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Brussels, February 1st, 2008
By Email to tren-urbantransport@ec.europa.eu

Dear Madam, dear Sir,
Please find enclosed the EU Cyclists' Group's contribution to the Green Paper consultation on Urban Mobility.

The EUCG is a Brussels based organisation with around 1000 members who work for the European Institutions in Brussels. We are convinced that daily cycling to and from work entails many positive effects, from health to timeliness and sustainability considerations, and our aim is to make this means of transport an ever more widespread practice.

We primarily focus our lobbying activities on our employers and the Brussels authorities in charge of road infrastructure in order to get improved conditions for cyclists; and to encourage them to continue their efforts, where needed. 

This Green Paper addresses Urban Mobility in a more general perspective. As a bicycle users' group ("BUG") with the experience of a thousand people from different Member States, we are convinced that our views can be helpful to address this crucial issue from a cycling policy's view, and highlight the many benefits a proactive and consequent cycling policy can have on our societies in general, and on urban mobility more particularly.

Yours sincerely,

(signed)
Tom Diderich

President EU Cyclists' Group
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EUCG’s position on the green paper "Towards a new culture for urban mobility"
http://www.eucg.eu
General position of the EUCG

EUCG welcomes the green paper on urban mobility. Traffic congestion is a real problem in most European cities, including our host cities Brussels and Luxembourg. Air and noise pollution are the most obvious problem aspects, causing damage to health and the environment. In economic terms, businesses lose money from the time wasted, as do individuals. But there are also the social aspects – such as the stress experienced by drivers forever caught in traffic jams or pedestrians feeling unsafe, and as streets empty of pedestrians and cyclists, whole areas become soul-less, crime increases, social cohesion falters. With today's awareness of the global warming caused by CO2 emissions from using fossil fuels such as petrol and gases, the long-term price we may face is rising fast. The background facts accompanying the green paper clearly recognize the impact of urban transport on the environment: ‘Increased car use has been accompanied by safety and environmental problems. Urban transport is responsible for around 40% of total road transport carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. In addition, nearly all of Europe’s city-inhabitants are exposed to air pollution levels that exceed EU limits for particulate matter.’ It is therefore high time that public authorities address the issue of urban transport and investigate alternatives to private car use. The European Union has an important role to play, not least because of its ambitious goals to reduce Europe’s contribution to CO2 emissions. It is interesting that the public consultation that took place in preparation for the green paper shows an overwhelming demand from citizens for more action at EU level to solve urban transport problems. This message cannot be ignored, given the European Commission’s commitment to deliver real change in areas of direct importance to citizens. In this respect, the green paper does address some of the issues brought forward during the consultation, but it does not provide clear indications as to whether the forthcoming action plan will live up to the expectations expressed by the citizens.

The green paper seems to avoid making concrete recommendations, in particular in the domain of road infrastructure, because of the principle of subsidiarity. This principle is often invoked to argue that most aspects of urban policy fall under the responsibility of member states or local authorities and should not be addressed at European level. However, environmental problems — in particular air pollution caused by the uncontrolled use of motorized transport — do not respect national or regional borders. If a member state or local authority implements an ambitious policy to improve its air quality, its efforts may be ruined by wind-borne pollution from up to 1 000 km away
. That the European Union is the only level at which local policies can be coordinated to improve air quality has been recognized by the adoption at EU level of the Directive on air quality. The European urban mobility strategy, because it provides a unique opportunity to propose concrete measures to achieve the air quality targets of the Directive, should therefore go beyond local specificities. In particular, because of its key role in determining which means of transport will be used by urban dwellers, road infrastructure should be addressed in the strategy, even if this leads to the opposition of some member states. Another issue for which the European level provides added value is that of the harmonization of cycling conditions in Europe. A cyclist moving from one region of Europe to another faces problems that car drivers would have faced a century ago. Traffic rules are specific to each city, levels of investment in the infrastructure range from non-existent to significant, and experiments take place in isolation, sometimes at the expense of cyclists' safety, when similar experiments have already been carried out elsewhere. In the context of the increased mobility of European citizens, cyclists should not have to go through a painstaking learning phase every time they move to a new city before being able to cycle safely. Obviously, harmonization should take place by promoting best practices rather that by looking for the lowest common denominator. Only a strong commitment at the EU level can insure such a positive harmonization. 
EUCG is concerned that the policy options suggested in the green paper may fall short of public expectations with respect to the role of cycling as a means of transport in urban areas. Although the green paper recognizes the need to promote walking and cycling in urban areas, it provides little guidance as to how the real obstacles to cycling in cities can be tackled. In particular, the problems of inadequate infrastructure and cyclists’ safety are not addressed in sufficient depth. 

Road infrastructure

The issue of urban infrastructure is addressed in section 2.4 by saying that cycle paths should be of high quality. Unfortunately, many urban areas still do not have any cycle paths or cycle parking facilities (another form of infrastructure). Moreover, road infrastructure dedicated to motor vehicles — such as “giant” roundabouts or dual carriageways built in city centres — constitutes obstacles to cyclists. Many cities have been shaped during the past 50 years for the benefit of motorized transport, and cyclists have been neglected. There are a few notable exceptions, e.g. in the Netherlands, which show that whenever cycling infrastructure has been developed on an equal footing with car infrastructure, cycling has become the dominant mode of transport in urban areas (35% of trips shorter than 7.5 km are made on bicycles in the Netherlands
). It seems to us that the forthcoming action plan must address the issue of road infrastructure and its impact on cycling. It is somewhat disappointing to see that the green paper proposes little on this issue. The section on the balanced coordination of land use and an integrated approach to urban mobility (section 2.4) does not even mention cycling. A number of approaches exist, however, such as the ‘Plan de Déplacements Urbains’ (Urban Mobility Plan) in France. This plan tries to anticipate the future evolution of urban centres and to ensure that this evolution will be compatible with sustainable transport. The action plan should highlight best practices, and many approaches could be coordinated at European level. In the section on safer and secure infrastructure, the need for “good pavements for pedestrians and cyclists” is mentioned. Besides the fact that in most cities cyclists are not allowed to cycle on pavements, this sentence falls short of cyclists’ expectations. Cyclists and pedestrians should not be expected to share the limited space available on sidewalks in order to allocate almost all the space available to cars, including for parking purposes. More generally, unlike the green paper, the action plan should have a dedicated section on cycling infrastructure, because it is such an important issue for the promotion of cycling as an urban transport mode. Such infrastructure needs not always be cycle-specific, but may include measures such as 30 km/h zones in urban areas with completely mixed traffic, or cyclist contra-flows on one-way streets. If the European Union urban mobility strategy is unable to make concrete proposals in respect of cycling infrastructure because of the principle of subsidiarity, the least it can do is to ensure that in the future no infrastructure which is dangerous for cyclists (giant roundabouts, etc.) is built in urban areas using structural funds, and that on the contrary a significant proportion of these funds is used to improve infrastructure for cyclists.

Cyclist safety

Cyclist safety is another concern of the EUCG. The issue of safe and secure urban transport is addressed in a dedicated section (2.5) of the green paper. However, despite very strong assertions about the death rates of cyclists and pedestrians in the introductory section
, very little is proposed as far as cyclists’ safety is concerned. The section on ‘safer behaviour’ is worrisome in that respect. This section suggests that the supposedly high death rate among cyclists is due to their behaviour. Statistics, on the contrary, show that most accidents are caused by the risky behaviour of car drivers, or by the lack of attention of car drivers to vulnerable road users
. Moreover, cities that have a high death rate within their cyclist population also tend to have a high death rate among their pedestrians, which suggests that cyclist behaviour is not the main culprit. Some European countries have a highly proactive approach to the fight against road violence and impose heavy penalties on car drivers who injure cyclists in accidents, but this is not the case everywhere. The European Union could ensure that dangerous behaviour of car drivers is penalized in a consistent manner all over Europe. Law enforcement is also an issue. The presence of Police on bikes should be encouraged as a good practice. Indeed, policemen on bikes are in the best position to assess the dangers to which cyclists are exposed. Moreover, because they know better the parking habits of cyclists, they can more efficiently fight against bicycle theft, which is a strong deterrent for cycling. Another issue is that of training car drivers. Driving tests should include more questions regarding cycling as many car drivers do not realize what it feels like to be overtaken at close range by a one-ton vehicle. There is a need for harmonized training at the European level because, in the context of ever increasing mobility in Europe, car drivers from countries with low levels of cyclist awareness are likely to travel to countries where cycling is the dominant form of transport in urban areas. One rare issue, but extremely damaging to the promotion of cycling, is that of car drivers who flee after having caused an accident and leave the injured cyclist (or pedestrian) unattended. To combat this unacceptable behaviour, technological developments exist that allow the tracking of cars (GPS, and Galileo in the future) and can provide valuable information on cars that were present in the area of an accident. Car tracking would also be useful to combat speeding in urban areas and elsewhere. This kind of technology is currently being tested in Sweden. However, in France a recent proposal made by a private insurance company to install such tracking devices in their customers’ cars, on a voluntary basis, was judged illegal on the basis that it would infringe the privacy rights of car drivers
. Differences in the treatment of car driver privacy rights and in the level of control of illegal or dangerous driving is something that the European Union could address to ensure equal treatment of all European citizens. Since it is increasingly likely that the European taxpayer will foot the bill for Galileo, it is not unreasonable to ask that such a car tracking system be implemented as one of the Galileo services. Another area where EU coordination would have a clear added value would be to ensure that providers of navigational aids based on GPS/Galileo do not suggest routes that send motorists down residential streets when main roads are available.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the rationale behind the green paper is to create a new urban mobility culture. It is our belief that cycling should be at the heart of this rationale. Cycling addresses at least 4 of the 5 challenges listed in the green paper:

· Towards free-flowing towns and cities. By reducing the need for private cars, cycling obviously contributes to this objective.

· Towards greener towns and cities. Cycling is a non-polluting means of transport.

· Towards accessible urban transport. Cycling, unlike driving a car, is affordable and thus accessible to almost all citizens. Moreover, cycling infrastructure makes cities more accessible to citizens with reduced mobility and senior citizens. (wheelchairs, electric wheelchairs and scooters can use cycle paths provided that they are wide enough. In the Netherlands, for instance, many cycle paths are shared with the small vehicles used by handicapped people and by the elderly.)
· Towards safe and secure urban transport. Unlike cars, cyclists do not kill pedestrians. Moreover, the presence of cyclists in urban areas increases the feeling of security through enhanced human presence (unlike car drivers, cyclists are not isolated from their surroundings and can see and hear what is happening around them and intervene when necessary).

It is therefore disappointing that cyclists’ concerns have not been addressed more thoroughly in the green paper. Perhaps this shortcoming is in part the responsibility of cyclists, who have not responded to the preliminary consultation in a timely manner. However, one should not forget that cyclists, unlike car drivers, are not supported by a powerful industrial lobby, and cyclist organizations often do not have sufficient staff to devote time and energy to this kind of consultation. We hope, however, that our comments will help to ensure that the importance of cycling is duly recognized in the forthcoming action plan, and we remain at your disposal should further clarifications be needed. We are also alerting other cyclist organizations and hope that they will be able to contribute to the ongoing consultation.

Minor points or specific issues of concern to the EUCG
· Simplifying existing legislation (page 6). The legislation on electrically assisted bicycles — which seems to have been produced at European level — is unnecessarily complicated. In order to qualify as an electrically assisted bicycle, a bike needs (1) to have a motor of less than 250 watts; (2) to have pedals; and (3) to cut the electric assistance when reaching 25 km/h. It seems to us that only the first criterion is relevant, since limiting the power is sufficient to prevent the bicycle from going too fast and to ensure the safety of cyclists and other persons present in urban areas (250 watts is the power that an adult male in reasonably good physical condition can deliver; Tour de France cyclists reach 500 watts). The 3rd criterion is therefore redundant and creates an unnecessary burden on electric bike manufacturers (building a speedometer-controlled motor is no easy task and greatly increases the price of the electric bike). The second criterion is also useless, since a bicycle without pedals is bound to go slower than a bicycle with pedals and thus can only be safer. Currently, any bicycle that does not satisfy the 3 criteria above is treated as a moped, which discourages their use. In China, there are currently 30 million such electric bikes, and Europe, which was one of the leaders in this class of light electric vehicles, is quickly losing ground because of its overly complicated legislation. The issue of electrically assisted bicycles is relevant to urban mobility since a number of people are not able or are not willing to produce the physical effort inherent in the activity of cycling (often because they do not want to sweat on their way to work if they have no shower available at their work place). Electric bikes provide a solution to encourage these people to cycle because it is the electric motor that does most of the work for them.

· Another issue is that of spare parts. For the past 20 years, a number of products have reached the European market that do not even comply with the metric system. The best known example is the 26 inch wheel. This standard corresponds to the old 450 mm European standard. However, other sizes are different from metric standards. In some cases, special tools are needed to work on parts that are not metric. Moreover, it has become extremely difficult to fix one’s bicycle at home because the various standards used by bicycle manufacturers make it impossible to find the correct spare part if one is not a professional. This makes it harder for cyclists to keep their bike in good condition and sometimes leads people to give up cycling altogether once their bicycle is out of order. The lack of European standards for bicycle spare parts is therefore relevant to urban mobility, since it constitutes a factor that discourages the practice of cycling by many city dwellers.
· Reducing the number of car parking spaces contributes to the reduction of traffic by discouraging the use of cars for short trips. (Car drivers will not take their car to go 1 km if they know that they will have difficulty finding a parking space). This point is not made explicit in the green paper (Optimizing the use of private cars page 7). Such a policy does not need to penalize the economic activity in city centres. On the contrary, "shop by bike" schemes help local shops to compete against suburban superstores and therefore contribute to the economic vitality of urban centres.
· On page 9, ozone should also be cited among the atmospheric pollutants that are creating problems that local authorities can hardly manage. 

· Page 11 refers to the need to avoid ‘creating disproportionate barriers to mobility for citizens and goods’. In the current situation, it is often non-motorized transport and public transport that face disproportionate barriers, not cars. In fact, the overwhelming presence of cars makes it difficult for other transport modes to exist.

· Research on more ergonomic design of bicycles helmets does not seem to us to be a top priority. Existing helmets, designed for professional cyclists who race long hours and therefore need ergonomic helmets, are already very good. The only issue here could be that of the price of a good helmet. A solution could be to subsidize them and/or exempt them from taxation as a means of encouraging people to wear them.

· In the ‘safer vehicles’ section of page 18, no mention is made of passive protection of cyclists and pedestrians. The US has developed some norms imposed on car manufacturers to include passive protection on their vehicles (soft bumpers for instance). Blind-spot mirrors or cameras and lateral under-run protection on lorries are also essential. As mentioned above, cyclists are victims of accidents often caused by motor vehicle drivers and everything needs to be done to minimize injuries. Research on the subject is certainly needed as no adequate solution has yet been found.

EUCG’s answers to some of the 25 questions raised in the green paper

1. Should a "labelling" scheme be envisaged to recognise the efforts of pioneering cities to combat congestion and improve living conditions? A labeling scheme would indeed be very welcome. It should include a cycling label that presents a number of quantitative indices all over Europe: number of kilometres of bike paths per inhabitant, number of cyclists per inhabitant, number of cyclists injured per inhabitant, percentage of local travel done by bike, etc. The label, based on hard facts, should be presented in a fun way, such as a logo showing between 1 and 5 bicycles depending on the quality of the indices. The existing bicycle policy audit (BYPAD) scheme (http://www.bypad.org) could be integrated into a broader based scheme.
2. What measures could be taken to promote walking and cycling as real alternatives to car? As indicated in the main text above, we think that improving road infrastructure — building cycle paths and removing bicycle-unfriendly infrastructure from cities — and improving the safety of cyclists are key issues. The EUCG understands that because of the principle of subsidiarity, the issues of cycling infrastructure and cyclist safety have so far been addressed at the local level but this could change in the future. Indeed, a number of countries have established good practices that should be harmonized. Moreover, European structural funds, and more generally European tax payers’ money, should not be used to promote infrastructure that is harmful to the practice of cycling in urban areas. Finally, environmental legislation at EU level requires concrete actions. According to the principle of subsidiarity, the European Union can take the lead when there is an added value, and we believe this is the case as far as promoting cycling is concerned. Indeed, promoting cycling is a cost-effective way to fight urban pollution and CO2 emissions, which are areas of European competencies.
3. What could be done to promote a modal shift towards sustainable transport modes in cities? Bicycles can be accommodated in public transport. The 2 types of transport are often complementary, bicycles allowing citizens to cover short distances while public transport can cover longer distances. One issue is the harmonization of rules across Europe concerning the possibility of carrying bicycles on trains. It is extremely difficult for cyclists to know what to expect in the various European countries.

9. Which [ITS] applications should take priority when action is taken? GPS, or potentially GSM, car tracking appears to be the most promising technology to enforce responsible car driving in urban areas.

13. Is there a need to introduce a European Charter on rights and obligations for passengers using collective transport? YES, and a similar Charter would be necessary on the rights and obligations of cyclists with regard to cycling infrastructure, safety and facilities.
15. How can better coordination between urban and interurban transport and land use planning be achieved? What type of organizational structure could be appropriate? Urban Mobility Plans should be prepared in every city bigger than a certain size and should specifically consider the role of cycling as a transport system.

18. Should automatic radar devices adapted to the urban environment be developed and should their use be promoted? YES  

19. Is video surveillance a good tool for safety and security in urban transport? YES

20. Should all stakeholders work together in developing a new mobility culture in Europe? Based on the model of the European Road Safety Observatory, could a European Observatory on Urban Mobility be a useful initiative to support this cooperation? YES. Problems caused by motor transport, such as pollution and the release of greenhouse gases, are often transnational and must therefore be addressed at EU level. Urban mobility makes a very significant contribution to these problems and thus must be addressed as a matter of priority. Cycling should be a key component of the new mobility culture.
21. How could existing financial instruments such as structural and cohesion funds be better used in a coherent way to support integrated and sustainable urban transport? No European funds should be used to build infrastructure that discourages the use of sustainable means of transport such as cycling.
24. Should towns and cities be encouraged to use urban charging? Is there a need for a general framework and/or guidance for urban charging? Should the revenues be earmarked to improve collective urban transport? Should external costs be internalized? YES, but the revenues should be earmarked to improve walking and cycling as well as collective urban transport. One argument used by local authorities to refuse to construct infrastructure for cyclists is the lack of funds. Generalized urban charging would provide such funds that are missing at present.

25. What added value could, in the longer term, targeted European support for financing clean and energy efficient urban transport, bring? An added-value would be the reduction of pollution and CO2 emissions in urban areas in a cost effective manner. When considering the problem of reducing our emissions of CO2, for instance, most policies are costly, slow, and sometimes not guaranteed to succeed. Reducing the use of cars in cities and encouraging the use of sustainable transport like cycling is feasible, as demonstrated in several European countries, cost-effective (a cycle path represents only a fraction of the cost of a dual carriageway), and fast (some cities like Bordeaux in France have reduced car traffic in the centre to the strict minimum in a matter of 5 years).

� Ozone pollution, in particular, tends to affect rural areas located downwind of big cities: see an interesting web page on this topic on the website of Airparif, the organization in charge of monitoring pollution over the region of Paris, www.airparif.asso.fr/pages/polluants/surveillance,	“L'ozone sous toutes ses coutures”.


�www.fietsberaad.nl/library/repository/bestanden/Cycling%20in%20the%20Netherlands%20VenW.pdf


� The EUCG has doubts about these figures and thinks that they are overly pessimistic. 


� 60% of cyclist injuries in 2006 in Paris were caused by cars, www.prefecture-police-paris.interieur.gouv.fr/dossiers/2007/cyclistes_lerisque%20routier_paris.pdf


� http://www.zdnet.fr/actualites/telecoms/0,39040748,39300319,00.htm
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