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Committee met at 3.37 pm

CHAIR (Senator Sterle)—I declare open this public hearing of the Senate Standing
Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport. The committee is inquiring into public
transport. | welcome you here today. The committee has authorised the recording, broadcasting
and rebroadcasting of these proceedings in accordance with the rules of the order of the Senate
of 23 October 1990 concerning the broadcasting of committee proceedings. | put on record that
committee witnesses are protected by parliamentary privilege with respect to their submissions
and evidence. Any act which may disadvantage a witness on account of their evidence is a
breach of privilege. While the committee prefers to hear evidence in public, we may agree to
take evidence confidentially. The committee may still publish or present confidential evidence to
the Senate at a later date. We would consult the witness concerned before doing this. The Senate
can also order publication of confidential evidence.

RURAL AND REGIONAL AFFAIRSAND TRANSPORT



RRA&T 2 Senate Thursday, 19 March 2009

[3.38 pm|

ADAMS, Professor Robert John, Director, Design and Urban Environment, City of
Melbourne and Council of Capital City Lord Mayors

LOCKWOOD, Mr Michad, Acting Executive Director, Council of Capital City Lord
Mayors

CHAIR—Welcome, gentlemen. Before we go to questions, do either of you wish to make a
brief opening statement?

Mr Lockwood—Thank you, Senator. Firstly, | thank you for allowing us to appear today.
From Capital City’s perspective, broadly, we think public transport is the key to our long-term
sustainability challenges. | have taken the liberty of bringing along some publications, which we
developed about a year and a half ago, that outline our policy platform quite broadly. You will
see in there that public transport is a significant part of that. But as my colleague in particular
will be talking about later, public transport cannot be taken alone. It needs to be looked at in the
context of broader urban planning and urban design within our cities.

CHAIR—Thank you, Mr Lockwood. Professor Adams, do you wish to add any commentary?

Prof. Adams—I do. If you do not mind, basically my background comes from an urban
design perspective. | have been with the City of Melbourne since 1983 and was instrumental as
one of five people writing the strategy that came on in 1985. That strategy was essentially one of
pragmatism because in 1983 we were in a financial situation similar to that in which we find
ourselves at present. The policy we adopted was incrementalism.

| put it to you that it is no surprise to any of us at the moment that our cities are not working
and they are not sustainable. We have social problems occurring as part of the current
configuration of our cities. Environmentally, our cities are responsible for about 75 per cent of
greenhouse gases. Financially, it is now being shown that the way we are building our cities is
not financially sustainable. Curtin University recently came out with a figure that to build 1,000
houses on the periphery of the city costs $300 million more than building them within infill in
the city. Clearly, that is something that is not sustainable. Eighty per cent of Australians live in
cities. By 2036, those figures will almost double. Melbourne will go to five million.

The question, | suppose, is: can we build our way out of this problem? | would argue possibly
not. We do not have the time available. By 2036, 80 per cent of the infrastructure that will exist
in 2036 will have already been built. Status quo is not an option. At the same time, it is not an
option to destroy the Australian dream. So what are our options? Clearly, we are going to need to
transform our existing infrastructure and we are going to have to transform the existing
infrastructure for aliveable, financially viable and sustainable future. How do we get there? That
comes to the core, | suppose, of this committee. It is through a combination of not only transport
planning but land use planning.
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What does this mean in terms of most of our cities? | think at present we have only addressed
asmall part of that problem. There are references in many of the city and regional strategic plans
to transport oriented design. In essence, what that means is that people are being encouraged to
build in and around railway stations. Clearly, that is a strong positive strategic thing to do. |
would argue that there are two other things that we are not doing at the moment. The first is we
are not reassuring 90 per cent of the population that suburbia can survive but will need to
become greener, generate its own energy, collect its own water to a certain extent and become
more productive. Another 7 per cent of the metropolitan area, which is namely the road based
transport corridors, will need to start to intensify.

We have just completed a study in Melbourne. | have tabled some of the material. There is
more detailed material available if you want it to give you the empirical figures. We took the
proposition of what if you took the road based public transport system and you looked at
developing along that transport system. In the first instance, we took the tram network. Take
every property along the tram network and eliminate the heritage properties; every property
without a six-metre frontage; every property that does not have a back lane so that you can get
car access from the back and pedestrians from the front; every property that has been built in the
recent past, because it is mostly of a quality that will not be knocked down; and every property
that is in the CBD, because of its density. In Melbourne alone, just to the extent of the tram
network, which is only 16 kilometres from the post office, we came up with 2,500 hectares of
potentially developable land. Put a reasonable density on that. By ‘reasonable density’, | mean
not high rise. One of the densest cities in the world by reference is Barcelona. It goes to seven
storeys. It has 200 people per hectare, 40 per cent open space, good public transport and mixed
use, so it isawalkable city. If you come up with a proposition that you take one block back from
every bus or tram route in our capital cities and you allow as a right building between five and
eight storeys, within the tram network of Melbourne you can get 730,000 people, having
eliminated the sensitivities | outlined before.

The proposition is that, in the time available to us, we are going to need to in fact look at how
we manage that infrastructure rather than build new infrastructure. It is something that can
happen, | believe, without huge budgets. It relies on basically planning controls being slightly
oriented to allow and encourage development along there. It is already happening. If you go
down those corridors, you will see it. This is about facilitating it.

I will finish by saying we did a similar thing in 1992 when we had to get residential back into
the centre of Melbourne. We ran a project called Postcode 3000 and we put very little money
into it, but we changed the framework that actually encouraged people to go and invest in the
city. | think this is the same challenge we face now. | think it has huge environmental outcomes.
| think—and it is not my position to say—that it is politically palatable in that 90 per cent of the
city will remain in its current configuration. That would be what we put before you today as a
way of looking at our cities into the future.

CHAIR—Senator Back, do you have any questions?
Senator BACK—Well, it isall too early for me.

CHAIR—I am sure Senator Ludlam will and | will. You might pick up. If you want to jump
in on something as we are going along the same lines, please feel free.
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Senator BACK—Thank you.

Senator LUDL AM—Thanks for your presentation. It is greatly appreciated. | will go to you
first, Professor. Is the study that you are citing now included in the documents you have tabled
here?

Prof. Adams—Not in itstotal because it is an ongoing piece of work. What | have included in
that package is two articles that have recently been written on that subject. They do not
obviously cover off all the empirical data. But | would be quite happy to make that available to
you. It is a work in progress. By the end of April, we would have done every bus route in
Melbourne as well.

Senator LUDLAM—That is really useful. | did not realise that it was underway. | will just
ask one specific question and then go to some general issues. When you were studying
Melbourne just along the tram network, what proportion of properties did you eliminate because
of heritage values?

Prof. Adams—You are very right to come back to it because it is something we are looking at
again. We took those that are currently listed as heritage properties. Clearly, that might be on the
low side. We are currently doing a refinement of that by looking at certain sections of the fabric.
In the inner city obviously you are going to have more fabric. On Flemington Road, for instance,
there is about a 50 per cent area that you could mostly look at seriously altering. As you get out
of that inner city, obviously more and more properties become available. | think that the figure
we have given you will be reduced because of the sensitivity around some of the heritage, but |
do not see it going much below 500,000 or 600,000 within the tram network. | am confident that
within the total metro area, when we get the bus network in, we will show that you can
accommodate Melbourne at five million without expanding the boundaries.

Senator LUDLAM—That sounds like great work. Have you involved the National Trust of
Victoria or other heritage groups in helping you evaluate or condition those studies?

Prof. Adams—Not as yet. We have been doing this work jointly with the Department of
Transport at the state government level and, more recently, the department of planning. It is a
case of getting enough information in place before we can go and consult. We have tested it with
local governments. The reception has been positive on the basis that | think most local
governments would like to know where development is going to occur so they do not chase their
tall at every application that comes in. So there is some acceptance that this might put a logic
into where development takes place.

Senator LUDL AM—I would like to put some general questions to both of you—perhaps this
Is obvious information to the rest of the committee—about the council that you are representing
here today. Lord Mayors represent inner city local government areas principally?

Mr Lockwood—The Council of Capital City Lord Mayors comprises each of the capital
cities as well as the ACT. Clearly, cities like Melbourne and Sydney are much more CBD
focused. Brisbane, however, is the greater Brisbane area. Adelaide, again, is CBD. So largely it
Is the inner suburbs.
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Senator LUDLAM—I suppose that is where my question goes. We have heard evidence
already that infrastructure and investment are traditionally concentrated in inner urban areas that
would be represented by your body. We have heard already from regional organisations and the
councils representing outer metro areas that have been unfunded that that is where the transport
demand and the oil vulnerability really is. What is your interaction with those councils?

Mr Lockwood—As my colleague has been talking about in Melbourne, each of the cities has
networks with their other councils surrounding them. Those networks can be issues focused. For
instance, Sydney, as you probably were advised by Clover Moore, the Lord Mayor of Sydney,
has done some work around a regional network of bicycle paths. So there are networks. There
are also clearly rivalries. The dollars are scarce and everyone is putting up their hands for it. | do
not think it is an either/or. I think if we cannot get our capital cities working, that is not good for
the nation overall because the capital cities are where most of the GDP is generated. It is where
most of the universities and research are. It iswhere our businesses are. So that is just the reality.
We are not going to move those functions overnight out of the CBDs, if indeed at all. So it is
how can we make those CBDs accessible to the greater population. | think we need to invest in
both ends.

Senator LUDLAM—I certainly have no issue with the way you are putting it there. But we
have heard a certain amount of evidence already that one thing we need to do is develop middle
ring or outer metropolitan densification areas and network them with public transport. One thing,
for example, that state governments or the Commonwealth government can do is put anchor
tenancies in those areas as kind of anchor employment, be they government departments or
whatever. That would necessarily involve some of those functions being transferred out of the
CBD. Are we setting up atension here, or is that something you are comfortable with?

Mr Lockwood—Not at all. The notion of transport oriented developments has been accepted
by all the capital cities. We see the need to diversify both production and residential activity
around higher density nodes. As Professor Adams is saying, we are not going to have high
densifications across all of our cities. It is going to be around nodes close to public transport. |
do not know, Rob, whether you want to add anything to that.

Prof. Adams—Yes. | think it is a really good question. There is an essential logic that says
that to just have a central CBD is unsustainable because of the distance you are going to have to
travel. | think cities are generally moving towards transport nodes around railway stations. | was
looking for aplan. Thereisin the last set, which you can see. In Melbourne, for instance, there is
a fairly even spread of those activity centres running right out into middle and outer areas. The
idea of locating work in those areas | think is sound. The reality sometimes is that the people
unfortunately do not live in those areas. So all you might be encouraging is people to move
across the periphery rather than in.

| would argue that that outcome is going to be a reality for some decades. That should not
discourage us from concentrating activities in those nodes. What it does bring into consideration
Is what transport mode suits that sort of work other than the motorcar. The evidence that | am
seeing emerging is that although there is strong evidence that rail based transport is the most
efficient, buses are completely underutilised in some of our capital cities.
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| draw your attention to cities that | am sure you know, such as Curitiba and Bogota, where
there is not just one bus system. Small buses take you to a major rapid bus system. One of the
things that we are investigating and putting to Melbourne through VicRoads and the Department
of Transport isthat rather than wait for the money and the time to extend the tram network, when
you get to the end of atram line, what is to stop you taking the same amount of road space and
running that out to the periphery? So if you went to the end of a road—you could go up to the
Dandenongs—you would then climb on a rapid bus that would have dedicated space in that
street, which would take you to the end of the tramline. You would not get out of the bus. You
would go tram, bus, tram, bus, tram, bus. So it isreally about higher utilisation of the real estate
that is already made available for transport. This is not a difficult thing to do. You are not saying
it has to happen on every route, 0 it is not ruling out the motorcar. It is basically saying, ‘We
know the efficiencies of public transport. We know that the bus takes up less space than any
other on the street. How do we make the bus system more efficient so it moves quickly and picks
up vast numbers of people? That can happen tomorrow, not in 10 years.

Senator LUDLAM—I want to turn to some of the ingtitutional questions that we are
considering specifically related to public transport. First, do you support Commonwealth
Investment in public transport?

Mr L ockwood—Yes, we do. Absolutely.
Prof. Adams—I think thisis a problem for all levels of government.

Senator LUDLAM—What kind of institutional frameworks or incentives would you support
rather than just handing over cheques to state governments?

Mr Lockwood—I think there is a lot of work happening in the US at the moment about the
need for the federal government in the US to be relating directly to metropolitan areas as
opposed to putting resources through state governments. There was a wonderful quote | read
quite recently by Bruce Katz of the Brookings Foundation to the effect that states are spending
money on widening regional roads whether or not they are needed.

Senator LUDL AM—Sounds familiar.

Mr Lockwood—Yes. But the problem, | think, for the Commonwealth is how you develop a
relationship with metropolitan governments. With the exception of Brisbane, | think there are 40
local governments in Sydney, and | think there are 30-something in Melbourne. The others are
something less. | think it is developing regional planning mechanisms that have local
governments closely involved and strengthening those planning arrangements so that they can
engage directly with the Commonwealth in putting up solutions that meet the needs of both the
state governments, because they are players, and the federal government in terms of achieving
national interest and meeting the needs of the cities to function effectively. | think the process
that the Building Australia Fund is using under Infrastructure Australia is brilliant. It is looking
explicitly at the cost-benefit of specific proposals rather than just saying, ‘Here is a road. We'll
fund that idea here’ or, ‘Here's a bridge. We'll fund that idea.” So it is putting in place good cost-
benefit studies, building effective relationships with regional organisations of local governments
and funding the things that are going to deliver on the national interest.
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Prof. Adams—I will add that I think one of the good initiatives in the past 12 months is the
formation of the major cities units. | think it is nice to see that cities are being put back on the
agenda, given the importance they have to our success in the future.

Senator LUDLAM—Can you tell us what that unit does because we have had difficulty
finding out?

Prof. Adams—I think, to be fair to them, they have only really just got their feet under the
table. No, | cannot tell you what they do, but | support the idea that maybe they need to be given
the authority to do more. Another thing | think is important is that while we are here talking
about transport, investment is going to come from the federal level in many areas. There are
discussions about putting affordable housing into cities. | think that should come with conditions
that it does not go outside growth boundaries—that it is actually within the area that makes it
more accessible for the people who are going to go into that. Discussions, | think, around
alternative forms of water purification and energy go to that source as well. If you could make
the existing suburban house cost effective in the generation of its own energy, as you do in
Germany, and that is all about feed-in tariffs, people might find it easier to get a mortgage closer
in to the city rather than be forced to the periphery, where | do not think they want to go but that
just happens to be cheapest because we have not costed in public infrastructure, environmental
impact and social impacts.

Senator LUDLAM —That is great. Thank you.

CHAIR—MTr Lockwood, you said that you have representation in all major cities. Do you
have some in Perth?

Mr Lockwood—All major cities.

CHAIR—This is our third day of hearings on this inquiry. We have been to Brisbane. We had
avery good hearing there. We had an interesting hearing in Sydney. Can you identify where our
cities could do it a heck of a lot better than the way it is being done now? Can you give some
examples?

Mr L ockwood—Sorry, Senator. | missed the last part of your question.

CHAIR—Could you give us some examples around Australia—good examples where they
should be put on a pedestal and those systems looked at?

Mr Lockwood—I think the Brisbane busways are an excellent example of where a city has
built a system of public transport that is meeting the needs of a diverse part of the population. |
am sure Rob could comment upon the things he thinks work in Melbourne.

CHAIR—Before you do, when you talk about Brisbane busways, are you talking about the
bus rapid transport system?

Mr L ockwood—That isright. Those dedicated bus lanes that go into the city.
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Prof. Adams—T he Perth rail system would have to be another example. The extension of the
Perth rail network is seen as being successful. In Melbourne, there is the subtle reconfiguration
of the use of the road, particularly where it is tram based. | think an interesting example, though
it is not seen this way, is Swanston Street, which is the main street through the city. Effectively,
in 1992, it did not become a pedestrian mall; it became managed for the two greatest users of
that street, which were the tram users and the pedestrians. The other users took a back seat. That
was obviously something that caused a fair amount of angst. That is now starting to repeat itself
in the wider metro area, where Yarra Trams are pushing for dedicated tram access on the routes,
particularly during the commuting hours. So that is starting to roll out, where you are getting
clearways so that you cannot have parking, traffic and trams. You can have basically traffic,
trams and bicycle and get that faster access for public transport.

| think they are examples of where it has worked. Sadly, there are not too many examples
because | think we are still locked into the idea that infrastructure has to be big enough to be
photographed from four kilometres and cost a billion dollars, and | think it is not always the
case.

Mr Lockwood—I think you could also add the Sydney railway system, which has been
performing an heroic task for years. There are obviously big issues about its sustainability with
the demands on it now. But it has been an incredibly efficient way of getting people in and out of
the CBD.

Prof. Adams—Yes.

CHAIR—It depends who you are talking to, of course—whether you are talking to the bus
industry or the railway industry or light rail. But what | have taken away from the hearings so far
IS that everyone is passionate about their own part of their industry or their role in public
transport. | think that integration is the secret. We can have the best transport systems in the
world, the best trains in the world and the best buses, but if we do not integrate them, we do not
get the ticketing correct and we do not get the timetables relevant and correct, it does not matter
ahoot, doesit?

Prof. Adams—I think if you take that integration further, if you do not get the built form
around it to actually support it, it is less effective. | think you put your finger on the crux of this
matter. We sit in silos and consider our particular part of the world whereas if a city is to work,
you really have to cut across those. This is as much about planning as it is about transport. |
would argue that one of the secretsto releasing some of that potential is looking very carefully at
the planning structures of the cities. In most cities | have worked in and looked at, there is a
document called the planning scheme that looks like that, which is impenetrable, and mostly
does not redlly serve a good purpose. There are a few basic realities that can make cities work.
They are around how you make streets work. Streets form 80 per cent of the public realm of any
city. If you have ever been to a city you have enjoyed, it is mostly because of the quality of the
streets. That comes down to active frontages, weather protection, amenity, shade, decent
footpaths and those sorts of things.

If you can start to simplify the planning in and around the transport infrastructure so you
achieve those basic things—and that does not mean opening the doors to high rise; it means
possibly even imposing height limits because that tends to push people down into the street
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rather than up into the sky—then you will start to get a recognition of the importance of the
street. You will start to get a balance between the different modes of transport. You will get more
people cycling and walking, which is in fact how most of the journeys occur at that low level. So
| think that integration right across that is fundamental. | think the federal government can take a
strong role in there. Local government is good at putting it on the ground. State government has
most of that planning control at the moment. What has been missing is direction from the federal
government.

Mr Lockwood—I guess we would see the role of the federal government, if it did come into
funding public transport, as sending all the right messages about the need for metropolitan wide
planning and metropolitan wide delivery. Just to reinforce what my colleague was saying, you
cannot have mode based planning. You cannot have mode based solutions. You have to have
metropolitan wide solutions.

CHAIR—So when you talk about a role for the Commonwealth without the fear of
duplication, surely you are not suggesting, ‘Here's the states. Here's a bucket of money. Go
away and do what you are doing now.” How would you tie in your thoughts to a federal
government bucket of money?

Prof. Adams—I suppose integration goes also outside the jurisdictions of this committee.
With the investment that is going to take place in the next few years, it starts to become more
targeted in terms of where it can get the most benefit. One of the benefits, for instance, of the
proposal | put to you today is that the value of properties along those networks, if there were
more certainty around their development potential, would increase. Some of that value could be
taken back for affordable housing. So I think investment in affordable housing in and around the
transport network is where it will be very useful in terms of funding. | think there needs to be
support for more of the road based transport networks. So that is people looking at buses and, in
Melbourne's case, | suppose, trams as a possible investment rather than in road funding for
additional car capacity. That would certainly have a beneficial effect. There is the whole issue
around ports and the traffic that emanates from them. In many cases, the movement of the port in
Melbourne from within the city to a place like Hastings might start to make transportation within
the city a lot more sensible. So it is difficult to give you a straight answer because | do not think
thereisasimple one. But | am convinced that it is not a case of just building more roads.

Mr L ockwood—Senator, | refer you to page 6 of our brief submission. We have preferred five
dot points there. If the Commonwealth is going to fund it, it needs to at least meet these. It isa
short submission.

CHAIR—I havethree here.

Mr Lockwood—It is the submission we sent in ahead of time. The first one is that the
Commonwealth should fund metropolitan wide mode neutral transport planning with integrated
metropolitan wide land use and environment planning. So if proposals do not show that they are
metropolitan wide, if they do not show that they are integrated with land use planning and
environmental planning, they should not get up. They should have in place a strategy for an
integrated public transport management system. That is going back to your comment before
about ticketing at a regional level. They should have explicit strategies to fund PPPs—fund
outside investment.
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Where public transport subsidies are provided, they should be based upon a quantifiable social
equity outcome, so it is not favouring one population group or creating artificial inequities.
Finally, as you were saying, it should have clear evidence that it is promoting cooperation
between modes, so you do not have the bus system competing with the rail system for the same
patronage. The bus system should be servicing the train system and vice versa.

CHAIR—Yes. Exactly.

Mr Lockwood—So they would be the five things you would tick. | think it is then about
doing a hard benefit-cost ratio analysis looking at the social, environmental and economic
impacts of the different proposals. Frankly—I think if one, two or three cities or outer urban
areas or regional areas get all the money because they have the best impact in terms of the
national interest, so be it. | think the federal government’s primary interest is clearly Australia
wide, not what is happening within the boundaries of a specific city. So | think it is a national
interest test within those criteria.

CHAIR—Thanks for that. Firstly, | take my hat off to Melbourne. | think Melbourne does
public transport brilliantly. | will probably have a blue with a few people about that, but I know
you can walk into Melbourne—I can already feel a blue coming; | think the professor is going to
throw something at me.

Prof. Adams—No. | agree with you.
CHAIR—The way you were looking at me, | thought, ‘ Oops-a-daisy.’
Prof. Adams—No.

CHAIR—I take my hat off to Melbourne. You can walk out on any street, catch atram or a
train or a bus and you are gone. Not so much the buses. But | judge when you come out of the
MCG or the Telstra Dome. Be there 100,000 at the grand final or 50,000 at Telstra, in half an
hour just about everyone is gone. That says it for itself. That is brilliant.

Prof. Adams—I think the only thing | would say about Melbourne—and | say it as a
passionate Melburnian—is that it would not take a lot to make it even better. That is the
potential. Apart from the things that have been quoted here, we should be looking at things that
actually work and replicating them. | think for too long we have thought there might be some
magic solution. Cities actually evolve very slowly. If something isworking in acity, it isworth a
close look to see if you can replicate it. Public transport does work well in Melbourne. It is
failing now only because so many people are trying to get on to it and there is not the capacity in
the carriages or the trams and there is not the capacity on the road. The hard decision now is how
you encourage a few people to get out of the car and get on the tram or bus.

CHAIR—That was going to be my next question, Professor Adams. There is not alot of time
left, but | would like to explore that a bit better. You did take the words out of my mouth. | look
at Perth, because | am from Perth, and one cannot knock the integration between the rail lines
and the buses. The buses feed the railway stations. It is as simple as that. They have got it right.
But the same town is absolutely diabolical for relying on the motor vehicle. For the silly stuff,
from the southern suburbs, where our new rail line has gone down, | use that bus and train link
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when | have to go into town. About $3.20 is not a lot of money and you can get in there a heck
of alot quicker. So how do we get them out of cars and get them on to buses and trains?

Prof. Adams—I think it is happening already. | will not give you the figures because | will get
them wrong. | am not a transport planner. | am an urban designer. | think the figure of a 20 per
cent increase in the use of public transport in Melbourne over the last few years is somewhere in
the ballpark. As the cost of running a car goes up, and that is not just around petrol prices—the
cost to any family of running a car is anywhere between $10,000 and $20,000 per year—when
those choices start to become hard and real, the other options are looked at. What would make it
far more conducive to get out of your car is that if you knew once you climbed in the train or
tram it was going to get you there quickly and efficiently. Unfortunately, in Melbourne's system,
the train will not turn up on time, if at all. So there are efficiencies in that system that could be
improved.

| think the federal government could work with groups who are already looking at those
efficiencies and ask, ‘Well, how do you achieve those efficiencies? rather than, ‘How do we
build another system? | think that would be very well invested money. Because it is not about
going and buying a whole lot of stuff. It is actually about getting greater efficiency out of what
you have there already.

CHAIR—That isagood point. | should not hog al the time today. Senator Hutchins, did you
want to ask a question or two?

Senator HUTCHINS—I am sorry | got here late.
CHAIR—I could go on for alot longer.
Senator HUTCHINS—No. That isfine.

CHAIR—I will ask one last question. | will use my Perth experience for this. We have this
wonderful railway system running north and running south. The problem is that not everyone
going on that highway is going to the city. A lot of people are going from the north past the city
down the south and vice versa. One of the initiatives as part of the new railway line down the
south was park and rides. | can understand where the minister at the time was coming from. It
was there to encourage, | suppose, families, with little children. It is a lot easier to park the car,
get on the train and go in. But it is amazing how many people cannot wait to use the train but
they will not catch the bus to the station. Isthat aworld trend? Is it a new phenomenon?

Prof. Adams—Quite honestly, | would mislead you if | professed to know whether it was a
world trend. One thing is absolutely certain: we are all lazy. If the option is climbing in a car and
driving there conveniently, most people mostly take that option. When that option becomes less
convenient and more expensive and the true value is put on the other option, then people start to
make those choices. It comes down to proximity. It comes down to what stage your family isin.
| would argue that, for a mother with young kids, climbing on the bus might not be her best
option to go to the railway station. She might choose to park and ride just so she had everybody
In one spot a onetime. So it is not an easy question. But as the public transport modes get better
and more efficient, more and more people will opt in rather than opt out.
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CHAIR—If there are no further questions, we might break tradition in this committee; we
might finish on time. Professor Adams and Mr Lockwood, thank you very much. The committee
does appreciate your assistance.

Mr L ockwood—T hank you.

Prof. Adams—Thank you for the time.
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[4.14 pm]|

MOORE, Mr Peter Byron, Executive Director, International Association of Public
Transport (UITP) Australia/New Zealand

CHAIR—Welcome.

Mr Moore—UITP is the International Association of Public Transport. It is a Brussels based
organisation. The Flemish translation is Union International Transport Public. We represent
3,100 members in 90 countries of the world, so | hope to bring a bit of an international context to
what has been spoken about today.

CHAIR—Thiswill be interesting—3,100 members in 90 countries.
Mr M oore—Indeed.

CHAIR—We will take a different tack on our questioning, | am sure, with you, Mr Moore. |
encourage you to make an opening statement before we go to questions.

Mr Moore—Thank you. The inquiry is quite timely. We undertook an event in Sydney on
Monday called Hot Topics in World Public Transport, which explored some of the current
developments in transport not only in Australia but around the world. We put out a little press
release in association with a group called Metlink in Victoria. Metlink is the group that
coordinates passenger information and marketing of public transport in Melbourne, Victoria. |
will read this out:

Metlink research shows that almost 75 per cent of people in Mebourne are actively trying to save money during the
economic crisis and over a third of people are looking to use public transport more often as part of their budgeting
strategies... “Most significantly of al, the study tells us that 92 per cent of Melburnians want governments to spend more
on public transport ...

That is not surprising. What is more surprising is this:

Peopl e want governments to prioritise public transport improvements ahead of offering tax cuts (61 per cent), reducing the
price of petrol (60 per cent) and building new roads (58 per cent).

We did not believe that survey when we did it. A chap called Bernie Carolan, who is the chief
executive of Metlink Victoria, did not believe his survey people. So we did it again. We came up
with very similar results. So we detect there is a change out there not only in Melbourne but in
Sydney and elsewhere that people, we think, are moving back towards public transport for the
first time since the war.

We detected last year, with the petrol price decreases, that people moved into public transport.
We all experienced the pictures in the media of people squeezing on to trains and buses. We all
thought when petrol went down to around about $1 a litre that they would go back to the car. In
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fact, they have not. It surprised all of usin that regard. That result is consistent around Australia.
So that is something that has just happened as recently as this week.

In America, we are in touch with a group called the American Public Transportation
Association, or APTA, which is a large association that represents all mass transit in America.
They have come out with some similar findings. It is interesting. | notice the previous speakers
mentioned the Brookings Institute. They asked the question: how many people would have to
stop driving cars before a decision was made to cut back on road construction? While the
guestion may seem a little premature, it has actually been raised by the Brookings institute, after
which research has discovered that Americans have been progressively cutting back on their
driving habits since 2004. So the same thing is happening in America.

So isit all due to rising petrol prices in America? The answer is that the Brookings institute
have said no. There are a number of factors responsible—market saturation of vehicle
ownership; a plateau in the number of women entering the workforce, interestingly enough; a
possible ceiling in the amount of driving any one individual can do or will tolerate; increased use
of public transport; the development of commercial centres closer to home; and rising
unemployment. They suggest that one suspects a similar situation is arising in the rest of the
Western world. We believe it isa bit like recycling. We all saw that recycling took 25 to 30 years
to become part of the social fabric of the way we act in society. We think that there is something
similar happening in mass transit around Australia.

So it isan interesting time. The inquiry has come up and, | believe, is entering this debate, at a
very, very interesting time with regard to where we are going with public transport. The
patronage increases are being sustained. That surprised all of us. All my members around
Australia—and | represent every large public transport group around Australia—are finding
similar results. In Sydney, for example, a growing number of Sydney commuters are abandoning
their cars in favour of trains. Sydneysiders undertook about 22 million more train and bus
journeys last year than in 2007. So it is happening everywhere. As| said, the patronage increases
are being sustained. We hope as aresult of thisinquiry it may add to that energy that is obviously
developing out there in the community.

CHAIR—Mr Moore, | find it very interesting that your survey pulled up a number of reasons.
| am just trying to remember them. There are probably about eight or nine, but the environment
was not one of them.

Mr Moore—No. It isinteresting, isn't it?

CHAIR—It is.

Mr M oore—We believe that people will not change for the moral good of changing. It is a
financial incentive. It is an inconvenience incentive. It is good to feel that you are contributing to
the environment, but it is not the driver, and | do not think it ever really has been. We like to
think so, but | do not believe it is.

CHAIR—When was that survey conducted?

Mr M oore—About two weeks ago by Metlink Victoria.
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CHAIR—That recently?

Mr M oore—Indeed.

CHAIR—Would it be possible for the committee to have the results of that survey?
Mr Moore—Indeed. | will make sure that is available to you.

CHAIR—That is fantastic. Thank you, Mr Moore. Well, | am sure there will be a lot of
international questions, but | will give others an opportunity.

Senator HUTCHINS—You talk about congestion charging. | suppose we have it in one way
now in New South Wales with the Sydney Harbour Bridge tolling. We have had evidence
presented to us that that is not congestion charging at all; it is just another way of applying a tax
on that time of the day. Does the association have a view on the decision by the New South
Wales government to have that time of day charging for the Sydney Harbour Bridge?

Mr Moore—We were quite unique in that we strongly supported it. There was a lot of
criticism in Sydney about it when it was introduced. There is no doubt it is a congestion charge,
whatever you like to call it. It is the time of day. It does price people’s behaviour. Congestion
charging is about pricing people’s behaviour. It has worked. There is some debate at the moment
whether the economic downturn has resulted in the decrease in traffic we have experienced on
the bridge. People are taking alternative routes. But the surveys of the alternative routes suggest
that perhaps it is more to do with the economic downturn at the moment rather than changing
habits. But certainly there is something going on there.

Senator HUTCHINS—Because there was a report in, | think, one of the Sydney papers this
week in relation to people going on different routes to avoid that time of day charge on the
Sydney Harbour Bridge, was there not?

Mr Moore—Yes. Up Victoria Road and doing all sorts of strange, back street routes and so
forth.

Senator HUTCHINS—BuIt that is not unusual, people refusing to pay tolls?

Mr M oore—Very much so. It is very adaptable. Some people living in the western suburbs of
Sydney are paying $100 a week in tolls to get to work on the other side of the bridge so they are
looking at aternatives. There is no question about that.

Senator HUTCHINS—You seem to be very critical of the tax regime the federal government
has for the fringe benefits tax and other tax benefits. Clearly, the association is not atruistic. You
outlined earlier the result of that paper, which is that people do not necessarily change for what
might appear to be good. Would you like to expand on the reasons why you think it would be a
direct involvement by federal government in attacking private car use?

Mr M oore—Thank you for the question. It is a question we have been addressing for over 10
years. | think we were the first group in Australia to raise thisissue. The latest estimate is that it
is worth $1.4 billion, | think. We accept the debate that we take that $1.4 billion and do
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something else with it. But there are 100 combinations in there that we can introduce in taxation
laws. The basic question is, as you suggest; it is what people feel about it. If you have a
perception that as a train or a bus traveller in Australia you are receiving some financia
incentive to use that particular mode of transport, it may encourage you to do that. It is a lot to
do with perception. Surveys done by the University of New South Wales some years ago suggest
that 40 per cent of the cars travelling into Sydney every morning have an FTP allowance on
them.

Senator HUTCHINS—I was going to ask you to cite that. That isa UNSW survey, isit?
Mr Moore—That isright, yes. It is 2004.

Senator HUTCHINS—If you could supply that reference to the committee, that would be
appreciated.

Mr Moore—So it is more to do with perception. It is more to do with what people feel about
how they are travelling. We focus a lot on building infrastructure and creating quality public
transport systems. They are all very necessary. But we do not in Austraia particularly
concentrate a lot on taxation policy that may encourage commuters to use other forms of
transport. Other countries have done it. | think my paper addressed issues such as taxation
incentives in other parts of the world that encourage people to use other forms of transport. But |
emphasise that there are a lot of combinations in there that one could implement to take
advantage of amending that particular taxation legislation over a period of time. It is a not a
meatter of, ‘Let’s take it off next year.’ It is a matter of, ‘Well, over the next 10, 15 and 20 years
let’s amend it progressively and build on that and learn from the change in people’s behaviour.’
So | think there is an opportunity there to do other things rather than just say, ‘Look, let’s take it
off carsand let’s give it to public transport users.’

Senator HUTCHINS—Mr Moore, you talk about the external costs of road traffic rising. |
would like to ask you what evidence you have for that and ask you to explain those external
costs. Another question | have is: what might be the external costs of public transport and
subsidies and whatever else that are involved in that?

Mr Moore—Yes. It is an interesting question. | think | get asked that question once a week. |
will simplify this in the current context. In 2002-03, Australia imported 3,900,000 containers, so
our ports were busy. Our roads were busy. In four years, that grew to 5,300,000. So it is no
wonder that places like Port Botany and others are suffering congestion in the cities. Our cities
around every port are suffering congestion.

Senator HUTCHINS—The Financial Review this week showed a Smith Bros truck on there
that was very lonely.

Mr Moore—Indeed. Yes, | read the same article. Yes, it depends on the time of day
sometimes. But the growth over four years has been exponential. One suggests that that has
come off a little in the last year or s0, but there is certainly an issue out there about a lot of
containers moving around our cities that we perhaps did not know about. The issue of costs of
congestion and so forth is well-summarised in my paper. | think you will hear those figures
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guoted many timesto you, so | will not bore you with what they might be, in the kindest possible
terms.

What we are suggesting there—I had this discussion with a chap called Todd Litman last
night—is how we can bring this understanding about what the costs are to the community down
to a level the community can understand. It is all very well to say—and | heard it previously—
that $20 billion in congestion by such and such a time is a terrible thing, but the general
community just does not understand that. Mr Litman—I am sure you will come across his name
many times through your inquiry—has suggested that we should do a study that suggests the
advantages to the community might be X if it were designed in a certain way and the savings to
the residents might be Y if we did away with a second car. So bringing it down to that level, |
think, iswhat the aim should be. It is a difficult process.

| have sat through a number of these inquiries over the years, where we have said road
congestion and so forth is a terrible thing and it costs us a lot of money. But to get an
understanding within the general community what that means to the way we live and the way
our cities function is really what it is about. | am a great believer in using behaviour as an
incentive to change our travel habits. | believe you should feel the way you travel. At the
moment in Australia, when you use electricity, you feel it. You turn the light on. You know how
much it costs. If you turn the tap on, you know how much water you use. If you use your private
car, you just do not feel it. So there are opportunities there for making that behaviour very visible
to people as they use their private vehicle. Changing that perception is all too important.

Senator HUTCHINS—My final question is: in any of your member countries, do they
provide free public transport? If they do, does that incentivise people to use it, or is the level of
car use almost the same?

Mr Moore—A few countries have tried it. A few cities have tried it. A number of cities have
free public transport. Sydney has introduced bus services right now.

CHAIR—AnNd Perth.
Mr M oore—Perth aswell. It has for some time indeed.
CHAIR—We are up there.

Mr Moore—The CityCat is a great service. | use it all the time. In general terms, throughout
the community, no, it does not work. When something is free like that, it is undervalued. It is
overutilised. That is obviously a desirable thing to have. But the basic thing is that it is then
undervalued by the community. | know it has been debated in recent times that we cover the
farebox revenue, which comes in somewhere about 30 per cent of public transport costs in our
cities, such as Melbourne and Sydney and so forth, so why not make it free? Certainly our
international group would discourage any city in the world going to free public transport. It just
does not work.

Senator BACK—Mr Moore, | am only new on this committee. | have thoroughly enjoyed
your presentation. Can | ask you, firstly, have your surveys shown any indication of people’s
concerns regarding public transport or use of public transport at night because of dangers?
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Therefore, are you looking at a scenario in which you are encouraging them to use public
transport in the day but accepting that they will use private transport at night?

Mr M oore—Security on public transport is probably the No. 1 issue in many cities. In Perth,
for example, anecdotally there is a lot of evidence to suggest that Perth residents will not use
public transport because there is a perception it is unsafe. In fact, it is one of the safest systems
in the world. Again, it is perception. Unless you create the right security measures, on any
system, there is no point doing anything else. People have to feel safe. It is one of those
fundamental arms. | actually hate the term ‘public transport’. | think we should start to use the
term ‘passenger transport’ or ‘mass transit’. | think there is a greater value in those sort of
connotations.

Yes, you are right; security isthe No. 1 issue. When you get it wrong, everything else does not
work. You can have the best service, the best frequency, the best pricing and the best
convenience, but people may not feel safe. The argument in Sydney, for example, is you put
large guards on Sydney trains after seven o’clock. You get on atrain and people think, ‘There is
a problem there because there is a large guard in my carriage. There must be a problem here
because he has to be here.” So there is a balance. So you need to make it non-threatening. You do
not put them with guns on their hips and so forth. They become customer relations officers. You
do not call them guards, for example. So they are a bit like customer service officers. People feel
it after a period of time. And you educate people and you market it correctly; it is all part of the
process. Sure, they are there for security, but people do not quite feel that.

Senator BACK —My second question relates to the economy. | spent most of the last decade
in and out of the city of Mumbai. Although it was already a huge metropolis, the emergence of
the middle class was amazing. In India, particularly in the major cities of Mumbai, of course, the
ownership of a motor vehicle is a symbol. Where transport was already impossible, it has
become even more so. | think my record was five hours to get from the airport to my hotel,
where normally you would do it in 50 minutes or whatever. The observation, of course, isthat as
the economy improves, so people’s use of and ownership of private transport goes up. | am just
wondering whether your survey results, released so recently, show that the economy is on the
way down so people are looking for an alternative form of transport. | guess my question is: if
and when our economy turns around again, will the same people still own their vehicles? There
Is no point trying to sell one in this market because you cannot get a price for it. Do you believe
that we may see areturn to perhaps the convenience of private transport?

| observed the same thing in Dubai over time, although Dubai was obviously aways a
wealthier city. Nevertheless, people at lower socioeconomic ends of Dubai managed to get
motorcars and, of course, gridlocking occurred all the time. | just wonder whether the sensitivity
is due to not only the economy but also people’s perception of whether they should be spending
or saving.

Mr Moore—I think you are right. While in the last six months we have experienced petrol
going down, we have retained patronage. In compass with that is the downturn in the economy.
Which factor is influencing the most we honestly do not know. We have a feeling there may be a
change out there. The opportunity we are using through this change in patronage habits isto sart
to encourage other opportunities for expanding public transport. That is our reason for making
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detailed submissions to inquiries with this and putting our detailed submissions into
Infrastructure Australia.

| think we also have to gtart to focus. Transport is just part of a city. When we start to think
about transport, we start to think about how our cities function. You are right: Mumbai and
Dubai and so forth are moving towards higher car ownership. My Secretary-General was here
last Monday and he told me about the $2,000 cars that Tata are going to build and soon release in
India.

Senator BACK—That isright.

Mr M oore—People, as they get wealthy, will buy that car, of course. Dubai and India realise
very, very well that before that happens they need to create quality public transport systems and
perhaps encourage people to not buy the $2,000 car. They ill are. That is the way it has
developed in China and it is the way it will develop in India. But transport is part of the way
citieswork; that iswhat it is about. | think we have an opportunity here in Australia. We debated
this on Monday moving away from this two- to five-year view about how we can build
infrastructure. We are about to have some announcements from Infrastructure Australia about
what they are going to do. But what we perhaps need to take into account is what our cities
might look like in 20, 30 or 50 years and what the transport might look like to support those
cities. That is where, | think, the opportunity for inquiries such as this are. It can direct the
debate for the results in that time.

It is all very well for Infrastructure Australia to come up with a list in a week or so that it is
going to spend $12 hillion on a metro here and so forth. That is very good. But another, larger
part to thisis, “Well, if we're going to do this, what effect will it have on the design and the way
our cities work in that length of time? | discussed this with Peter Newman when he was
appointed as board member. He said to me, ‘Don’'t come to me with just the engineering project.
I will look at it, but | am not really interested. What | am interested in is how that project might
support the way a city will work.’

CHAIR—We are actually meeting with Peter Newman on Monday. He will be addressing this
committee.

Mr M oore—He has the right idea. We have encouraged our members, in their submissions to
Infrastructure Australia, to frame it that way. | think it is now a realisation. Other cities around
the world are doing it—Dubai, Abu Dhabi, Mumbai. Every major city in the world is doing it, it
appesars, except us.

Senator BACK—This is my final question. It is very brief. What have we got to learn from
Singapore? Again, your notes mention, quite correctly, that a licence to have a vehicle is about
three times the value of the vehicle. But there still is upward increasing pressure. Is there
anything we can learn from Singapore?

Mr M oore—You create the right system and people will use it. You price it correctly. If you
encourage people to use it, they will use it. We can talk about creating wonderful public
transport systems here and people will move into them. They will not a the moment because we
do not have them. Singapore took a decision many, many years ago to create quality public
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transport systems—a decent metro, a decent light rail, a decent bus. | sat in a discussion on
Monday in Sydney. We were talking about what the metro should look like or whether it should
be light rail or a bus down George Street or whatever. The answer isit is all of them. Some time
we are going to do the lot. It does not really matter what we start with. For goodness sake, let us
get on with it. We even talked about doing another light rail study in Sydney and | nearly
choked, to be honest. The bureaucrats in Sydney—I will not mention names—were talking about
doing another light rail study in Sydney. | can remember four that | have been involved with. It
Is unnecessary. We just need to get on with it.

Senator LUDL AM—Thanks very much for your presentation. | will turn our focus away
from Australia since you have a rather unique perspective. Of the cities that you have studied
and of the membership that you have, what are your favourites? What do your favourite public
transport systems or cities around the world have in common at a high level?

Mr Moore—A longer view of things. These things do not happen quickly. Places like Toronto
and Ottawa created a quality bus system. They decided that 20 or 30 years ago. They took a
decision at that time to do it. They changed their roads policy, for example. Transport for London
decided a long, long time ago not to expand or widen or build any more roads. Those sorts of
policies were written into law. The way London works a the moment with the tube and the way
Madrid works at the moment with the tube, you could not imagine those cities functioning if
someone 20 or 30 years ago had not made a decision to actualy do it.

There are no best examples that really stand out above all others. If you travel on the London
tube for a period of time, you are amazed that it functions to the level of reliability it does with
the number of people that they take on it. Madrid is the same. But inevitably what | find isthat it
comes down to, for example, in Madrid in 1988, the Lord Mayor of Madrid said, ‘We're going to
build a metro,” and they did. Go to South America to Bogota, for example, where the Lord
Mayor in that city decided, ‘Well, this city is not functioning. How can we do it cheap? We'll
create a very high quality BRT system,” and he did. He actually got run out of the country. He
livesin New York now and he is a professor in New York.

CHAIR—It was that successful, was it?

Mr Moore—Yes. It was that successful. We have had him presenting a some of our
conferences. His life was threatened if he went ahead with the project, but he was so committed
to it that he built it and left. And the results are that the city functions. There are some great
examples around the world with making better use of what is already there, with realigning the
policy that is there. But it inevitably comes down to one or two individuals who say, ‘We shall.’
Livingstone in London, for example, introduced the congestion charge. When he proposed that,
he was lobbied very hard in February 2001, | think it was. We did aworld congress in that time.
He said to us, ‘If | get thiswrong, | will only be here three months. But | feel so strongly that
because London traffic is now moving at nine miles an hour, slower than a horse and cart, |
suspect that something has to be done.” So he took the very brave decision to do it.

CHAIR—I haveto tell you | wasthere last year and | would have killed to be doing nine mile
an hour, it was that slow, unfortunately.

Senator HUTCHINS—I have done five.
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Mr Moore—But it does come down a lot to making the decision to get on with it. | think you
will hear these views from people like Peter Newman in Australia, who will suggest to you, like
| am, that it does not really matter what project we pick in Sydney at the moment because
inevitably in the next 50 years they are all going to be built. We call it a concept of seamless
mobility. It isabit like if you travel here by car today, your car isin the car park or you will get
picked up. You will not have to think about interfacing with that car, getting in the car and going
to the airport or whatever. It isjust there. It is complicated, but it is just there. If you chose to get
abusto the airport tonight from here, you would really have to think about it. So introducing the
concept of seamless mobility into passenger transport and making it as good as the private
motorcar is the ultimate aim. It is pricing and it is infrastructure. It is a whole lot of things, but
that isthe aim.

Senator LUDLAM—What are we missing in Australia? We are not stupid. We have some
very, very talented researchers, policymakers and thinkers, some of whom we have already heard
from and some of whom we will. What are we doing wrong? What are the key things that are
missing?

Mr M oore—We ask that question amongst our group in the forums we create. The debate is
becoming a lot more focused. You are right; there are enough experts and enough very clever
people in and around Australia to make it work better. | think we have been to some extent
conned. We have been conned into believing that we can solve most of these problems—thisis
not anti-road or ant-car—by continuing to do the same thing we have been doing for 50 years
and that problem will be solved. | think the surveys we are seeing right now suggest that the
community is actually waking up to the fact that we do not believe this much any more. We have
had a policy of building freeways and roads and focusing our atention on improving the travel
with the motorcar and congestion is not getting any better. It really is a point, | think, where the
community is saying, ‘Let’s perhaps try something different.’ | think that what is missing is the
community will to change it. You guys reflect the will of the community; that is your job. | think
the will of the community is, ‘Make it more convenient for me. Build more freeways. Make it
easier for me.” But it has reached the point now where we cannot. Petrol went up to $1.50 and
people in the community realised, ‘Well, it really is costing me a lot of money to use my private
motorcar.’

| think there is an opportunity right now to say, ‘We are at a point where we have an
opportunity to modify the way we live over the next 50 years but we' ve got to start somewhere.”’
There are specific things we need to do. It isthings like travel behaviour, it is pricing, it is better
infrastructure, it is better vehicles, it is better security, as you suggest.

Senator HUTCHINS—Planning? Would you say planning?

Mr M oore—Better planning. It isall those things. There is no magic bullet, as you well know,
| am sure. There isno magic bullet. There are alot of things required.

Senator LUDLAM—We have a very complex institutional structure in Australia between
local government, state government and the Commonwealth government, with different
responsibilities that overlap sometimes. In the context of the federal government considering
whether it wants to spend for the first time in quite a while, are there institutional arrangements
that you suggest we should be looking at to make that happen?
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Mr Moore—Indeed. The old debate that the Commonwealth should get involved in public
transport and provide infrastructure funds is an admirable aim. But | think there is an opportunity
when we do that—and we are going to do it—to link it. If the states decide to take that
infrastructure money, what are they going to use to operate that money, in simple terms? So it is
creating those linkages. If you provide infrastructure money, the states provide the operating
money to do something with it.

Institutional arrangements are a key part of the way this is going to be solved. You will hear a
lot about that in speakers that will follow me. Setting up those correct institutional arrangements
Is a fundamental part of what this inquiry must be about, | suggest. It is a great opportunity
through Infrastructure Australia to say, ‘Look, we are providing funding for metro Sydney, for
example, so how are we going to operate it? So it is putting the state and the Commonwesalth
together to decide, ‘Well, infrastructure is so much. What are we going to use to operate this?
What clever financing mechanism are we going to operate the metro with?

| will give you a great example at the moment. It is Southern Cross station. | heard it spoken
about by the previous speakers. Southern Cross station is not arailway station. It is a shopping
centre. If you get the opportunity to talk to the chap who runs—

Senator LUDLAM —Thisisin Melbourne?

Mr Moore—In Melbourne, yes. If you get the opportunity to talk to a chap called Mr Walker,
who runs Southern Cross station, get him to take you on a 20-minute tour through the station to
explain the financing of it. The key to it is—thisis a great example of institutional arrangements
in the private sector—when they built that station, there was to be no other shopping centre to be
created other than Southern Cross station. So everybody who lives in Docklands or shops from
Docklands has to shop at his shopping centre. He has the sporting facilities there, so he has
traffic in and out and through his shopping centre and so forth. The Victorian government said to
him, *You can have that but you’'ve got to give it back to usin 35 years the way you found it and
you’ ve got to make money out of it’, and he has.

If you scale that up to the way the Commonwealth and the states could operate in establishing
infrastructure in Australia, that is a great model. There is a dollar being made there. The
government has a $700 million facility that is beautiful. The community in Melbourne lovesiit. It
has changed the structure of the city. Docklands has opened up purely through the $700 million
being spent on Southern Cross station. You could scale that up. When we create the funds from
Infrastructure Australia, and we will spend money on metros or whatever around Australia, the
key point of that is how we link that to operating it in each of the cities. What institutional
arrangements and what financing arrangements will there be? | am not clever enough to suggest
how that is done; there are many people who can structure that correctly. That is the key point of
where that money will be spent effectively. So that is where we should concentrate upon right
NOW.

Out of that will come the way a city will work. Docklands, again, is a great example of how
that community will work over the next 30 or 50 years. But the key to it is it is not a railway
station. It is a shopping centre. It is very clever.
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Senator LUDLAM—That is very interesting. We focus necessarily quite a bit on
metropolitan, city based public transport because that is where 80 per cent of Australians live.
Have you got anything you would like to share on regional public transport and good models?

Mr Moore—Yes. Victoria, again, is a great example. The previous minister there, Peter
Batchelor, spent a lot of money creating a regional ral network in Victoria and it works.
Patronage on V/Line is growing exponentially, like every other public transport system around
Australia. People now commute from Bendigo, Ballarat and Traralgon to work in Melbourne.
They come into Docklands, go to the footy on a Friday night, get on a train at 11 o’clock and
they are home at quarter to 12.

It creates energy within regional areas. It rgjuvenates regional areas. | know that the minister
at the time was openly criticised about why he was spending nearly a hillion dollars on a
regional rail system that is going nowhere. He has a longer term view of what this is about. He
has a 30- to 50-year view about what Ballarat, Bendigo, Geelong and Traralgon will look like,
perhaps, in those times when the train service is not running at 120 kilometres an hour but is
running at 300 kilometres an hour. So that is the opportunity to take that longer term view.
Again, it isagreat model for taking a 30- to 50-year view of the way public transport works.

Senator LUDL AM—Having had the benefits of travelling on a Japanese bullet train last year,
what is the possibility, realistically, for a system like that, at least up the east coast of Australia?

Mr Moore—Yes. It isashame, isit not, that in 1985 it cost $4% hillion and we did not do it.
Senator BACK—Yes, it is.

Mr M oore—Absolutely negligent. But the opportunity is still there. | tell people, *What isthe
most profitable airline route in the world? It is Sydney to Melbourne. For passengers, that is the
most profitable airline route in the entire world and it still is. There is the opportunity to put a
decent train system in there that runs a three-hour trip from Sydney to Melbourne. Again, when
the last VFT inquiry was on, | appeared before the committee. My submission was based on,
‘What is the first bit we want to build from Brisbane to Adelaide? We want to build Sydney to
Melbourne. In 50 years, we will have a high-speed link from Adelaide to Brisbane and
encompassing that will be maybe a freight line up the middle. But we have to start somewhere.
Let us start somewhere that is profitable. Sydney to Melbourne is profitable. The economics are
there. They till are. With double decker stacking on freight trains and so forth and taking some
of that traffic out of Sydney airport so it is not overcrowded, we would not have to build a
second runway. Taking some pressure off those areas through a decent train system is there. The
hard bit is how we finance it and how we do it. As | said, that is the difficult bit.

Senator BACK—And the price goes up every year.

Mr M oore—Indeed. | am not sure what the price is now. It was $4% billion in 1988. | suspect
it is closer to $50 billion now. But it is still possible. As | said, the opportunity is there to create
that first bit in the east coast network of a VFT system for Australia. It is there.
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Senator LUDLAM—I want to turn to funding. Are there any benchmarks internationally
about what proportion of funding, either benchmarked against GDP or against road funding per
capita or whatever? What should we be spending on public transport?

Mr Moore—There is a very good study out called the Mobility in cities database. It is by
UITP. | will make it available to you. It compares about 500 cities around the world. The
overwhelming conclusion is that those who concentrate on mass transit, passenger transport or
public transport have a greater economic value. That iswhy Singapore works. That iswhy Hong
Kong works. That is why London works. That is why places like Sydney and Melbourne do not
work so well at the moment. It is a no-brainer. | am surprised that we till continue to debate the
economic benefits of mass transit in cities. My Secretary-General on Monday and Tuesday in
Sydney said to me, ‘My goodness. Sydney could be a much better place to live if we made some
right decisions 20 or 30 years ago.” And he is right. We are losing that international
competitiveness. Companies are going to other places besides Sydney, Melbourne and so forth.
Transport is a major part. If a company has a large number of employees and it is not easy for
those employees to move around in Sydney and they cannot locate an employment centre close
to where a transport node might be, they will look elsewhere.

My son lives in London. He has been there two years. The primary decision for where he
works is where the transport link is. Before he will apply for a job, he saysto me, ‘ The first thing
| look at is where the closest tube station is. If it is not close to where the work is, | don't even
look at it.” That iswhere we are at the moment. My daughter in Sydney is the same. She will not
live or work in places that are not close to transport. That is what the younger community is
looking at.

Senator BACK—That isinteresting, isn't it?

Senator LUDLAM—You mentioned a study just before. | do not expect you to have the
numbers in your head. Does that provide some indications generically of what leading countries
are spending on public transport as a proportion of their budgets?

Mr M oore—It does indeed. It is quite detailed. | think it is probably the best thing that UITP
has ever done. | will make it available to you. It is excellent material for what you are going to
portray in your report, | suspect.

CHAIR—Mr Moore, | just want to clarify one thing. You said that the Victorians or the
Melburnians can come out of the footy at 11 o’clock and be home by quarter to 12. Let me tell
you that if you are down in Geelong and the members are celebrating and having a few beers and
you miss the 8.10 from South Geelong, you are walking.

Mr Moore—Particularly if Geelong loses. It is atwo-way street.

CHAIR—I just had to get that in for the Geelong footy club. Mr Moore, with your vast
experience in international transportation, | would be interested to hear a direct answer. | know
you will not hold back. What we saw in the last two days in Sydney and Brisbane, and we will
see in Perth and Melbourne, looks like a patchwork of bits and pieces put together. I am not
condemning Australia’s public transport. | think we have done a wonderful job in most places.
But we talked about integration and we talked about integrating not only cyclists and walkers
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and park and ride, which | notice you comment on in your submission. There is buses meeting
trains and the timetables all matching. Then we talk about encouraging people to ride their bikes
maybe part of the journey. But | notice in Perth, for a classic example, you ride your bike but
you cannot put it on the train in the peak hours. That is a disincentive, | would suggest,
straightaway. | think it is crazy in itself. Do you reckon as a country we have had a fair dinkum
crack at integrating our public transport services?

Mr Moore—You would think so. Some of it is easy. Bike storage is at Perth station. For
goodness sake, let us make it free. Let us create some decent lockers so that you just roll into the
station and you put your bike there. It takes three seconds to do it. It is locked up. It is free and
you feel safe to get on the train and your bike is okay for the rest of the day. | notice you talked
about bus transport to Perth station. The reason it does not work is that it is inadequate. There are
not enough of them. They do not go down enough roads frequently enough for people to use
them. With park and ride in Perth—if you do not get to, for example, Wanneroo at half past
seven in the morning, you will not get a park.

Senator BACK —Seven o' clock.

Mr Moore—That isright. It is getting worse. So the solution to that is not to build multistorey
car parks in Perth railway station. The solution is to create some decent bus systemsto go up and
down the thoroughfare. And let us market it correctly. Let us tell people about it. TravelSmart is
in Perth. | am sure you have heard lots about how good TravelSmart is. It is good. But it will
work if we also align it with a decent bus system to bring people to Perth railway stations.

CHAIR—My part of the world down there in the south, in the real part of Perth, in Fremantle,
is damned good.

Mr Moore—It is. Perth bus services are excellent.
CHAIR—It isand | am not knocking it.

Mr M oore—It works well. But places like Wanneroo and the northern suburbs of Perth are
not so good. Around Joondalup is not so good. That is why people do not use it. Perth is a great
example. They have done a bit of it. The southern rail extension is absolutely wonderful. But we
have not done the other bit to it, and that is creating the linkages to it. We have not created the
right pricing message. We have not created the right bicycle storage with it. We have not told
people that if we create that bicycle storage, by the way, it is free and it is that easy.

CHAIR—Mr Moore, what is coming out in Brisbane and Sydney loud and clear to the
committee is that in the areas that would most depend upon public transport, the outer areas
where the cheaper housing is usually situated with younger families, we cannot even get the
planning right. When | say ‘we’, councils versus state versus the transport companies or
whatever—I will defend the bus industry here—are not part of the planning process. It is great to
have these wonderful new suburbs pop up. You have roundabouts that no long vehicle can get
through. They are just crazy.

Mr Moore—It is. That is the 50-year thing that has to change. Perth is building what | call
strip housing. When you live in Perth, you want to live near the beach and you want to live—
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CHAIR—I was actually bagging Brisbane and Sydney.

Mr M oore—Indeed. It is the same situation. We are creating strip housing because the land is
cheap and it is convenient and it is quick and we solve a quick problem called the housing
shortage. What we need is some strength in planning laws. Perhaps we should make them laws
instead of just guidelines or planning principles. Perhaps it should be written into the legislation
that we do not build those things any more. We just do not and we make it a law that we do not.
That could be an admirable outcome of an inquiry such as this, | suggest. It is out there. | am
sure property developers and others say, ‘Well, that isimpinging on our rightsto develop land in
an expeditious way so we solve the housing shortage.” Sure, in the short term they are going to
create problems. But we are going to have this debate in 10 years in the same committee that we
still have problems with building strip housing in Brisbane, Perth and elsewhere. We will. So an
outcome of this committee, | strongly suggest, is that we make those particular processes part of
the law of this nation.

Other countries have done it. Transport for London have written into law no more road
widening, no more freeways. In some parts it is difficult. As you suggest, some parts of London
are gridlocked. But think about what it might be if we just let it happen for the next 30 or 50
years in the same way. It istime for large change. We have been tinkering at the edges with a lot
of policy for a long time. A statistic that brought it home to me very recently was some work
done by the Bus and Coach Association of Victoria. It said, ‘If we're serious about climate
change, at the moment about 70 to 90 per cent of all travel in Australia is done by the private
motorcar. If we are to reduce emissions by 20 per cent by somewhere between 2020 and 2030,
encompassed with a number of other measures like fuel efficiency and all those nice things we
are going to have, private car travel needs to come down to 20 per cent.” You might suggest that
Is impossible socially, economically and politically. But if we are serious about these sorts of
things, they are the sort of targets we are now facing. It is not a matter of tinkering with three or
five per cent here or whatever. They are the targets. They are the implications of what we are
facing with climate change and the way passenger transport might be impacted upon.

When | put that statistic up to people, they say, ‘ That’s impossible. It’s absolutely impossible
to achieve that.” Yes, one might suggest it is. We can argue that getting a 50 per cent reduction in
emissions by 2050 is an admirable target, but it will not happen unless we get private car travel
to somewhere down around that figure. That is afact of life.

CHAIR—In your submission and your opening statement you did touch on that. There are a
number of ways. Certainly there isthe stick and carrot—to offer incentives. There is also another
angle to offer disincentives, is there not?

Mr M oore—Indeed, there is. That is a part of it. It isa carrot and stick approach. It is not all
about cresting the right incentives. It is creating the right disincentives and doing it intelligently
so it ispolitically sellable. It isall very well to say that we will introduce road pricing in Sydney.
It will not happen at the moment because there is no alternative. There is no point putting a
congestion charge in the middle of Sydney at the moment because there is no alternative that
people can use. No politician is going to do that. No economist is going to do that at the moment.
One needs to create the alternative before one puts the pricing message in there that, ‘By the
way, you can't bring your car into George Street any more. But, by the way, there's no other
aternative available to you.’
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CHAIR—We need to wind up because of the time. But we also have to have a public
transport system that is sustainable, safe and efficient.

Mr Moore—That is the other three of the 47 that is required. You are right. They are good
words. They really are, and they are all required. | agree with you. You will hear those words 50
times in the time you go around Australia. And they are all very required. | hope that the
outcome of this committee focuses on things like relating infrastructure money to the way we
spend it in the states and how we operate that money in states. The Southern Cross station
example is a great opportunity to scale that up to Commonwealth-state relations to make it work
so people make money. So we have an outcome in 30 or 50 years where a community has
created it and it works.

| would discourage you strongly from saying, ‘Look, we' ve created a metro in Sydney. That’s
the end of the debate.’ It is just the beginning. It is one of the 47 things that we need to do.
Linking that with how we operate the metro in Sydney is a part of it. When you hear from Peter
Newman, he will talk about the way cities work and the way this money should be spent. Thisis
just the first part of it. If we are to make our cities work and be comparable to Singapore, Dubai
and Mumbai and those other places, let us start now. Singapore started in the mid-1980s. Dubai
started 10 years ago. Mumbai is just starting. We have not started. That is the failing of it. We
just have not garted.

CHAIR—We should see it as an opportunity, not a challenge.

Mr Moore—Yes. We can all put up our hands and say, ‘This is all too hard’ and say, ‘We'll
never achieve a 20 per cent reduction in emissions by reducing private car use.” We can all say
that is impossible. | do not abide by that view. | do not accept that view. It has to dart
somewhere and it has to start with one of 50 things—sustainable transport, through to security
through to TravelSmart through to pricing. All those 50 things are required. But let us get on
with it.

CHAIR—On that, Mr Moore, you have won me. On behalf of the committee, thank you very
much for your assistance today.

Mr M oore—Thank you.
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[5.01 pm|
APPS, Mr Michael Shane, Executive Director, BusIndustry Confederation of Australia

NEELAGAMA, Mr lsuru Chinthana, Communications and Policy M anager, Bus Industry
Confederation of Australia

CHAIR—Welcome. Mr Apps, do you wish to make a brief opening statement before we go to
guestions?

Mr Apps—Yes, | will make a quick one. | will give some quick background. The Bus
Industry Confederation represents not only bus and coach operators but also bus and coach
manufacturers, hence the confederation context. So we have a broad church and represent both
those interests.

We welcome this inquiry as a good sart to a discussion about where public transport in
Australia might be heading and how it might be managed in the future. The Bus Industry
Confederation, since its establishment in Canberra only seven years ago, has basically adopted a
role of trying to engage the Commonwealth in identifying what itsrole in public transport is so it
Is welcome to see this inquiry and see this kind of discussion starting to come along. We have
had previous inquiries where similar discussions were had. We hope this ends up with some
recommendations that move forward to some real deliverables.

| guess the basis upon which we see the Commonwealth becoming involved in public
transport is that the current transport systems as they operate are unsustainable. By that, | mean
that the cods of our existing transport systems, be it congestion or climate change, pollution or
road accidents, far outweighs any revenue we are collecting from registration or other road
gathering revenue systems. So basically it is unsustainable. The states, until now, have pretty
much moved along in a way that is really a patchwork approach to public transport, where they
have added bits and pieces along as they went without any real strategic view about what they
aretrying to achieve.

| think that is exactly where we come from in the Bus Industry Confederation. We think the
Commonwealth has a strategic role and a strategic policy role in actually identifying what level
of service or mobility an Australian citizen deserves, whether they live in atown of 10 or a city
of two million, and what kind of world-class public transport system, based on that, we should
deliver. First of all, we have to understand what outcome we are seeking. | think if you look at
where the states have gone, largely because of that patchwork approach, there has been no
strategy behind a long-term view of what outcome we are seeking. Hence there is the situation
now, where in outer metropolitan areas, where that urban sprawl is occurring, the transport
planning that has gone into place has not occurred. The people who are most in need of transport
options other than their three cars, which they are forced to have, are actually receiving the
fewest services. The closer you get to the city and the harbour, you might say, you find the best
services being provided.
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State by state there are variations. Some are better than others. But in general we think it is
time that the Commonwealth took a broad overarching policy and strategic role in public
transport and how we move people. It is not good enough for the Commonwealth to have a
national freight strategy but not a national moving people strategy that runs in parallel. It is not
just about buses; it is about trains, trams, ferries, cycling and walking. | think our submission
pretty much outlines a range of recommendations in the areas that we see the Commonwealth
should be involved. That is certainly not in the delivery of services. That is one area where the
states need to actually come to the party. Getting them to deliver more and better and more
reliable and efficient services might be an area where the Commonwealth could have some
influence. He who has the gold makes the rules. | will leave it at that.

Senator LUDLAM—I will start with the manufacturing side of things. Have you got arough
idea of the levels of employment in your industry across all the different sectors you represent?
How many jobs does that represent?

Mr Apps—It is around 30,000 directly. We would probably say it is more at 40,000. That has
not been updated. It is actually quite a difficult number to get. It is 30,000 to 40,000 directly and
probably up to 50,000 to 60,000 indirectly because alot of flow-on industries work off the edges
of the manufacturing sector in particular, such as seat manufacturers, windscreens, flooring and
fabric. So it is around that mark. | guess our view is based on the rates of public transport
patronage increases over the past 10 years. Based on a 5 per cent increase over the next five
years, 5 per cent per year increases, we would expect that up to 10,000 new jobs could be
created in that period based on the appropriate funding of services and the current trends that
relate to increases in PT patronage. | say conservative because last year Melbourne, for example,
had a 12 per cent increase in patronage. We base that 10,000 jobs on a5 per cent increase, just to
be conservative.

Senator LUDL AM—At what point is there some kind of economies of scale threshold where
we can provide for a larger proportion of manufacturing locally? | understand we are importing
bulk components and chassis and so on into Australia at the moment.

Mr Apps—I will put it simply. Ninety-five per cent of the buses out on the road—they are the
large buses—have European chassis. That is just the chassis rails, the wheels, the engine and the
steering wheel. There is no seat, just the buggy, as they call it. It is a shortened buggy. All of the
rest of it is manufactured here by the industry itself. So everything from the sheet metal to the
flooring to the seats is manufactured here. They are manufactured and put together here. Most of
those parts are manufactured here as well except possibly the air conditioning units. So it is a
large industry. It is a very underestimated one. This year is their largest manufacturing year in
history. They had 1,500 buses on the production line last year. It is expected to be the same next
year.

Senator LUDL AM—I reckon that in the current political climate it would be greet if you are
able to provide the committee with the most accurate estimates of the jobs and the jobs growth
potential that you are able to, | think. It would be really helpful.

Mr Apps—We can provide that.
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Senator LUDLAM—This is a bit of a lateral question. From a manufacturing point of view,
how much crossover isthere? What is the ability if we got into light rail? There are a number of
proposals around the country. What are the crossovers in skill sets in engineering capabilities in
making rail cars for light or heavy rail?

Mr Apps—That isagood question. | have never been asked that before. | do not think the bus
manufacturing sector, or the way they are set up, would be in a position to move into that area, if
that is your question. They are just not geared. It is a whole different structure. | do not know
whether you have been up to Maryborough.

CHAIR—You need arailway line.

Mr Apps—It is a whole different production process. And they do it differently in different
factories around Australia for buses as well. There might be some transfer of skills, but | do not
think the bus manufacturing sector is probably in a position to step out in that direction. But |
have never asked the question before either, so | could be wrong.

Senator LUDLAM—That is all right. 1 probably should have given you some notice. It
sounds as though we could not just spark up overnight. It would take quite a bit of retooling and
reskilling to get into that industry. Do you see an opportunity in the short and medium term for
increased manufacturing capacity here in Australia?

Mr Apps—At the moment, the bus manufacturing sector is probably operating pretty much at
full capacity. One of the uncertainties in the bus manufacturing sector is the timing upon which
the largely state governments generate contracts which therefore require more buses. We would
usually call it seasonal. It can be a bit up and down. So factories are a little reticent on occasions
to gear right up or build bigger factories because in three years, after these sort of high runs have
occurred, they might be back down to 800 buses. So there is a bit of argy-bargy and uncertainty
about how far they should go in the context of gearing up for more production. A lot of them
would like to, but they need that longer term certainty about the number of vehicles that are
going to be produced. There were 480 announced last week in New South Wales out of the blue,
but next year or in the next three years it might be 100. So those uncertainties are difficult.

Part of the problem is that there is no strategic view about the mobility outcome that states are
looking for, so they react to spikes in patronage demand based on a range of factors. So when we
had the spike in fuel prices to $1.50, there was a large rush to use public transport. Services
could not meet the demands. So we have now seen a reaction where lots of states have gone in to
get more vehicles produced to meet that expected demand or the lack of capacity that they have.
The outcome that people are seeking with regard to how we move people will not be delivered in
the context of alack of real policy focus on what istrying to be achieved.

Senator LUDLAM—My last question is: what kind of policy framework is the industry
looking for going forward?

Mr Apps—I guess at the highest level, as | have said, the policy framework has to come not
only from the top but also from the bottom. But the Commonwealth, except for the Better Cities
Program, where there was a bit of a move into public transport, really has never been involved
and has largely said it is a state issue. There are some little programs around the edges.
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TravelSmart has received some federal funding. It is a good program but it is mickey mouse
money and it should have had much more effort and dollars put into it if it was ever going to
really do something. So there needs to be, number one, | guess, a national moving people
strategy, which the federal department of transport or infrastructure, you would expect, would
have arolein.

However, there is a policy vacuum in the context of how we move people. There is nothing
going on within that department that would suggest they have any role in that side of things.
Without any leadership from the federal department, it is very difficult. The current minister has
moved some way down over the track over the first 12 months or a bit longer of this government
to try to address some of those issues. First of all, we need a Commonwealth view about a
national moving people strategy that addresses the issues we would say are in the national
interest, which are urban congestion, climate change, social exclusion and isolation and road
safety et cetera. There is a range of issues of national interest, and there is a need for a
Commonwealth policy on how public transport might be part of that solution, but it does not
exist. So it needs some federal Commonwealth leadership and a minister to champion it and a
department to think they have arole.

Senator LUDL AM —Thank you very much.

Senator HUTCHINS—Mr Apps, does your confederation know how much money is
allocated to public transport in Australia? I's this enough in the context of what we have been told
arerising levels of demand for public transport?

Mr Apps—I do have that somewhere here. The numbers are not at hand.
Senator HUTCHINS—I hope you have.

Mr Apps—The total amount of money varies from state to state. Rather than going from state
to state, | will probably give you—

Senator HUTCHINS—Just the total, yes.

Mr Apps—The total is about $20 billion. That is just my quick add-up here. They have
broken it down by state here. So it is $5.8 billion in Western Australia and $38 billion proposed
in Victoria. |1 could give you those figures, which | think we articulated. From a federal
perspective, it is $1.8 billion on public transport, which was basically the Better Cities Program
way back. Since then it has been really more about investment in roads and about $58 billion,
but there is no specific funding at a Commonwealth level. The states are largely left to fund the
delivery of services and the contractual arrangements with operators themselves.

Senator HUTCHINS—ASs | said, we have been told that there has been rising demand for
public transport because of rising fuel prices. You mentioned either $60 billion or $20 billion.
From your experience or your industry’s experience, what is probably the real cost to try to meet
that rising demand?

Mr Apps—I guess the current money that has been expended is catch-up and not long term. It
Is actually catch-up to meet those increases in demand. It is more money that is based on a
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prediction of what the trends might be. | suggest that it probably needs to be more like $100
billion to $150 billion on top of the $60 hillion if we want to be serious and get it right. That
includes, in some senses, specific dollars for public transport infrastructure, not just the delivery
of the services.

Senator HUTCHINS—How would that be translated, say, to the part of your members who
are private bus operators? How would you see Commonwealth involvement if you had the ideal
world? Would they be supplying your members with a fund like some sort of subsidy for bus
fares in south-western or western Sydney, for example?

Mr Apps—AsI| said, | think we see the Commonwealth’s role as assisting the operators of the
industry in a fairly high-level, strategic policy sense. So it would be looking at providing
incentives for private operators to invest and purchase new buses, be that an investment
allowance or a further acceleration of depreciation. That will encourage the states to look at
providing more services because they are getting a benefit from the operator in its capacity to
purchase more vehicles. | guess we see you helping operators by providing or investigating the
opportunities to look at the taxation system and how you might incentivise the use of public
transport to have an impact on patronage. Alternatively, taxation could come in the form of
income tax deductions based on periodic tickets, which is the Canadian model. Or you could
look at expanding the existing FBT arrangements for cars to alowing employers to use them for
public transport passes—an annual pass or form of FBT benefit that an employer can provide an
employer.

Beyond that we have looked at the cost of at least a demonstration project in free public
transport. That would largely be based around the federal government looking at subsidising the
farebox collections that the states currently collect, which does not cover their costs at all. One-
fifth of the cost of running the vehicle is going to come from the farebox. But if the federal
government said, ‘We'll subsidise your farebox on the basis you provide free public transport,
that is part of our contribution.” There is always a debate about whether that has an effect on
patronage and what happens. But that is why we suggest maybe the opportunity is there to have
a demonstration project or look a how that might work. | think our submission outlines a range
of areas in which we think the Commonwealth should be involved. There should be a serious
look, for example, at road pricing and how that might effectively work and whether congestion
taxes and charges are areality and where you might end up with those.

Senator HUTCHINS—This is probably my final question. | know on the border of New
South Wales and Queensland there has been a problem with the weight restrictions of buses. |
think the suspension is not taken into account when they go over the weighbridges. You might
want to expand on that for the committee. Are there other examples of different state regulations
for even, say, how buses pass for registration that might encourage a national approach or give
us reasons why there should be some sort of inquiry by the department of infrastructure and
transport to look at harmonising some of these state regimes?

Mr Apps—I guess there are two key areas in that context. First of all, the industry for quite
some time has had an issue in relation to the mass of buses, particularly two axle buses. Over the
past decade, the tare weight of these buses has increased as they have been required to have air
conditioning.

RURAL AND REGIONAL AFFAIRSAND TRANSPORT



Thursday, 19 March 2009 Senate RRA&T 33

CHAIR—When you say two axle, you mean two drive axles?

Mr Apps—No. Just two axles. They are predominantly the workhorse of the industry. Once
you get into your three axle and four axle big coaches, they do not have as many mass problems
because the axles cover it off. But the two axle, which has been pretty much the workhorse over
the past decade, has increased in tare weight as a result of government requirements largely, such
as disability access. So the low floor chassis have ended up heavier. The fact they have to kneel
provides more weight on the front so they can come down to let people on. There are air-
conditioning units. The most recent emission standards for Australian design rules have added
weight to the engines because of a whole range of noise encapsulation and other factors that
need to go into the engine. There is another tank in there, for example, in some of these engines.

So over that decade, the weight of the vehicle has increased but the actual gross vehicle mass
has stayed the same. Basically, 10 to 15 per cent of the time that those vehicles are full, they are
operating illegally. They are over 16 tonnes. So they are your route and school services. They are
not such a big deal because they do not get weighed. But there is a legal issue there. Murrays
Coaches drives here basically every day. They are full and are getting done at Marulan bus
station. So there is an issue there, particularly for the interstate coach operators who are using
these two axle vehicles. If it is full with the Tongan rugby team and they have their bags, they
are overweight. So we have been seeking some—

Senator HUTCHINS—Their lunchboxes.

Mr Apps—So we have been looking for at least some agreement to say if the weight is 18
tonnes—which is what the chassis are actually specced to; the European chassis are specced to
carry 18 tonnes—we would, number one, be operating legally. Number two, there may be some
scope within that envelope to increase some capacity. More broadly, | guess, another concern is
that we have various arrangements in different states which allow different types and styles of
buses to operate. So, for example, a 13.5 or a 14.5 metre coach that can operate under what they
would call a controlled access regime, which effectively means the operator determines the route
to make sure it can go around certain corners, can operate in New South Wales and Queensland
but they cannot operate in Victoria. So there is this impact across borders. These vehicles are
crossing borders all the time. Most of the time, it isignored. But there are issues.

CHAIR—What if there was a prang?

Mr Apps—Well, they are the issues. So there are these legal issues that underpin the
industry’s vulnerability. That is why we say that for an 18 tonner we would be legal. That issue
IS separate. The other one is we need to review the existing vehicle fleet and what is allowed to
operate in each of the states and then at least agree nationally how they can operate on a broader
basis so we get some uniformity. It has an impact on the manufacturing sector. We end up having
to muck about with different types of vehicles and configurations. But it also affects operators,
particularly when they want to on-sell their vehicles or they want to travel across the border.

So they are two issues. Beyond that, the industry is very interested in looking at innovative,
high-capacity vehicles to address some of the public transport patchwork issues we are faced
with. So look outside the traditional box and you see the bus and look at some 25 metre
biarticulated buses that ook almost like a tram on wheels and have as good dynamics. But there
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arerestrictions on how we can get to there as well. So some of that innovation is being limited as
well by states and access to their road network.

Senator BACK—I have a couple of brief questions. Our committee is referred to as the rural
and regional affairs and transport committee. | am particularly interested to ask you: at the rura
and regional level, do we have bus transport right? If we do not, where does it need to be
improved? How can we do it?

Mr Apps—I think regional and remote areas in the context of public transport or buses is a
pretty neglected, poor second cousin. Hence my view at the start that at least we need to look at
what level of mobility an Australian citizen should deserve or be entitled to, be they in a two-
horse town or a Wagga—a large regional centre. If we understood what that level of access
should be, we would be able to get a better idea of what kind of services should be provided, be
it rail or bus. But we do not know that. So what we are seeing at the moment is state
governments in general do fund a regional based public transport service, usually bus or rail,
which would connect them to the cities. They are reasonably limited. There is, | guess, no real
view about the types, the levels or number of services that should be provided. There is just a
service and if you use it, you use it.

On the other hand, we have a lot of money going in, particularly in those areas, through the
health and community care funding. HACC funded community transport buses are cutting across
a lot of those public transport services. We are seeing a large underutilisation of those kind of
vehicles. We think that some of that money might be better looked at in the context of an audit of
regional areas and suburbs. You could look at the transport services that are provided from a
whole variety of areas, be it veterans' affairs, HACC, indigenous or public transport provision. If
you audit the existing services in those kind of centres to identify where the wastage is, you
might get better utilisation. From that audit, you could determine the kind of services. You could
develop a regional accessibility committee run through local government to determine how to
get the best bang for your buck out of the existing services, because we think there is a lot of
waste. We think the professional public transport operators probably could go a long way to
assisting to pull alot of that expertise together and operate across the board in a better way. We
could get a better bang for the federal government buck that is put into these community
transport and other transport initiatives. Work it in with state and local government to streamline
it and get greater efficiencies out of the existing system.

Senator BACK—Somewhat related, | guess, whether the Commonwealth should have a role
in some overview of school bus transport. Again, it would be particularly in regional and rural
areas, but you could extend it, if you wanted to, into the cities. | know it is not the responsibility
of the Commonwealth. Again, is it adequate? Is there a role that this committee should have in
looking at that?

Mr Apps—I think the school services are actually probably the very successful end of the
industry. The expectation of the community and parentsis very well delivered services. As | said
earlier, | do not think the Commonwealth has any role in the context of the delivery of services.
That is a state issue. But certainly, once again in the context of the level of mobility that an
Australian citizen or a child or a family should have, once you have identified what that is, you
might find where some areas or gaps exist in the provision of school type services. So it is said
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in that more strategic level. At least we could find where the holes are and help the states fix
them.

Senator BACK—I guess it will take too long to answer the question. You made a very cogent
case for further expenditure by the Commonwealth in thiswhole area. | am still trying to get my
mind around where the savings are going to flow in the event of capital being expended in the
first place, of course. With tightening budgets, if groups cannot convince those holding the purse
strings that there is going to be areturn for the investment, they are probably not going to get the
investment in the first place.

Mr Apps—In many senses, the big dollars are already there through Infrastructure Australia
and the Building Australia Fund. | guess over the longer term it is potentially how public
transport infrastructure fits within that or about public transport planning as a condition for states
to actually receive the funding. So it is not just about applying for funds to build another road or
whatever it might be. It should have some conditionality that says, ‘We have an expectation that
public transport planning and infrastructure is taken into account as part of that.” You also need
to guarantee that there will be some form of equal service delivery on the other side of that so we
are getting an outcome that we are seeking.

| guess the discussion that goes on is whether public transport is a cost or a saving and where
the capital comes from. Ultimately we would argue that if you get public transport right, it
actually is not a cost. There are some costs to run it, but there are overall savings, for example, in
the possible reductions in urban congestion if you get it right. So there is $20 billion by 2020,
which is half the stimulus package, in lost productivity basically in our capital cities. Taking bits
and pieces and chunks out of that and addressing some of the costs of climate change and road
accidents—ultimately, public transport gives you a better outcome there—there is actually some
value on what you would probably call the intangible costs on the other side that stack it up.
Getting Treasury to think about intangible costs is always a difficult exercise, but that is where
we see thereturn. There isa social return, largely, and that is a hard thing to measure.

Senator O'BRIEN—Mr Apps, the discussion about the connection of the cycling mode with
the bus, train or tram mode is often raised. It seems to be a rather prickly one in the sense that
when you have maximum usage of those modes by passengers, the ability to easily fit bicycles
on there or get from one carriage to a different carriage or trailer or whatever where the bikes are
carried will be a barrier to that being successful. How do you see that working? Is there any real
solution? Are we saying what we would like to happen but cannot think of a way to make it
happen?

Mr Apps—My view is that it makes it all very difficult. The bike one is a particular one
because of the space issue and the type issue and the capacity issue