 FEET FIRST!: Green transport priorities and achievements
 By Cllr. Rupert Read, Norwich Green Party Transport Spokesperson 
Human-powered transport should be at least as well funded as public transport, principally for 3 reasons:
1)      Reliability of journey times. What do transport-users most want? Not rapidity, but reliability, of journey-times. Which modes of transport deliver this? Walking and cycling are far superior to all other modes in this regard – traffic-jams just aren’t a problem, if you can weave past the traffic, or (better still!) if you have a dedicated bike-lane… . Large-scale investment in travel powered via feet would grow journeys by modes which satisfyingly and reliably result in getting where one needs to, door-to-door, when one needs to.  

2)      Health. Healthwise, public transport is little better than going everywhere by car, for the user: any benefit comes from the extra walking involved in (e.g.) travelling a little further to the bus-stop, as opposed to to one’s car. And there’s the clue – the health benefits come from the walking. 
Recent studies indicate that the benefits accruing from cycling are larger still: the added mortality/morbidity risks to (potential) cyclists of being knocked off a bike are outweighed somewhere between 7-fold and 20-fold by the added health benefits of taking up cycling! 
3)      Climate change. Here is where the argument in favour of cycling and walking becomes not merely powerful, but morally overwhelming. For the stark reality is that investment in public transport is not efficient at reducing greenhouse-gases (GHG) -- whereas cycling and walking are stupendously climate-friendly. Public transport is of course superior to the use of private automobiles in this regard – except for the (many!) cases in which building infrastructure for and/or subsidizing public transport is creating journeys which would otherwise be unlikely to occur.
Take an important contemporary example: CrossRail. Some people in the Green Party are fans of CrossRail, favouring it over road-building alternatives. In the last issue of GW, for instance, national Green Party Transport Speaker Alan Francis (‘The future of rail’) laments the lack of progress in implementing CrossRail.

 Yet our official Party position, thankfully, is at best lukewarm on the scheme. Why? Chiefly because the huge cost of CrossRail would likely suck funds away from other projects (such as Safe Routes to School, etc.). We have to face up to the reality that often it is just such _choices_ -- between money for pedestrian- and cyclist- schemes and money for public transport -- that we are faced with, as politicians. Add in the fact that CrossRail would probably encourage massive new commuter movements across London,and, in an era when we must plan for serious contraction of carbon-emittance, post-Kyoto, schemes like CrossRail are already white-elephants, and should be dropped in favour of 'feet first' alternatives.
  If we are not to stamp on the faces of future generations, then our transport policies must be serious about – hugely – reducing our carbon footprint. We need to plan a socio-economic environment in which carbon emissions will be at least 80% lower. That means a world wherein people can make nearly all the journeys that they ever need to by foot or bike. 
   The local perspective

In Norwich, the 7 Green Councillors have gained a good deal of popularity through campaigning hard against route changes imposed on passengers by First Bus. The Green group holds the balance of power on the City Council, and this has enabled us to get a motion through the Council committing Norwich to working toward a Quality Bus Contract for the Norwich area, to overcome the truly dismal state of the bus services here. 

The other two key components of our new triple-headed ‘Sustainable Transport Strategy’ (see www.norwichgreenparty.org) are however centred upon human-powered transport. They are:

>> the _building_ of the notional ‘Norwich Cycle Network’, and 

>> _massive_ investment in pedestrian priority/safety across the city, to make walking safe and attractive again. The latter policy is proving particularly electorally popular: while Labour and the LibDems are throwing money at the promotion of tourism and elite-theatres, we are seen by the public to be serious about _protecting_ the public, and simultaneously enhancing sustainable transport, through our offering to fund the dire need across the city for better crossing facilities, safer routes to school, etc. . Now, every time a local Councillor from another Party calls for traffic calming in their neighbourhood, we simply turn around and point out that they have been unwilling, unlike us, to put their money where their mouth is, in policy terms…
[This article is written in a personal capacity, and does not necessarily represent Green Party policy in every detail. Thanks to LOCAL TRANSPORT TODAY for their kind permission to reprint this article, a lightly-edited version of which was originally published in the August 4 2005 edition of LTT. That article was intended in part to spark debate, which it succeeded in doing; I hope that this re-publication of it in _GW_ might have the same effect...]

