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Summary

The Marrickville and South Sydney Bicycle User Group (MASSBUG) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Discussion Paper on Footway Parking given that RTA wishes to make a decision. MASSBUG supports no change to the current road rules which Prohibit Footway Parking (parking on footpaths and nature strips in a built-up area, unless sign-posted otherwise).

We note that the Discussion Paper claims to “present information for discussion” (page 3), but it also makes clear that:

a) the RTA intends to make a decision about changes to the road rules regarding footway parking, and,
b) the paper suggests that, “Footway parking could be appropriate in specifically defined instances” (p. 22).
In our view, the problem of footway parking is not sufficiently defined in the discussion paper for the purpose of formulating options. The problem is not discussed in adequate detail (for example, no information about the extent of the problem, particularly for ‘vulnerable road users’ such as parents with prams, the disabled or people cycling is outlined in the document; nor the responsibilities for enforcement). 

In MASSBUG’s view, a decision cannot be made with such an inadequate understanding of the problem or the consequences of the possible options outlined in the discussion paper. MASSBUG therefore recommends no change to the current road rules. The remainder of this submission sets out our main concerns about the discussion paper and the issue in the broader context of improving urban transport systems.

Main concerns

MASSBUG has a number of concerns with both the content and approach of the Discussion Paper that we request the RTA to consider:

More appropriate to situate the ‘problem’ as part of the transport and planning system. The Discussion Paper is actually a decision-paper as is made clear on page 23 which states that “Stakeholders will be informed of the decision.” We consider that it would have been more appropriate to have released an information paper that examines the state of car parking (car storage) in the context of the overall transport and planning system.  For such a complex policy issue, it would be more appropriate to refer the matter to the NSW Law Reform Commission which has experience in producing well-researched papers for public discussion and education. 

We suggest that no decision be made on footway parking until the broader issues of parking and land allocation for car storage (including the environmental impacts of the growing numbers of registered vehicles in NSW) are considered and discussed in a public discussion paper or draft strategy.

· No consideration of NSW Government policies committed to reducing private car use. The RTA’s Discussion Paper does not refer to the NSW Government policies committed to reducing private car use, while increasing walking, cycling and the use of public transport. Nor is the Discussion Paper consistent with the commitment stated in the latest RTA policy statement, Journey Ahead to “balance” the needs of all road users. 

· Commitments to Ecologically Sustainable Development. The Paper does not acknowledge that Local Government, and some State agencies, have statutory responsibilities to promote and implement Ecologically Sustainable Development. The application of a sustainability perspective would oblige consideration of car parking as an element of the transport system, and also consider the liveability of places and the appropriate uses of the roadways – an estimated 30% of Sydney’s land area. 

· Engineering perspective in isolation. The Discussion Paper acknowledges that it is limited to an engineering perspective. The main criteria by which the problem has been evaluated appear to be safety, access (with priority given to motor traffic access) and (motor) traffic capacity. It does not mention, let alone use a sustainability perspective for understanding or addressing the ‘problem’ of footway parking.  The Paper has failed to consider any urban design, aesthetic, liveability, health or environmental consequences of the greater intrusion of motor vehicles into public space due to footpath (driving and) parking.  Urban design, aesthetic, liveability, health and environmental aspects have been demonstrated to affect the attractiveness for people to walk (SA Heart Foundation).

· Issue needs to be addressed in conjunction with other state agencies. We recommend that the RTA work with other agencies to address such specific problems (in the transport-landuse system) within a policy context that gives priority to ecological sustainability and health, as well as safety. 

· Review the transport hierarchy for walking, cycling, public transport and private motor vehicles. Widespread support exists for public policies that give greater priority to the more sustainable modes of walking, cycling and public transport, as recommended recently at the NSW Obesity Summit. It is particularly desirable for a multi-disciplinary, cross-government approach to be taken to the essential task of integrating transport and spatial planning for localities and regions. Specific issues such as private car parking or storage should not be dealt with out of such a context, otherwise gross distortions in the physical environment would undermine the prospect of realising the policy goals that have been articulated for a healthy, sustainable future. 

· Issue is in fact the allocation of road space, and it is this which needs to be addressed. Private motor vehicle parking or storage is a complex issue in the contexts of urban growth, rising use of private motor vehicle and environmental sustainability. Urban growth also leads to greater pressure for using the public space of footpaths and footways for walking, mobility as well as playspace, green space, sculpture and a respite from parked cars and motor vehicular traffic. The issue therefore, is really the allocation of road space (boundary to boundary, not kerb to kerb). In particular locations, road space is under growing pressure from all users, although the Discussion Paper reflects the greater attention mistakenly given to private motor vehicles. The question should be whether the allocation of space to various users is aligned to needs of the different users and the policy directions. From a health and environmental sustainability perspective, road space should be re-allocated. ‘Road diets’, that is, to reduce the space allocated to private motor vehicles are widely recommended and adopted, especially in residential areas. (e.g. Hazel 1999) Although The City of Sydney recently widened many footpaths, there are still many areas in the City where the space for pedestrians needs to be extended into the roadway ( for example,. the Paddy’s market precinct around Hay Street; the western side of Chalmers St near Devonshire St.).

· No change should be made on the basis of the Discussion Paper as it stands. MASSBUG recommends that no change be made because the Discussion Paper merely describes the ‘problem’ without an analysis of the context or the locational variations. Details or issues that need to be considered but are missing from the discussion paper include:

· what has given rise to the pressure for motor vehicles to be parked or stored on areas described as ‘footways’ (area between the kerb and the road boundary) where motor vehicles are prohibited;

· greater clarification of the ‘problem’ what gives rise to it, where, and how it might be addressed as part of a system of transport and landuse management; 

· the enforcement guidelines used by the range of enforcement authorities and levels of current enforcement across NSW;

· the range of residential parking and parking policies adopted by Local Government to be aligned with urban growth and development;

· the effect of RTA’s suggested Option 2 (allowing footpath parking) in reducing pressure for further private car spaces in the public road space, such as increased motor traffic speed;

· the consequences of Option 1B of introducing total prohibition; 

· other options/mechanisms to reduce the number of vehicles to be stored in a locality e.g. car-sharing and improved public transport. 

Discussion Paper based on deficient logic. The logic of arriving at the two broad options in the Discussion Paper (1 and 2) is unclear, if not bizarre: the observations that illegal footway parking is common practice and that the “new Regulation has had little or no effect on footway parking” is claimed to lead to two broad options: 

1. no change or 

2. allow limited footway parking (p.12)

This approach is both inadequate and inappropriate for formulating public policy. Worse still, acting on option 2 would preclude more informed consideration of managing car use within the transport system of local and regional urban areas. Imagine applying the same logic to speeding or selling tobacco to children!

· Scenario planning is needed for better transport policy formulation. It is recommended that engaging people in ‘scenario planning’ - a discussion about the transport system, like the water cycle, would be of huge benefit for grappling with current and future problems arising from reliance on private vehicles and the under-investment in public transport, footways and cycleways. (Parsons 2002; Willson 2001). This could be useful part of regional public forums for integrated regional planning in NSW.  

We would be pleased to contribute to the development of policy that assists in addressing car parking or storage as an aspect of the transport system in urban settings.

In order to reduce the vehicle-kilometres-travelled by car and improve the liveability of our urban localities, it will be necessary to reduce road space and parking availability. To allow footway parking, as proposed in Option 2, is a step backwards, not forwards. Option 2 is a short-sighted, ill-conceived reaction to an ill-defined problem whereas NSW Government policy statements and the community aspire to a more liveable, healthy and sustainable future.
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