the city

· It integrates all transport modes

· It is affordable

· It is safe to use

· It is comfortable and easy to use

These features are independent of whether the public transport is offered by bus, train, tram, taxi or hybrid systems. In some instances, trains may offer a better technical solution whilst in others small buses or taxis may be preferred; or over time, a tram route may be constructed to replace a bus route. Regardless of the particular mode of transport, or the area of the city involved, all the above features need to be met.

 Attachment A provides further detail.

Terms of Reference III - the opportunities and impediments to increasing public transport patronage with a view to reducing greenhouse emissions and other relevant matters.

Earlier this year, the Victorian Public Transport Users Association (PTUA) prepared a paper titled “Climate Policy at the Junction” as a response to the Garnaut Climate Change Review. A copy is at Attachment B.

The paper refutes in detail the touted benefits to emission reduction of some commonly discussed alternatives. This includes the use of hybrid cars or new forms of fuel (hydrogen, biofuel or coal based synthetic oil). Substitutes such as heavy oil and coal liquefaction, have substantially higher carbon intensity than conventional petroleum, both hydrogen and biofuels are potentially more energy intensive to produce than the energy they provide, whilst biofuel production also has implications for world food supplies. These approaches may introduce new emissions in the manufacture of cars but do not address increased car usage and congestion.

Simply, the battle for technical efficiency in the operation of individual cars cannot overcome the problem created by having so many cars in the first place. 

The PTUA paper further addresses how public transport provides a solution to the problem of greenhouse gas emissions derived from the transport sector. Many of the concerns in Terms of Reference 1 and II are also discussed.

Terms of Reference IV - an assessment and report of the feasibility and cost and benefits of the following proposals (to include the benefit to car users who remain on the road network, road crash cost savings, benefits to car drivers who shift to public transport, revenue, journey time savings, emission reductions, noise reductions, avoided car ownership).

The fourth Term of Reference, refers to the “..benefit to car users..” of public transport. It is our contention that car dependency has reached such a level in Australian cities that we have lost many of the benefits of car ownership and usage. Instead we see that::

· Cars destroy the public life of a city.

· Cars are not efficiently used.

· Cars are dangerous to health.

· Cars are dangerous for the environment

· Cars are dangerous to the economy.

Hence, any reduction in car usage will bring many benefits, including those suggested in the fourth Term of Reference:

· Less personal and financial costs from road crashes, including fewer people suffering grief or trauma; plus revenue savings from reduced road injury induced government health expenditures.

· Financial benefits to car drivers who shift to public transport. Particularly, the many thousands of dollars in savings if a family can forgo the use of the second car. Such savings could arguably be more than most pay increases.

· Journey time savings once planning measures associated with public transport take effect (e.g. Transit Oriented Development) 

· Reduced emission reductions.

· Noise reduction.

· Reductions in maintenance costs for roads.

· A reduction in space used for car parking and roads will eventually see public space returned to public use.

· Savings on petrol imports.

· Many persons currently denied access to cars (the elderly, the unemployed or young people) will be able to use public transport to improve their capacity to engage with the community.
· Reduced traffic and congestion, or the opposite of induced traffic.
Attachment C provides further detail about these conclusions.

As reduction in car usage can only arise from investment in public transport, then it is imperative that a new network of public transport be established in Adelaide and in rural communities.

Terms of Reference IV - The Six Proposals

There are six specific proposals in the fourth Term of Reference which involve a mix of increased services on existing lines, the reinstatement of regional rail services, the substantial upgrade of other lines, the re-laying of defunct lines or the construction of new lines.

Those proposals which involve an extension or improvement of existing “backbone” rail lines – to the Barossa region, Mount Barker and the Seaford/Aldinga region –readily lend themselves to new investment in rail infrastructure. These proposals relate to three regions which are significant growth areas for the wider metropolis but which may also suffer greatly should car based transport become untenable under the impact of Peak Oil. We support these proposals.

An alternative approach may be considered should the funds to build heavy rail lines and bridges be unavailable. We have suggested in other venues that the extension of the Willunga line could, if necessary, be undertaken as a light rail project similar to the train-tram combination proposed for Port Adelaide to West Lakes. 

Re-laying the old train lines – a technical solution not a planning solution.

Although the train-tram option may not be the preferred option over the longer distance extensions such as to Willunga, this is not the case for proposals such as the Tonsley line extension or the Port Wakefield-Valley View connector. In both cases a tram line could be routed in part or whole through major suburban roads (South Road or Grand Junction Road respectively). However, consideration should be given to building on the main roads rather than on defunct rail easements. 

For good or bad, a considerable number of business and community facilities are oriented to motor vehicle traffic on the major corridors such as South Road and Grand Junction Road. Tram lines on these roads will offer continued access to these facilities. Furthermore, tram routes would then offer direct substitution for car use on these roads, can act as substitutes to the existing bus services on these roads and still connect to train or bus routes running to adjacent areas. New transport interchanges e.g. Bedford Park; incorporating a short extension to the Tonsley line or a Cavan Interchange,  to meet the Gawler rail-line and a potential Grand Junction Road tram-line.

Should train lines be rebuilt, or tram lines be built on the unused rail easements, there is potential that many existing facilities will be bypassed. If the old routes are used, there should also be planning and financial incentives to reorient businesses and other facilities to take advantage of the train/tram lines. Alternatively, new points of attraction such as well designed Transit Oriented Developments should be built in conjunction with the new lines.

The current proposals are a technical solution only rather than an integrated planning and transport solution.

Lastly, we support proposals for reinstatement of rural passenger rail services. Murray Bridge and Victor Harbour in particular share characteristics with areas such as the Barossa, that is, they are also significant growth areas which may feel the effects of Peak Oil. In such cases the proposed extensions to the rail system can readily extend from the metropolitan system further onto the country e.g. from a new Seaford line through to Victor Harbour, or Mt Barker to Murray Bridge.

Passenger rail services between Adelaide and the other areas mentioned (Whyalla, Broken Hill and Mt Gambier) may also be warranted, subject to further study of their transport needs. 

Arguably, car dependency within rural towns is even greater than in Adelaide. In our opinion it is a greater priority to invest in public transport within rural towns rather than between them. Experience of public transport within their towns may later lead to more extensive support of inter-city public transport.
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