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THIS TOPIC IN BRIEF

The transportation situation one faces as an urban traveller in London varies
with one's mode of travel. For the motorist it is good; for members of the
car-disadvantaged minorities =—the transit riders, the pedestrians and the
cuclists— it is mostly fair to poor; for many of the elderly in winter, it is
impossible.

A number of trends =—car ownership, road construction, transit usage, land
development, fiscal restraint— indicate that road congestion will worsen. So
must the qualitv of the inner-city residential environment, unless the traditional
stop-gap solutions to traffic congestion =-road building and widening— give way
to environmentally sensitive solutions. The solutions of the future should also
be enerqu sensitive.

The record shows that London's decision-makers are not sensitive to such
solutions. The problem can be traced largelu to political and administrative
nolicu-making procedures and structures, and to the absence of a valid strategic
transportation plan. While the Citu's handling of transportation is the primari
focus of this remort, our observations and recommendations bear to some deqgree

on the entire spectrum of civic affairs.

We make three major recommendations that are designed to improve the situation:

RECOMMENDATION 1l: that City Council estab
Department, the head of which would report d
Administrative Officer (CAO) and would be part
Management Team., The Department's responsibil
bu its constituent divisions which would incl

lish a Trans
y

* Transit = comprising the present staff of the London
Transit Commission (L.T.C.).

* parking = comprising (1) the present Parking Enforcement
the Finance Department and (2) the
present staff of Covent Garden,

Division of

* Traffic — comprisinag (1) the present Traffic Di
the Citu Engineer's Department and (2) a fiel
implementation staff drawn from the existing

staff of the Enagineer's Department.

Planning and Research — comprising the present L.T.C. planner,

a research economist, and a policy analyst.

RECOMMENDATION 2: that City Council replace the Board of Control with

a Policy Co-ordinating Committee, with membership, functions, and
relations as set out in the Report of the City of London Management
Committee.




RECOMMENDATION 3: that City Council initiate the development of
3 new strategic plan (PLAN FOUR) for local transportation that
makes maximum use of community resources, has ci tizen endorsement,
and is given effect in public policu statements.
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING IN LONDON:

CAN LONDON CATCH THE BUS?

SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

A. The Facts Of Life In The Forest City:

The central facts of transportation life in London are five:

First, an enterorisinag driver can make the trip from Dundas and Richmond to anv
one of the major perimeter roads =—Fanshawe, Clarke, Exeter, Sanitorium— in
rush hour in 12 to 15 minutes.l These times are only 1-3 minutes longer than
the corresmonding averaae 1959 times reported bv Margison (1960); furthermore,
thev are about one-half of the 30 minutes required for an average work trip in
Toronto (Dewees 1976, p. 69). Yet the populations of people and motor vehicles
have increased bv 95,000 and 80,000 respectively in the intervening 19 vears.2
Driving in and around London is so easv (and often so necessary) that, according
to a recent survey (Marshall, Macklin, Monaghan, 1976, Data Set Table 21), the
family car is used for upwards of 91% of all shopping trips.

Second, as Professor Pleva (1978) proudly observed recently, "London is the
largest citv in North America that is not chopped up by a superhighway system":
unfortunately, this is a fortuitous outcome of the local decision-making svystenm,
not a deliberate public policy.

Third, if, bv force of circumstance or bv preference, you are a member of the
non-driving minority, vour travel in London is one or a combination of:
(a) inconvenient, (b) restricted, (c) excessively costly in terms of both money

and time, (d) unsafe, and (e) often impossible. We are referring here, of course,

to bus riders, pedestrians, cvclists, and those elderly people who are kept from
joinina the first two grouns bv prudence and the elements.3 Recent winters have
been particularlv hard on the elderlv, who testified in force at the recent
special meetina of the ST&T Committee to consider sidewalk snow removal (see
Agenda and Renort, July 10, 1078).4 These car-disadvantaged minorities probably
number in the order of 30% of the adult population, >

Fourth, while it is to he exrected that the car-disadvantaged do not appreciate
their situation, it seems somewhat remarkahle (and perhaps a touch ungrateful)
that sianificant mercentaces of London's general populace do not appreciate
their priviledeced position. In a recent survey of a representative sample of
225 Londoners, the Chamher of Commerce (1978) found high degrees of dislike
for, and displeasure with, the road and traffic qituation.6

Fifth, and finallv, the first four facts of life are chanaina for the worse,
and London is without a valid strateaic plan and effective public policies
with which to preserve the quality of transportation life.




B. vworse Is On The Wav: TABLE I.B.2: The Recent Performance of the L.T.C.

In Table I.B.l1 we have compared the rates of growth of London's population, itg
road svstem, and its motor vehicle registrations over the fifteen-year neriod
from 1961 to 1976.

7
1971(5)1972 1973 1974 1975(6)1976(

)
1977

(1)

Revenue Passengers ('000) 14,784 15,114 15,924 17,206 17,733 16,388 16,624
Percentage Increase (decrease) ——e Sed 5.4 8.1 3.1 {1.8) 1.4
Average Annual Increase
1972=1977 = 2%
E&E&E_ELELL Fare Passengers per Capita -— 65.7 68.4 1257 T2s7 66.3 66,2
; : (2) (3)
) . Revenue Miles (regular; 000) N.R. 3,992 4,249 4,629 4,085 4,994 N.R.
Miles of Miles of Motor Vehicle Percentage Increase (decrease) —_ _— 6.4 8.9 (-11.8) 22.3
Population (1) __ Roads (2) __Lanes (3) Registrations (4) Average Annual Increase
1972-1977 = 6.3%
1961 165,815 427 N/A 54,414
1972 230,100 519.4 1085,8 95,000 Excess of Expenditure over n
1976 247,085 567 1,200 120,804 Aavenugiiise. net 1oss in $°000) ‘¥ 65 230 500 857 1,636 1,693 2,037
Average Annual Increase Percentage Increase - 253 117 71 91 3.5 20.2
1961-1972 3.5 2.0 N/A (5) 6.8 Average Annual Increase
1972-1976 1.8 2:3 2,6 6.8 1972-1977 = 157%
City's Share of Deficit ($'000) _— —_— e — 833 827 869
Notes: (1) City of London, 1977. City's Share of Deficit (%) —_— —_— —_— — 50.9 48.8 33.8
{2)&(3) Rowntree, 1974; Citv of London, 1977,
(4) Police Department, Annual Reports. (This Notes: (1) L.T.C. Staff Report #7, January 12, 1978. Includes Western

includes passenger cars, trucks, and
commercial wvehicles.)

(5) N/A: not available. (2)&(4)

(3)
This table shows that although London's population has increased in the 1970's

at about half the 1960's rate, the rate of growth in its motor vehicle population (5)&(7)
has remained constant. Secondly, it shows that the rate of road construction,
and probably of lane-mile addition as well, has increased marginally in the (6)

1?76'5. This information seems to imply that road-space per vehicle at any
given time is on the decline.

The other major variable in roadway congestion caused by the movement of
peorle is the attractiveness of public transit. Table I.B,2 is a compilation

Wheels, the U.W.0. service contracted from L.T.C., from its
inception in 1972 (223,000 passengers) through 1977,

City of London, Financial Reports, 1971 through 1976 and
L.T.C., Annual Reports 1972, 1976, 1977; revenue miles
include Western Wheels.

N.R.: not reported in relevant source.

Fare increases, February, 1971 and March, 1976,

Transit service not available for 9 weeks because of
a strike.

of statistics representing the recent performance of the London Transit While revenue passengers have been increasing at the rate of 2% annually, buses

~

increasing annual deficit.

Commission (L.T.C.). have been increasing their annual mileage by 6.3%, which has led to an ever
However, since there are efficiency incentives built

into the provincial subsidv proaram, and the L.T.C. is well-managed, the Citv's
share of the increasing deficit has declined in absolute dollars and in percentage




terms.’ The current dowmturn in bus ridership becgan :ith Fherfarf increase of
March, 1976. Historically, it has takgn three gears for tge L.¥.C. to regalg
riders lost following a fare increase. But,.thh é fare increase expected in
1972, a three-year recovery this time around is unlikely. And the problem may
by the proposed wholesale route re-organization which is designed
to have outer r;a'.:tes 'rac:; ing from four temxnals, anchoring a north-south and
and east-west inmer-city corridor Y .C., I9T7Y. Of course, passengers lost tg
the buses are gained by cars with obvious implications for congestion. New
subdivisions are of course the primary source of demands for transit service;
herein lies most of the explanation of the increasing miles/passenger ratio.

s not the onlv municipal service adversely affected by urban

gl L

be compounded

ransit service 1

nrawl Whether or not the —-rooosed tem*na‘ SVSteI\" will ’.:»!.'OVlde some relle;,

emains to be seen.

1 expenditures, those related to the support of motor
r the period 1970 to 1975 London's capital budget re-
jdge construction totaled about $10.2 million. This
11 capital budget requirements. Provincial construction
! $11.8 million. Current budget items, such as road and
bridge maintenance came tO S41.8 million, or 10.3% of the total current budgets
for those yea:s.;: It seems, therefore, that London's transportation services
docet does not have much potential as a target of fiscal restraint. At the

neither is it likely to increase proportionately. And within that

is a distinct possibility that new road construction will lose
and to snow removal, and to local improvements (curbs, gutters and s;??-
) o = there were three-to-four year backlogs, totaling almost <

million in February, 1977 (ST&T Report, February 28, 1977).
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rements for road am

esented a;‘:-cu: 21% ©

E:

b
0
m

"

'

6
m

"

]

I
o

nwrm o
: ‘.m
"
1™
)
1J

Just prior to the publication of the Topic, a private consultant submitted a
road needs study to th City detailing $173 million worth of major and minor
road repairs to be undertaken over the next ten years (L.F.P., September 26,
1978). -Th;s znfo*za""' would appear to reinforce guite strongly our argument
that new road construction will suffer for want of money.

It is cbvious to most that ad nal roadway capacity on London's major

for the nominal price of another painted lane-
g front vard, or a few mature trees. The Dundas
t Extension, which consumed 38 mostly residential properties through ex-
riation, has served notice that the City =—unless it overhauls its trans-
tion assumption and plamning practices— is heading for a full-fledged
Wainfleet. Wainfleet stands here for r ng roughshod over the physical and
social enviromment for a margimal returm.ll The protests of the past seem

minor compared to those likely to attend the projects currently on the drawing

- =-Cia (SR § 4

d
arteries can no longer be bough
markina, a few feet of abuttin

(89 fli

d noted in Sectiom III. Again, unless transportation decision-making

anc noteC Ln Sectlonm J.2. Agailn, un.ess transportation
ures are revised radically, resistance to large construction projects is
to become another fact of transportation life. We micht mention 1N

passing what apoears to be ':::ea5°-; l;: resistance to major land use

uding traffic congestion. Most recently,
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And finnllg a factor that no self-respecting doomsayer would knowingly overlook
==ENERGY . In 1972, transportation consumed almost one quarter of Canada's
secondary energy (EMR Canada, 1977, Table 6). More than half of this transpor-
tation energy was consumed by the automobile, 19.7% in inter-city trips, 33.7% in
in-city trips (EMR Canada, 1977, Table 7). Between 1962 and 1972 air and road
travel grew annually at faster rates —8 and 5,.8% respectively-=- than did total
secondary energy consumption (5,6%) (EMR Canada, 1977, Table 6). It is by now no
secret that the automobile is not the most efficient mode of passenger transpor-
tation. In inter-city travel the automobile is between 2.5 and 4 times less
fuel-efficient than the bus; in urban travel it is almost 5 times less fuel-
efficient (EMR Canada, 1977, Table 8),

Federal actions to date in both Canada and the United Statesl3 have been
singularly ineffective in dissuading car drivers from "Going Our Own Way — At
65 mph" (Trippett, 1977). Should stronger measures, such as gasoline rationing
befall us, we cannot plead that we weren't warned, The Science Council of
Canada (1977, p. 74) has recommended as an immediate step in the changeover to
"the conserver society"”

"Prepare to introduce restrictions on gasoline use:

As fuel shortages develop and prices rise, social
inequities will be aggravated. Gasoline rationing or
a two-price quota system will likely be necessary soon
to ensure fair distribution and encourage conservation.
Preparations should be made."

Gordon MacNabb (1978), the Deputy Minister of Energy, Mines and Reuourcesi came
to London this past January to convey this and other messages personally.

- Transporting Knowledge Into Action:

This recitation of the transportation facts of life, and of the various factors
which are conspiring to lower the quality of London life, contains little if
anything that is new, Nor is our information privileged or inaccessible for
other reasons. Most of it comes from the minutes and reports of elected and
appointed agencies charged with transportation planning and policy-making.

Not only do these agencies have an adequate awareness of London's current
transportation situation and probable future, but they are also aware of a

wide range of progressive solutions. This raises both the obvious question,
“Why aren't there solutions being applied systematically on a number of
fronts?", and a number of obvious but unacceptable answers. For these purposes

the answers may be grouped under three heads: procedural tradition, institu-
tional structure, and political will,

In Section II —=The Policy-Making Context— we consider the ways procedure and
structure influence the making of transportation decisions and the division of
responsibility for them. The section's main conclusion is that the responsibility

for transportation policy-making belongs to too many agencies that are poorly
co-ordinated,




In Section III ==Three Past Plans: Breaking Into The Black Box-— we analyze
three past attemnts at strategic transportation planning concentrating on the
London‘Urban Transportation study (LUTS). We conclude in Section IV ~—=Toward
Plan Four: Breaking Out Of The Black Box= with an outline for developing a
strategic transportation plan that incorporates the lessons learned from the

previous sections.

SECTION II: THE POLICY-MAKING CONTEXT

A. The Transnortation Decision Tradition:

Mere participation in few other daily activities generates more authorities per
participant than urban travel. At least that is the impression one would get,
if one were privy to the thoughts and tirades of countless urban travellers, as
their ends are daily frustrated by red lights, freight trains, NO PARKING signs,
blocked sidewalks and driveways, missed buses and the like. In their reactions
could be found all sorts of instant remedies for the transportation network.
Most, however, would be self-serving solutions for local or "spot" problems,
While appearing in the short term to relieve the original source of frustration,
these cures could tend to have the net effect in the long term of merely dis-
placing the problem in space or time,

On close inspection, however, a surprising number of transmortation decisions
made by Council are reactions to traveller frustrations. Over the years, 1974
through 1977, the Streets, Traffic and Transportation Committee recommended
nearly 900 amendments to the City's traffic by-law; the vast majority of these
originated in the requests of individual citizens.l5 (One might infer from the
responsiveness of City Hall to such complaints and requests, and from the high
citizen success rate that, contrary to popular belief, citizen control does
indeed prevail in London.)

The investigation of alleged problems by the City's staff, and the consideration
by politicians of the staff's recommended solutions, consume much valuable time.l6
So much time, in fact, that there is little time, and evidently little inclination
left for considering the "broader policy issues”.

B. London's Transportation Huddles:

In Figure II,B, we have identified the structures involved in the formulation
and implementation of transportation policy in London. The relationships among
these structures are too complex to portray in much detail. We have, however,
tried to illustrate the main reporting and advisory relationships among them,
and their status in the policy-making hierarchy respectively, by means of
connecting lines and top-to-bottom placement. The placement of the L.T.C.,

the PUC, Covent Garden and the School Board's all special purpose bodies is

not to be regarded as an indicator of status.

(1) The Streets, Traffic & Transporation Committee (ST&T)

The ST&T Committee is the principal forum for the formulation of transportation
policy., It makes recommendations to City Council, through the Board of Control
"where this is required by Statute", i.e. typically where there are budgetary
implications. It also performs the preliminary review of spending proposals
relating to its jurisdiction. The ST&T Committee's business arises from four
sources: (1) City Council and Board of Control; (2) the regular reports of the
three subcommittees that report to Council through it; (3) requests and queries
from the public; and (4) routine and special reports from those City departments




(mainly Engineering) with responsibilities corresponding to the Committee's

jurisdiction: these reports are often based in turn upon the proposals of
consultants.

To illustrate a rather tvpical decision-making sequence involving the ST&T
Committee, Council, the Engineer's Department, consultants, and a community
association, we will now present a brief account of the decision to construct a
road connection between Upper Oueen Street and Nixon Avenue (see map in Figure
II.B.1). The case of the Upper Queen Street Extension is also an illustration
of the potential for citizen contributions to public policy-making; in this
role it serves to balance the impression we left in Section II, A., that
citizen proposals are invariably narrow, self-serving, and shortsighted.

Private
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a) The Case of the Upper Oueen Street Extension: When enough homes in
a given area give way to a road construction project, the neighbourhood will
also give way. To destroy an established neighbourhood however, it is not
necessarv to destroy its homes., It can suffice to pollute the environment by
directing cars through the neighbourhood in such numbers that long-time residents
move away in corresponding numbers. This is the spectre raised recently, and
quite reasonably, by the residents of old South London. The object of their
disaffection was Council's decision in 1975 to connect Upper Queen Street and

Nixon Avenue, the construction of which connection is now in progress. (See
map in Figure II.B.1l,)
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's Transportation Policy-Making Structure

The ST&T Committee, after preparations were too far advanced to be changed, sent
letters to the handful of homeowners whose properties would be directly affected
bv the proposed construction, inviting them to air their concerns at a public
meeting in May of 1975. More than 100 South London residents turned up at that
meeting. In the words of a brief they submitted to the ST&T Committee the

following September, the South London Community Association (SLCA) (1975, p. 1)
stated:

inq\

-Committee

London

Committee
Chairman (Alderman)

1 Controller
3 Aldermen

Citvy of London
Community
Associations

11.Bs
CITY COUNCIL

i Board of Control

s _‘J—;treet, Traffic & Transportationf—

Sub

Safety Sub-Committe
Paratransit Service

oulevard Park

b
i

"They recognized in this minor extension a major redefinition
of Ridout Street, one which would seriously alter the nature
and function of that road, and which would have far-reaching
effects upon the community through which it passed."

Figure

|
.

The SLCA Brief is perhaps the most sophisticated to have come from a residents’
association. In sum, it demonstrated convincingly (1) that the proposed
connection was not only at odds with basic intentions of the Official Plan,

the White Oaks District Plan, and the London Urban Transportation Study, but
also with the Planning Department's negative view of the connection; (2) that
the traffic data from Margison (1965) that underpinned the proposal were
seriously out-dated; (3) that the connection would in all probability congest
Ridout Street to the point of damaging the neighbourhood irreparably; and (4)

that there were a number of viable alternatives for accommodating trips between

the fast-arowing White Oaks area to the south, and the Central Business District
(CBD) .

|

BLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Building
Incorporated

LONDON TRANSIT
l
L_— PU

COMMISSION

|
|

l L‘ Covent Garden

The ST&T Committee was persuaded by the SLCA's argument and recormended against
the Upper Oueen Extension. However, City Council voted 10-9 on October 6, 1975,
to amend the Official Plan to permit the construction of the connection (C.P.).
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The SLCA responded by retaining a respected firm of transportation consultants
to examine South London's through traffic problems (Lea, 1976). The Lea Brief
to the SLCA bears certain similarities to the SLCA's own brief. It confirmed
that north-south traffic volumes on all arterial and collector streets in
South London would increase by 1985 to the point where the level-of-service
would probablv decline uniformly to something below E.l' It pointed out that
car-users could and would adapt to this deterioration much better than South
London residents, whose neighbourhood would also deteriorate in the ways the
SLCA had envisaged. It made three prorosals which would save public money,
imnrove transit service, provide better service to both local and through
traffic, and nrevent the deterioration of the community. These were:

* that Ridout-Upper Queens become a priority bus route,
that through traffic be accommodated on upgraded
Wellington and Wharncliffe, and

* that the local north-south collectors in South London
be used to give local traffic good access to the CED.

Finallv, the Lea Brief listed nine devices to restrain through traffic, along
with sketches of their implementation in Vancouver, Seattle, and Toronto (see
Appendix "C" in the Lea Brief),.

Late in 1976 the SLCA applied to the City for an amendment to the Official Plan

to change the designation of Ridout and Upper QOueen Streets from primary collector
to a lower level designation, It submitted the Lea Brief in support of this
application, In February 1977 the Planning Board supported the recommendation

of the Deputy City Engineer, Allan Jovnson (1977), that "no change be made at

this time" to the designation of Ridout-Upper Queen. This recommendation was

also later adopted by City Council. The reason Mr. Joynson gave for his re-
commendation was that:

Some of the princirles and policies embodied in the proposals
and recommendations of the N.D, Lea Brief will have ramifica-
tions, if adopted, throughout the rest of the Citv.

He went on to identify three City-wide ramifications of the Lea Brief which he,
incidentally, termed "an excellent report™:

(1) Special emphasis on transportation services for predominantly
residential planning districts adjacent to the downtown area.

(ii) The reduction of through-traffic within an area to the point
where primary collectors in effect have no, or very little,
part to play in the overall street network, i.e., there is no
intermediate type of road between a secondary collector and an

arterial.

(1ii) The transfer of a public transit from an arterial road to a
secondary collector, or local, street.

He also noted that "the first two concents involve planning districts and not
neighbourhoods", Evidently, there was a fear that, if neighbourhood preservation
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i from all older residential areas (with
cluding through traffic :
conei :2°:Z‘Qne:he order of 20,000), then ccnmutcig will b?1VlFtu:iii denied
:zz:s: to the CBD (Interview, February 21, 1978). Councxl; l:hich ;s L
allocated $6,000 for a feasibility study of the Lea proposals,

underwav bv the Lea firm,

sion is significant in at least three

sy Uﬁﬁﬁ:ﬂ f?::: :m“;: to sav, City officials may have taken
e FiIStlvé :ecessarv first step toward the revaluation of established
an'ezgzsgzzo:: (i.e. unwird) vis-a-vis commuting automo?ileé. Secondlyf the
:;éi‘Has demonstrated the nositive poten?tal iorczzzm::;;vwizzoizzzzgt t;e

8] £fecting local communities = onlv '
i;ﬁ:?:i :efzie r_t:ne fact. We have in passing commended the quati:ylifoizi;;p‘tgl
Brief:; it was thorouchly researched, well-reasoned, and constructl : P thanei,
Nbverselv, the qualitv of the SLCA's work sogns t? call for a revxeldo ed.:Hroe
of consultants in such matters. Had the Engineer's Departwent coz;x erhabl.e
SLCA Brief on its merits in the first instance, the Lea Brief would prob ; v
not have been solicited by the SLCA. Hhen.local resources afe ;qu;lt:o t.et )
task, consultants ought not to be brought in. And thxrdlv,_ae 12 he :vs er
of solicitinc public views after the fact structurally predisposed toward an
adversarv relationship between City Hall and the pu?lxc. Sgrely tﬁere must,
to use this examnle, be a haopy medium between a 1alssez-fa}re policv tT:ard
through traffic and one of complete prohibition =——a compromise that cou
have come from co-oneration.

(2) Covent Garden

Covent Garden is a private commanv, established in the mid-19gg's which,.
throuah its ownership and operation of three parking garaces, ha; E przm;rz
resooﬁsibilitv for off-street parking, Although City Council appoints two of
its members tb Covent Garden's Board of Directors for liaison purposes, Council
has no effective control over Covent Garden's operations.

I+ is difficult to characterize mast relations between Covent Garden and the
Council hecause public reports of their dealings are scarce. Although such
reports have not multiplied in the recent past, there is some evidence to
succest that relations between them have soured since the Talbot Square bubble
burst in the summer of 1975, A little background on Talbot Sguare is in order.

Covent fGarden Buildinc Incorporated was to finance a parking carage in the
Talbot Square development which it would overate along with its three existing
acarages., The Citv had cuaranteed Covent Garden's debentures in the amount of
$2.723 million, which was the original estimate for the garage. The City had
alsoc entered into an open-ended agreement with the developer to pay any costs
in excess of that amount,?l

In mid-July of 1975, it was remorted that City officials had begun to worry
about the three-month stoppage of construction at the Talbot Square site (L.F.P.,
Julv 17, 1975). Just three days after construction had resumed on August 5th
it was reported that the Board of Control had agreed to pay more than $116

thousand in interest charges on behalf of Covent Garden, (L.F.P., August g, 1975

This monev was needed by Covent Garden to meet a debenture payment which had
come due on June 30th, and which had been met by the trustee.
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For the present purposes, two aspects of this newspaper report are especially
relevant, First, the Citv's Finance Commissioner was reported to have said
that the Citvy had been given no warning of Covent Garden's inability to meet
its debenture payment., Second, neither the Mavor nor the Board of Control had
a readv explanation of how the situation had arisen. In short, Covent Garden's
request had apparently struck the Citv's elected and appointed officials like a
bolt from the blue. How, one wonders, was such surprise achieved when City
Council had two elected renresentatives sitting on Covent Garden's Board of
Directors for liaison purposes?

Thirteen months after the Covent Garden surprise, in October 1976, the City
moved to limit its financial liabilitv by negotiating with the developer a
final price of $3.26 million for the carage, i.e. $1.14 million more than the
original estimate, As it turned out, this agreement did little to effect the
comnletion of the garage. At this writing (September 1978), the garage remains
little more than a hole in the ground which costs the City about $1,000 per
week in securitv charges. The City and the developer have filed suits against
each other, and the City must await a favourable judicial decision, before it
can arrance for the completion of the nroject by Bell Canada. In August, City
Council accented Bell's offer to nurchase the Talbot Square site for $4 million.
Bell intends to build an administrative centre on the site, although the pur-
chase agreement allows Bell to include considerable retail space, and requires
that Bell complete the City-owned parking garage by 1981 (G&M, August 17, 1978),.
Before the deal can close, the Citv must secure clear title to the site from
Talbot Square Limited. Toward this end the City is now appealing a Supreme
Court of Ontario ruling of June, 1978, that it post $3 million as a bond

acgainst mechanics liens and outstanding bills,

The Talbot Square dehacle has led to three reactions, all of which, fortunatelvy,
are sunported bv public reports, Firstly, one of Council's representatives on
the Board of Covent Garden, resigned from the Board, After resigning, he re-
commended major changes in Covent Garden's operation (L.F.P., January 28, 1976).
The changes, which were evidently motivated by a combination of disaffection

and nublic interest, included the appointment of both the Chief Administrative

Officer (CAO) and the Finance Commissioner to the Board in order to enhance the
City's influence.

The second reaction was that of the Finance Commissioner, who was understandably
unset that the Citv had had to bail Covent Garden out, although Covent fGarden's
retained earninas from parking operations were evidentlv sufficient to have
accomnlished that end.22 "[Tlhere is a strong case," he wrote (n. 8) "that
[Covent Garden's) accumulated surplus “as been developed at the expense of the
general ratepaver." But the Finance Commissioner was also concerned to revise
the relationships between Covent Garden, the L.T.C. and Council. He charged
that, in its present position, (1) it "inhibit[ed] priority setting" (pp. 12-3);
(2) it probahbly occasioned "some duplication of administrative staff" (p. 9);
and (3) it enjoyed qreater powers than were envisaged by the Municipal Act

(p. 11). 1In general, he thought that Covent Garden and the L.T.C., in their

autonomy, thwarted the necessary inter-dependence required of parking and
public transit policies.23

The third, and somewhat helated, reaction was the recent move bv Council to
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establish "closer relationships between the City and COVen; Gar:en‘ (Board of
Control Report, April 26, 1978). This move consisted in the endorsement by
:z;;§§1 TETETT:!ag 1, 1978) of a series of 16 terms of agregme?t that can hardly
be said to change the relationship significantly. In therCl;Y ? fT:our‘thgre
are but two nrovisions of consequence, viz,, that CO?eﬂt Gar ggé . ) yxll,
seubiect to the consent of its creditors”, pay the City $500, from its
accumulated surplus, and annually turn over to theICitv 'that port§on of its

; .in& which Covent Garden in its sole d15ctet19n determlpes can pg
ot - and (2) will "consult reqularly” with the City regarding parking
and transit peolicy. Acainst these improvements the CiFv (1) waived the right
to regular consultation regarding Covent Garden's parking rates, (2) d:opped‘
the studv of the possible integration of emnloveeg and other ésnects of parking
services, and (3) assumed Covent narden's ownership intere§t in the Talbot
Square parkino garage together with its related debts, This agreement is
comnatible uith-the recommendation of the Mann Report (1976, p. 72, emphasis

added) that:

transferred”;

the Council should honour its agreements with Covent
Garden...but that, in view of its basic responsibility
for municipal parking facilities, the Council should
preserve as it may see fit, its authority to make the
Citv's policies relating to municipal parking facilities.

The underlined clause is obviously weak and, more importantly, is an cxcepgiom
which this recommendation constitutes, to the Mann Committee's reasoning dis-
cussed in the next section.

(3) The London Transit Commission

The shaded double broken line between the L.T.C. and Council in Ficure II.B is
intended to portrav the L.T.C.'s recently acquired status. By virtue of a
private member's bill initiated by Council and approved by the Ontario legis-
lature in December 1977, the L.T.C. has recently become an "agency of City
Council® (L.P.P., December 10, 1977), Its membership of three Council
appointees has been increased to five =—~three citizens and two Councillors—
who are to continue to he anpointed by Council., The enabling legislation
requires the L.T.C. to "consult reqularlv with Council on transportation "
svstem policv”, and provides that Council can issue "binding policy directives
to the L.T.C. should the two bodies disagree. However, unless Council begins
to attend to broader transportation issues, blanket budget directives of the
sort issued last December (L.P.P., December 1, 1977) are likely to continue 2§
poor substitutes for policv,

The new arrangements have only been in force for several months so it is too
earlv to judge their contribution to the integration of transportation policy.
However, the changes may be cosmetic rather than substantial, and therefore aré
likelv to be ineffective in the absence of other changes.

The impetus for changing the L.T.C.'s relation to Council can be traced to the
Mann Report (1976€) which severely criticized local special purpose bodies in
general. In the Mann Committee's view, smecial purpose hodies lead to the
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following undesirable conditions (p. 57):

(a) a complicated and diverse local government structure
which the citizen finds difficult to understand and
to determine where accountability and responsibility
rest;

(b) the removal of important functions and activities from
effective political control;

(c) weakening of the Council's status as the central
governing body;

(d) problems in administrative co-ordination when certain
services are divorced from the control of the Council;

(e) 1in nearly all instances, the members of these special
purpose bodies are not directly accountable to the
citizens they serve,

In contrast to the accountability rationale of the Mann Committee, the Finance
Commissioner (1972) opposed special purpose hodies primarily on the grounds
that thev preclude an "overall perspective” on policy and that they distort
priorities. This view has been strongly reinforced recently by the Stevenson
Committee on grants reform (see Ontario, 1977h). Special purpose bodies, it

observed (p. 29), have "become an understandable irritant to municipal
councils":

They are relatively independent in terms of their budgetarv
decisions; they have varving degrees of requisitioning power;
and as a rule, their budgets cannot be weighed by councils
against all other requirements . . . . In fact, the combined
forces of school boards and other special purpose bodies may
exert such pressure on mill rates that municipal councils feel
forced to exercise more restraint in activities they control
directlv than is exercised by these bodies for which thev
raise pronerty taxes.

With specific reqard to the L.T.C., the Mann Committee made the following
analvsis to which it gave point in a rhetorical question (p. 61):

.19, In our Committee's view, nlans and policies for operation
of the nublic transportation svstem are vitally-related to every
other major problem of Citv growth and development, If the
Council is to he answerable to the electorate for the economv

and qualitv of City services, it must be able to view the bus
service, for example, as it affects and is affected bv the pro-
grams for housing and for other new development, for downtown
redevelopment and for the City's other large capital investments
in streets, traffic controls, water supply and sewer systems,




16

"gtarting from scratch” to organize a p!.:actical
with our awareness of the high
canital and maintenance costs for the City's plagttandcﬁizizm:nt

_— cially our increasing awareness of the nee o achi ol
ha:i:Ze of private and public facilities fo; tra2si::t;:;on

would anvone seriously consider the separatxonf?; ol -
services from such services as streets apd trai ic clv t;nzous _
them in separate administrative hierarchies, with only a

link at the planning and policv-making level?

6.20,. If we were
form of City government today,

hat amounted to

i said this, the Committee then went on to recommend w. :
?:2:?: more than a name change for the L.T.C. 1In recommzni::g :i:;bit:
Transportation Agencvy Board, the Committee parted comp:n srcnui-suriog A
nrevious arqument, and with three dissenting meybers who b theyCit
view) would have made the L.T.C. a regular serv1ce.depar?m:n‘tz Lol ciz;ZGH
Fortunatelv, nothinoc came of the proposed Board which, wit! 1‘. h e it
members and no Council representatives, would doubtless héve LuiF o : §
the Committee's own goal of a more inteqrated.tragsoortatlon ?o ;c;. t: :22n~
trast, the present "agencv concent” merely maintains the level o rustra [

(4) The Public Utilities Commission and The School Boards

The PUC is included in Figure II.B more as an jllustration of the deptgs to
which relations between Council and such hodies can de§cend, than for its
bearing on transportation. In the latter regard, its xvnorFance attaches
nrimarilv to the fact that its parks and recreation facxli?xes.are major
traffic aenerators, and that it has heen given the responsibility for the

development of hikewavs.

The Mann Report (1976, p. 53) recommended that the PUC's Parks and Recreation
Department be made a division of the City's Community Services Departnen?.

Bui after initially deciding not to adopt the recommendation, City Council

has recently reversed its thinking, By a large margin, Council voted (C.P.,
Auqust 8, 1978) to effect the transfer by January 1, 1980, The immediate causes
of‘the reversal are to be found in the PUC's reactions to Council's reductiQns
in its budget demands (L.F.P., Janvary 20, 1978), Specifically the PUC decided
to close eleven wading pools and not to replace hroken or burned outlstreet
lights ==two programs that seemed calculated to arouse the public's ire against
Council.

While manv are inclined to the view that the arguments against special purpose
hodies hold equally in the case of school boards, they are included here
because of the imnlications of their decisions for transportation. School
hoard decisions resarding the size and location of schools offer one of the
most nersuasive demonstrations of the intimate relation between land use and
transportation.

The General Manacer of the L.T.C., Gordon Arblaster (1976) has observed that
the London Board of Education's policy of building large reaional schools
(e.g. Saunders Secondary) has created a costlv demand for its own bus service.
Such schools draw students in such large numbers, at peak demand times for
the L.T.C., that it cannot accommodate the student demand., In consequence,
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the Board must operate its own charter bus service, Thus, while the taxpayers
are heavily subsidizing the L.T.C. which has excess capacity in off-peak hours,
their education taxes are paving to transport students on a separate service,24
Although the student demand is falling with declining enrollment, the resulting
school consolidations with their implications of longer trips suggest that
student husing costs will remain high, Although the incentive to integrate the
student bus services with the public service has been recognized for some time,
efforts to date have come to naught, Solutions are admittedly scarce.

Mr, Arblaster, in the letter alluded to earlier, suggested and quickly dismissed
the only ocbvious one: that school hours be changed to 0700 - 1400 h so that the
L.T.C. could carry the students on its regular runs., In our view, this is only
to savy that the problem is not susceptible to a two-party solution.

(5) The Engineer's Department

Of the remaining structures shown in Figure II.B., the Engineer's Department
-—together with the consultants who report through it— is doubtless the most
influential in the making of transportation policies. The main reasons for
this are that the Traffic Division is part of the Engineer's Department and
that the implementation of virtually every ST&T decision requiring some
physical change =——and most decisions do=— involves that department. Given the
advantage in policy initiation that is recognized to rest with the adminis-
tration, the preference for physical solutions to political problems in
London should not be surprising.

(6) Toward An All-Party Huddle

Up to this point, a number of basic interdependencies in the transportation
network have been reasonably nroposed by several groups and individuals:
between and among bus service, housing, downtown redevelopment, parking,
motoring, schools, and nopulation movements, It follows from these inter-
derendencies that a major problem in any one part of the network will not be
amenable to a one-vartv solution. Yet, our review of London's policy-making
procedures and structures suggests that there is a persistent predisposition
toward just such solutions. What is needed, therefore, is an all-party huddle
that, unlike the present huddles, is open to all affected interests, partic-
ularly the general public,

A major step toward an all-partv huddle in transportation can be taken by
centralizing responsibility structurally., Metropolitan Toronto Transportation

Plan Review (1975, p. 16) found that the kev organizational issue facing Metro
was the absence of:

a single agency capable of integrating transportation policy,
planning, pricing and operations among the differenct modes of
transportation including narking.

This theme has been echoed in a number of recent reports on the operations of
other local governments in Ontario (Silcox, 1976; Robarts, 1977; Stewart, 1978).
Indeed it is part and parcel of the current consensus of informed opinion that
City Councils should have direct control of local government responsibilities.
It is now thought best by many to transfer transportation services delivered by
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special purpose bodies, to line departments in City administrations. But, while
nﬁblic accoﬁntability would almost certainly be enhanced, it is not clear that
bolicv integration would follow, That is, structural integration is no guarantee
against failures in co-ordination such as the recent breakdown between the City
thineer's Department and the L.T.C. regarding advance notice of street repair

sites (L.F.P., July 19, 1978).

However, all things considered =—including the fact that it has only been about
three vears since the organizational overhaul recommended by Peak, Marwick
(1975) began— we support the current consensus regarding special purpose

bodies.

RECOMMENDATION 1: That City Council establish a Transportation Department,
the head of which would report directlyv to the CAO and
would be part of the Senior Management Team., The De-
partment's responsibilities are implied by its constituent
divisions which would include:

* Transit - comprising the present staff of the L.T.C.,

* Parking - comprising (1) the present Parking Enforcement
Division of the Finance Department and (2) the
present staff of Covent Garden,

* Traffic - comprising (1) the present Traffic Division of
the City Engineer's Department and (2) a field
implementation staff drawn from the existing
staff of the Engineer's Department,

* Planning and Research - comprising the present L.T.C.
planner, a research economist, and a policy
analyst,

In order to prevent the proposed Transportation Department from becoming a
"protective huddle" into itself to the detriment of more comprehensive policy
development, another measure is required. Recall that the Mann Committee found
City Council to be too much involved in matters that should properly have been
left to its administration. 1In consequence, Council tended to ignore what it
called the "larger policy issues”, one of which is the "City's basic strategy
for balancing the modes of transportation" (p. 46). To disahuse Councillors
of the notion "that executive duties are an important part of their responsi-
bilities" (see pp. 33-40) the Mann Committee proposed that the four standing
committees and the Planning Board be known as "Policy Committees" and, more
importantlv, that they be co-ordinated by a "Policy éo-ordinatinu Committee".
This Committee was to replace the Board of Control which was found to be an
anachronism (see esn., pp, 43-5), We find the reasoning of the Mann Committee

in these respects to he sound and persuasive and endorse it in the following
recommendation,

RECOMME'DATION

2:

That Citv Council renlace the Board of Contrel hv a
Policyv Co=ordinatine Committee, with meﬂbership,.
functions, and relations as set out in the Report
of the Cit of London Management Committee.
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THREE PAST PLANS: BREAKING INTO THE BLACK BOX

SECTION III:

A Plannina And Pol icy=Makina:

in transportation planning. Yet most of our

in concern 2 e 2 ‘
Ogr m31? this noint has been about transportation p91+cy makan.. glumu@
dlscusmcnnto = d "policy" are used frequently bv politicians, admmlstrato:s,
the Carms their meanings are too loose and varied to he

rnment,
and observers of local gove :
used in critical analyses of government operations. The purpose of this sectio

is to present our concept of public policy and of plans and to show how the tu
is

are related.

this Topic is

Donna Kerr's (1976) approach to the problem of distinqm;?}ng Vélll_-l:iiepubixc .
nolicies from the host of misnomers is helpful here. Pu 1cfpo b;, slsnﬁ
identifies them, have the following traits. '1.‘he statement oc1 S.Du 1ch;?o icy
apnoints a person (or persons) —often, a civil servant— an ;rects im to
take certain actions under certain conditions which are expected to occur re:
All those whom the policy can be expected to affect must be able to

Furthermore, the policy-makers must intend to
policy from time-to-time.

e ways: (1) in imple-

peatedly.
ohtain the policy statement.
honour their policy, although they may change the
Public policies, according to Kerr, may fail in thre
‘ (2) instrumentally ——that is, when a successfully 1mp1e@e§ted‘

and (3) in normative justification
"unjust",

mentation;
policy fails to achieve its stated ends; ) ok .
«=that is, when it can be shown to be "wrong”, "bad", "cruel” or

One ohserver, Desjardins (1973), has characterized the urban transportation
planning process of the 1960's as a "black box", incomprehensible to everyone
but the computer-oriented planners most intimately involved in it. It 1is
imperative, therefore, that we approach the reports of transportation planners
with a healthv skepticism, giving special attention to their language.

Transportation planners commonly identifv a number of "levels" or a "hierarchv,
of plans and planning (see e.g., Hutchinson, 1974, pp. 24-6; Pill and Sobeman.
1975, Ch. 6). By this they mean that the degree of detail, the time horizon,
and possibly the place of the planning group in the political hierarcy, vary
with the planning level, To illustrate this hierarchy, we have taken
Pigure III.A.l, from Robarts (1972, Vol. 2, p. 241) and adapted it slightlv
for our purposes with the help of (Hutchinson, 1974 and RTAC, 1977).
Ideally the three lower level plans ought to be derived from, and ought tO be
compatible with, the strategic plan, although changes deemed necessary in any
of the former should generate corresponding changes in higher level plans.
This could be occasioned by changes in the substance or ranking of the
community's goals and objectives which, also ideally, should provide the
raison d'8tre of all plans. Notice that although Figure III.A.l implies
community involvement in transportation planninag, it says nothing about the
mechanics of that involvement,

We see strategic transportation planning or policy development as a community
exercise involving the setting and ranking of goals and ohjectives, the for-
mulation and weighing of alternative courses of action, and the adoption of

The Hierarchy of Transportation Plans

Figure III.A.1:
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ds the best promise of meeting the goals and objectives

hould flow from, and'be checked ragu}arly, against the stra-
Lower level plam? s! {th the regular assistance of the c;ti;enrv. None of these
R -::z;:z :s justified unless {nter-related, consistent, and successful
planning exe )

public nolicies are created from them,

the set of courses that hol

we review London's three major attempts at

In the remainder of Section 117, dwelling at length on the London Urban

strategic transportation planning,
Transportation Plan.

B. The Margison Reports:

the two Marcison Reports, transportation planning meant little

In the first of + of motor vehicles, as can be seen in

more than physical planning in su .
this excerpt from its conclusion (1960, p. 1 g

e
Present and future requirements to provide lp ef-xcxett
transportation plan for. ..London...with particular reference
to :\; central traffic district, have been evyluated and re-
cormendations made for a major street plan, highway connecting
- y » - . » ‘ ‘ »
routes, railway and river-crossing facilities and traffic
cperational improvements.

s recommended plan for the period 1954 - 1980 consi_sted of extensive r::d::::s
n each of the classes just noted, to ~e construcgod in stages. Among t B
ionificant of these comstruction projects were five full-blown .xpr:sswa}h,
nree of which were to have converced from the north, east, and :outn in t:e.’r
area of Talbot, Kent and Maple Streets. The City's core was to ":ve been ‘x‘xrs'
crossed bv a system of four and six lane guasi-expresswvays (i.e. "major c:T:;”-
their chiective was to reduce congestiom in the Central Business District &
caused > “through traffic”.

PR N

A few vears later the same consulting firm was hired presumably to bfofd‘f_u“
rlier nlan which had been overtakem by the major 1961 expansion of the City
shrouch anmexation. Although, according to its terws of reference (Nar:l!ﬂﬁ-
:96&.-:. 1, eschasis in origimal), “"the study is not to justify the :ro?cfi-s
{of 1960) but to analvse the new data®™, the 1966 Report appears to us to 2e
little more than such a justification. This is to say that we are not 3‘{'“ .
scaded of the substance of such changes as the downscaling of the Thames Ja.ley
Exnressvay, to an arterial to be knownm as the Thames River Road.
™e method of the Margisom Recorts was typical of tramsportation studies of
era. “Traffic® or “travel demand” and its distribution were calculated DY ©
jectine poculation increases by district, taking into account such factors as
srotected car osmership, pPassengers per car trip, and land uses. Then t2e roac
svstaRr vas exmanded to provide the remuired capacitv.
I» a= earlier rescort (EMR, 1970), we chserved that the general (and :gq.t?VQ‘
effect of trassportatios plasming by travel demand sxtrapolatiom is to calcis
cerrest domisast travel habits. Accordingly, we called for the imcorporatics
of a sew set of asswrstions isto tramsportatiom plamming (p. 20 In essence,

- L) - - - I

we urged that the differential impacts of transportation policies on social
classes be recognized, and that policies favouring the car-disadvantaged be
agiven higher preference. We also urged that the underpricing of automocbile
driving be remedied through various pricing schemes, such as road tolls.

Frankena (1974, p. 1) has observed that the transportation studies of the
1960's commonly recommended congestion-reducing schemes regardless of cost,
without benefit of "serious benefit-cost analyses". To him, this was "in
part a reflection of the fact that these...studies were carried out by
enagineers and planners rather than economists,” As a comment on academic
and professional specialization, this point is well taken. However, quite
anart from the fact that the cost-henefit analysis of transportation systems
is bv no means foolproof (see e.a. Hutchinson, 1974, Ch. 10, and Poon, 1976),
we would not feel any more comfortable entrusting transportation planning to
economists,

we would contribute our earlier observation regarding the hias for phvsical
solutions imparted to engineers in their trainina.

C. The London !irban Transportation Studvy:

(1) The Promise of LUTS

The professional study team for LUTS was comprised of engineers and planners

from the consulting firm of DeLeuw Cather and was assisted in various tasks
by consultants from three other firms,

The consultants were supported by a Technical Advisory Committee and three
subcommittees of municipal, provincial, and railway company officials?® of
whom engineers constituted a clear majority (see 1974a). In these respects,
LUTS strongly resembled the Margison exercises and portended another black
hox affair. There were, however, a number of differences in the set up of
LUTS that appeared significant and reassuring. Firstly, four local poli-
ticians were appointed to the three sunporting subcommittees: the Mayor and
a Controller to the public participation subcommittee; an Alderman to the
land use subcommittee (on which the Chairman of the Planning Board also
served); and an Alderman to the railway subcommittee., The other notable
differences were to be found in the terms of reference (see 1974a, App. C).
Most notable, perhaps, were (1) the general condition that,

"Social and environmental issues will be considered, and citizen
participation will be encouraged throughout the Study. Therefore
it will be necessary to keen people informed and to obtain their

views for consideration durina the preparation of both Phase I
and Phase II of the Studv."

and (2) the Phase I requirement that,

Goals and Objectives, to be set out at the beginning of the Study,
will be used as a framework to ensure that full consideration is
given to social, phvsical, environmental, economic, and land use

factors in the development of the alternative transportation
systems,
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To Frankena's exnlanation of the popularitv of reducing congestion,
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proceed in two phases. In Phase I, en-
titled "Alternative Transportation Systems and Immediatg Action Proq;am", "A
number of alternative conceptual long-range transportatxon“svstems.wxlllbe
developed, and one system will be recommended for adoption”. .The immediate
action program was to consist of a series of low-cost correctle measures for
oarking, public transit, and traffic operations. IQ Phase II, "A plan will be
developed for the implementation of the transportation system adopted by
Council”. This plan was to include two five-year, and one ten-year, expenditure
programs for all modes of transportation -—cars, trucks, buses, bicycles, feet,
Even from this abbreviated account of its terms of reference one gets the im-
nression that LUTS was to be all things to all people. Unfo;tunately, in the
end —which came prematurely— it represented only a modest improvement over

the black box olanning.

As noted above, LUTS was designed to

LUTS was a lengthy affair that jssued a formidable array of reports (see
Bibliographv). It is quite beyond the scope of this Topic to recount and
critique the study process in all its details. Our comments will be re-
stri:ﬁed to the genesis, substance, and implementation of the major recommen-
dations, with srécial attention to the disposition of social and environmental

wltil

considerations, the make-up of the goals and objectives, and the use of citizen

inout”.

(2) The Plan

The conceptual plan recommended for adoption at the end of Phase I of LUTS
comnrised three "concepts" —the transportation concept, the downtown concent,
and the railwav relocation concept (p. 1) 8 According to the study team,
these concepts

"establish the broad framework of a transportation plan and a
railwav consolidation plan which are in accord with the goals
and objectives of the study and fulfill the transportation
demands of the study area.” (p. 1). Furthermore, "The concepts
are inter-related, Full implementation of one requires the
implementation of the other two." (p. 2).

The transportation concept tellingly labelled "The Recommended Concept” in the
renort is shown in Figure III.C.l. Essentially, it is a map of recommended
roadworks in the Margison tradition., As can be seen from the number of four-
and six-lane arterials and primary collectors running through, and radiating
from, the inner Citv, the Margison in-Citv expressway spirit lives on. As
the Urban League (1974c) ochserved:

The Preferred General Concert [i.e. the Recommended Concept before
final fiddling] bears a remarkable similarity to the program of
road construction which had been indicated in the London Area
Traffic Plan of 1966 (i.e. Maraoison, 1966).

However, in contrast to Margison, LUTS attempts to soften the proposed pavement
by providing for a number of busways and exclusive bus lanes. The study tear
insists that it offers a "balanced transportation system", which insistence and
which balance are revealed in this key excerpt (p. 105, e;nhasis in original):
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Compared with the existing transportation system, the recommended
concept contains much greater emphasis on public transportation.
Comparative percentages of transit ridershio are given below:

Percentage trips by transit 1971 1991
city-wide, all day 11 15
city-wide, peak hour 16 30
downtown, peak hour 18 50

This does not mean that all the City's transportation resources must
be committed to public transportation., On any given weekday, 85% of
all trips would be by some mode other than public transportation, the
majority of them by private car....

We have endeavoured to plan a balanced transportation system;
balanced in the sense that the City's resources are allocated to
whichever mode makes the most offective [sic] use of these resources
in any given area. At the same time we have recognized environmental
restraints, both social and physical, which must be included in any
comparison of mode.

The gross capital costs of the system were estimated at $99.6 million for roadways,
$6,5 million for downtown parking, and $22,1 million for transit (see Table 1.3,
p. 15}.

We referred above to Frankena's (1974) criticism that cost-effectiveness eval-
uations of alternatives in LUTS do not aim at an efficient allocation of re=-
sources. 2’ The simple absence of a most rudimentary cost-benefit analysis

that incorporates the value of mature trees, front vards, and neighbourhcods

that would suffer from road widenings, should warrant the suspicion that en-
vironmental considerations were given short shrift in LUTS. A reading of

pages 97 to 102, where the widenings of Huron, Windeomere, Horton, Commissiocners,
Ridout and Colborne streets are considered, confirms that suspicion. In each of
these cases, environmental preservation easily gives way without a fuss to cars
and pavement,

What are we to make of the planned increases in transit trips relative to all
trips, say of the 4% City-wide, all day increase by 1991? To the ardent
proponent of public transit, it probably seems so modest as to suggest tokenism,
To the person who knows that the average increase in transit ridership in recent
years is 2%, and who takes strikes, fare increases, and fiscal restraint into
account, a 4% improvement might look realistic. Fortunatelv, a more objective
perspective on the situation is possible.

Dewees (1976, 65) reports that urban transit systems in North America typically
"carry well under 10% of all urban passenger trips"; in Toronto, which is an
exception, about 20% of all trips are made by transit, From this perspective,
London's transit share of 11% in 1972 is quite commendable, and a goal of 15830
looks a little ambitious, but realistic. But, when the central thesis of
Dewees' article and the volume of new road construction proposed by LUTS are
considered, the 15% goal becomes positivelvy ambitious and, other things being
equal, prohably something of a pipe dream,
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Dewees' main purpose is to evaluate the effectiveness of mass transit as a sub-
stitute for the automobile. Using a model that incorporates the value of time,b3l
he demonstrates convincingly that the private costs to the automobile driver of a
transit service of such quality that it will entice him from his car are com-
parable to the nrivate costs of driving (see Table 2, p. 63). Let's entertain
for a moment the impossibility that Citv Council decides, on grounds of social
costs and benefits, to provide just such a high qualitv transit service at
enormous nublic cost in dollars., What will it gain? In the short run transit
ridership should improve substantially. But in the medium term, according to
Dewees' analysis and historical experience, most of the newly-won riders will
revert to using their cars. This is because the initial removal of their cars
from the road reduces congestion, therebv lowering the private costs of driving.
In a paragraph summarizing the relation between transit and motoring, Dewees
writes (p. 71):

Upon relection, it should not be surprising that transit promotion
is a poor way to reduce motoring. The inherent limitations on the
quality of mass transportation service, based upon the value of

time and the necessity to serve many people at once, mean that mass
transit will ordinarily be slower than the automobile. Furthermore,
it would be unusual if promoting a commodity that now satisfies less
than 10% of the market could substantially reduce the total quantity
sold of the competing commodity that currently absorbs 90% of the
market. To put it another way, the best limitation is direct
intervention, 32

Dewees' analysis should fuel our suspicions about the balanced transportation
svstem envisioned by LUTS, LUTS proposed to spend roughly 5 dollars on road-
ways and parking for every dollar spent on transit. On the face of it, then,
we ought seriously to doubt that such a spending balance will alter the car/
transit balance of 89/11 in favour of transit,

Appended to the Recommended Concept was an extensive network of bicycle paths
(pp. 125-8). We use the word "appended"” to reflect our doubt that the bike
network was intended seriously. For it was not costed in the revort, and
bicycle paths do not appear as an item in Table 1.3, “Gross Cost Estimates -
Recommended Concept".

The downtown concept ==the second major recommendation of LUTS— applies to the
area bounded bv Wharncliffe, Oxford, Adelaide and Horton streets. In essence,
it is a plan for traffic circulation based on the

premise that pedestrians should be given prioritv over vehicles
and that public transportation should be given priority over
private in the peak hours (p. 17).

Toward that end a number of conventional automobile disincentives such as higher
parking rates and exclusive bus lanes to be "applied gradually” are listed. The
approach is referred to several times as "the carrot and stick approach" although
the only stick to be found seems embarrassingly small,33 "The heart of the
downtown concept is a system of pedestrian streets" (p. 136). A two-street
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I have carefullv reviewed the LUTS aopraisal Phase II and wish

to express mv dissatisfaction with it, It was certainly not
worth $9,000,

.+.The consultant in the nrevious Phase of the Studv, provided

us with five concepts, in total., The concept accepted by Council
was called a "combination concept", although a thorough analysis
would indicate that the term "combination" was a serious misnomer.
Were these concepts not based on what was considered a needs study
for the next twenty years? If so, why do we need a further study
at $134,9000 and, if not, how were any of these concepts
legitimately developed?

(3) The Genesis of The Plan and The Role of The Citizenry

Phase I of LUTS comprised two cycles., 1In Cycle One, five transportation con=
cepts34 were formulated. 1In Cvcle Two, they were evaluated and modified
issuinc eventually in the Recommended Concept.

In Cycle One, 57 meetings were held with various segments of the public in-
volving something in the order of 1,200 people; almost 2,000 people were in-
volved in 77 meetings in Cycle Two. The study team reported (p. 25) being
disappointed in the turnout at public meetings, especially in Cycle Two.
Inasmuch as LUTS offered Londoners their first o
tion in planning, the turnout probably could not have been helped —at least
in Cycle One., That the planners mav in part have engineered their own dis-
aopointment in Cvecle Two is quite possible, 35 That is, their strateqy for
involvina the public in the first cycle mav have had the effect of depressing
public interest in the second cycle, That strategv was, in their words, the

"clean slate approach": a "low key, non-issue oriented approach to transpor-
tation" (p. 30).

prortunity for mass participa-

The planners adopted the "clean slate approach” so they would not appear to be
manipulating public opinion. They learned to their chagrin that the partici-
vating citizens were driven by an urgent desire "to come to grips with specific
(local) issues and possible solutions™ (p. 30). Although we risk the charge

of benefitting from hindsight, the planners do seem to have erred badly in
failing to distinguish between educating and informing the public on the one
hand, and manipulating public opinion on the other,
time, the number of average citizens with a grasp of the City-wide transporta-
tion network, not to mention reasonable systemic alternatives to it, could be
seated in an L.T.C. bus. As a review of LUTS's catalogue (1973a, between

©. 21 and p, 22) of public comments shows the citizens' interest in transpor-
tation tended strongly to be self-interest. As a review of ST&T Committee's
Agendas over the post-LUTS vears shows, that interest has not changed discernibly,
In sum, the structure of the interaction between planners and public in Cvcle

One yielded the only result possible: a fragmented collection of self-serving

and (therefore) o®ten conflicting proposals for what we earlier called "spot"

re classified in the reports (see e.g. 1974a,
"Systems Planning", seems purely a function of the
expectations and requirements. Similarly, the five transportation
planning concepts generated in Cycle One are the creations, however

After all, at any given




30

Sodiis was to gather public reactions to the fiy,
surpose of Cycle Two was = t he five go
Cycle Two. The ’ ¢ive railway coneepts,36 and to ?He ; 'dzl’ -
Transportation cuncebt!v,‘:he grban transportation study \sef ppendice to this
e ‘ . S - - oublic
ewentv-Ffive obiectives © o cather these reactions were public meetings and
gl n’edat *;;; resoondents could deposit their completed
cuestionnal # their respective dis-
The g s rs at public meetings in the : :
cuestionnaire with :fe F_?”ze in free of charge. The gquestionnaire v.t-'as“‘d
- 14 mail them In 2 . ting concepts ar
tricts, or they cous Joured brochure describing the cc??e_: 000 Lond
sunnorted bv 2 multi-colour 37 ohev were mailed to all 75,000 London
i1lustrating them throudh mans.‘ ich returned them., The study team reported
nouse - 'h‘zgar expected, although not unusually low

v 3
nouseholds , @ mere 3% (2,353) =
- 398 chat "This return was 19"'!_. v The return rate for self-administery
R We dlisacree. - P king 3]
. 2 in *+) order of ‘,..", maxKing 3,1\
4 smically in the O
- tionnaires is typL ? s ibute + v let
rail-out survey Juestionn are many factors that might contribute to a complets
Fismal, While there % ; heir pectiw ntri-
E— - < "‘-: &; re, in the nature of the case their res; € Fc
i i ilur in . 2 o that +
explanstion of this Taliude. with certainty. Despite this, we propose that the
be determined with cert .

was simply too demanding, in rt because it was

P s ) =
- Upan

cuestionnaire.

-
frr a2 mail-in onestionnalire .

Hutions camot — -
S iy g 3 3 exerci = - fart that ¢
~rochurs-JuestiOnnalre e 14 m to be supported by the fact t.;

P e This conjecture woul 3 2 had the highest
B e or the higher socio-economic statuses, had th 3
- Py irts wWith TX s
plannine Aistricts

d bv the fact that the
- = - to be supportec oy o

3B 7 1ld also appear T »1e”™ v the highest per-
returT TETeS. 1T WDl -liked. or t‘]ﬂ'&cﬁt ..cce;oa ie oV ThHe D '-'_!"l.l I
rapid transit concept Was

- .‘"'" : \
cen a:'.l;--'- respondent (66.0%), and "jigliked™ by the lowest percentage (.i/. %),
s: - 7-3 t ;v- ; " ) vcle O public partici-
S . bw the Cycle One pudl
—~ ] lapeihle that cvniclise engendered Dv the
T¢ is also Pl ihle T

e -

rrocrar contributed to the low return rate.
oation proor conty

we O NOU --_-...b. 1T WX b 4 - us e Ccuest - essu.ts at .t‘n...;.
ie 18C s = stionna re res ot
- - -
eason dm-i that they are I presentatl e 01 & -
sinoe _.E-' i VTV T i e v L tv's

L ]
oomulat 2 he cuestionnaire s
3 r, Teasons are: tThe gu
oulation. Adfitional, and stronger, Tre

e

- ] > 1 i ¥ “seT i e - &
s2m i1ty WAE INCONE =T w ‘i'* coR . eXiT U the lssues 1T p....!"'f:'O!..e- to
" s o . 71
- _.,7..- = id it tent pipns Py = - - ) ; ;
Tt -., ; The E W H.VQ suTicient costT-DenelltT LN ormation T©O 5Q-Csu.
. - m‘:’ _— - & - - : .

B 4 - Pl m ne nﬁ Ca concepts were, as we noteC ear.ler, -o‘. 59‘-!

e S oent v - - ivig - | -

: . : 3 note "Ie ose me >V .,_Ie sTucv team oo e resu.ts
it wrill sETTaoe nEre To ¥ - -

‘!Fﬂ'"a' e +0 TEDAL TTEns t The st ﬁ" tear = ASSEESE™ME 4 = b4 ._‘ results . -
—_— - - - i n ne L el
- ae - iSabs i -

to 1TSS =% o v raDlcC T t ‘..‘ cons .,5&:‘&6 Devonc The P +Enning ‘
o - - transi )
e TeCDEmENoETD 3 =i - . )

- - -LTE Treason v :! -:“m in thas § tatement . ‘¢ , ©mD asls ."‘d.“

e o, = ] 1anC

2lehonoh the rapif transit concept was liked by the ?reuteft
;;;Se"‘sane of these respondents felt this concept was -?:
e.men;-ve an? Lonfion £id mot have the population to \-l:i‘l‘: '
such 2 svstem at this time. These respcmde:t._s sug::er:f_ :..:a;
bv the anf of the plamming period (1991) London m;:z.'at':.
hetter position to support a rapid tramsit systen t&f.r-:t“
the nus'::-nszt or cosbination concepts could be an Interl
solution to traffic problems.

Thus an unspecified “some of these respondents™ appears to -l‘al": "‘:'f ;::’:_.-,.
vortionate influence on the study tean’s analvsis., This :.f’f'.?;-‘;_:;:;x
onestior of the role of miblic particisation ia LUTS, but lf" 5J-~u¢s.v!¥'
wnich permeates the stufv tear's report recardine how :he.a::eiﬁ::‘w‘s chat
evalusted, namely, that the chief merit of the Recommended Concert

it accorfief with the planners' predispositions.

31

The competing concepts were evaluated followin

g Cycle Two of public participation
(see Ch. 6). The study team summarized the pr

ocess in these words (p. 89);

Three different types of input from different sources were
brought together to determine a preferred general concept
which was then modified and ev

aluated to produce the Re-
commended Concept.

It also portraved the process in a flow chart (LUTS, 1974a,

Figure 6,1). We
will restrict our aspecific comments to the three

"types of input”,

The first type of input is described as "technical input”,
tentious label refers to a series of subjective rankings,
alternatives, of the goals and objectives, of the former against the latter,
and of the accordingly ranked concepts against their capital costs. The
rankings were done by 7 members of the Technical Advisory Committee and 6
members of the studv team. It is on the basis of these rankings that the
study team claimed, as reported above, that the recommended transportation

and railway plans "are in accord with the goals and objectives39 of the study"”,
In order to assess this claim we must first present these goals and objectives.

This rather pre-
of the competing

Five goals, each with a number of contributin
the study team and, in its words (p. 90)
and approved by Council and the Technical
began. Thev are presented in Appendix A.
nesses in these goals and objectives,
inspection, went undetected.

g objectives, were formulated by
"had been suhject to public review
Advisory Committee” before the study
Evidently, a number of major weak-
which do seem rather obvious on close

For the team later found that

The evidence from the public particination program was clear

that some objectives rated much higher in importance than
others,

and that the goals and objectives

are not ideally suited to a cost-effectiveness evaluation

[and T)here is some overlap between ohjectives and others
tend to be ambiguous,

These weaknesses notwithstanding the Technical Advisory Committee resolved not
to change them for purposes of the evaluation (p. 90). Politically, the
Committee made a wise decision, for to have changed the goals and objectives
in midstream would have constituted a rather obvious "fix". But, in the cir-
cumstances, no decision could have compensated for the inherent weaknesses in
the goals and objectives. There is, then, no reason why the conclusion of

the "technical input" ==a tie between the bus transit and combination concepts
(p. 91) = should be regarded as persuasive.

Nor should it be regarded as necessarily more
That it should be the only possible
when it reports (p. 91) that

persuasive than the public input.

implication the study team could intend
"In comparison with the technical input, the public
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input received was by its nature very subjective and much more difficylt to
analyze...." The public's collective preferences for rapid transit and for
preserving and enhancing the natural and physical :nvironment have alfaady
been note&. Yat the study team concluded (p. 92) "from an assessment" of

the same material discussed above that

the preferred concept for the 20-year planning period should
combine elements of the bus transit and combination concepts.
In addition, however, the plan should make allowance for the
implementation of a rapid transit system towards the end of

the planning period.

The third source of input was Council. Council members were interviewed in
both cycles of public participation, and were giv§n Fhe opportunity to react
to various proposals. Evidently, they were also 1nv1tedlto g? through the

subjective ranking exercises described above under technical input, Some,..

"at least partially completed"” (P. 93) those exercises,

We can understand why Councillors might have either declined the invitation,
or failed to complete the exercise. It does seem curious, however, that "no
individual elected representative indicated any favoured concept" (p. 93),
Councillors may have been sidestepping a commitment to which they might later
have been held, or merely had the same problem as other citizens in trying to
complete the complex rankings intelligently.

However that may be, the study team, secure in its belief that none of "the
three categories of input.,.revealed [a] clear preference for any...concept"
(p. 93), pressed on to formulate first a Preferred General Concept, and

finally the Recommended Concept,

(4) The Disposal of The Plan

City Council's formal response to Phase I of LUTS consisted in approving, on
October 2, 1974, a long and multi-faceted recommendation of its ST&aT
Committee (see Report of September 18, 20, 23 and 30, 1974). It thus ac-
complished two things: (1) the adoption "in principle" of the Recommended
Concept —albeit the Lower Level of Service alternative, in which the capital
costs of road construction were reduced by $18 million— "subject to the
modifications which are listed as part of the requirements for Phase II"; and
(2) the approval of an Appraisal for Phase II (LUTS, 1974c) which would meet
a broad set of requirements. Collectively, these twelve requirements seem
quite sensitive to non-car alternatives, as reflected by these examples:

(d) That consideration be given to the use of one-way road
systems as an alternative to widening streets in re-
sidential areas;

(g) That the bicycle path study be proceeded with as an
identifiable separate programme [(and] that the
potential of this vehicular mode.,.be explored,..
both as a means of private transportation and as a
means of recreational activity;
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(1) That where a reasonable choice can be made between
widening arterial streets or providing added Public
Transit, the emphasis be primarily on the Public
Transit or secondarily on an alternative route
improvement .

The Mayor's critical letter quoted earlier was written in response to the con-
sultant's appraisal. 1In general, she thought the proposed Phase II program
suffered from "the study svndrome" and would not prove effective even at the
proposed cost of $284,450 (Bigelow, 1974). In contrast, the Administration
took a generally favourable view of both the proposal and the results of

Phase I. The Chief Administrative Officer defended them point=by-point in
responses to the Mayor's criticisms and to those made by the Urb;nlLeague
(1975a) .

Of more than passing interest is the CAO's defence of the Mayor's charge to
the effect that the consultant had expediently relaxed the condition of inter-
dependence among the transportation, downtown, and railway concepts., The con-
sultant (1973¢c, p. 3) had suggested that the Systems Planning Study could
"proceed despite the fact that an assumed railway relocation is an integral
part of the transportation concept” even if no provincial approval for a
railway study were received before the Phase II work commenced. The CAO's
response was that

"The Recommended Concept is broad enough and variable enouagh
to accommodate land use changes that would occur with any
railway relocation without dramatically invalidating the
general overall transportation concept.”

In our view, a plan that is so loose that its meaning can varv so significantly
from one cbserver to another, and from one moment to another, is no plan at all.
Notwithstanding his apparent preference for proceeding with Phase II in accord-
ance with the Appraisal, the CAO did put forward an alternative approach in
which Phase II would be done by City staff, He noted, however, that

In-house work will he subsidized by the province only if it
can be proven that the in-house ssaff spends its full time
over several months to the studv. 1

By April of 1976 the Appraisal for Phase II lay in tatters. The ST&T Committee
(33225_, April 27, 1976) was unsuccessfully advancing to Council, the CAO's
recommendation that a road planning division be established in the City Engineer's
Department, This division, later renamed a “Transportation Systems Planning
Unit"42 (srgr Report, July 26, 1976), was to carry out the road needs, and
downtown parking studies pronosed in the Appraisal. By September of 1977, all
that remained of Phase II was the road needs study which Council assigned to
DeLeuw Cather (C.P., September 6, 1977).

Thus Council abandoned LUTS in midstream, and with it the prospect of a de-
tailed plan for implementing the Recommended Concept. However, this has not
meant the abandonment of the latter. Proceeding in a quick unsystematic way,
the City has since undertaken eight major construction projects, including
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the Nixon-Upper Queen connection discussed earlier. Most of the recommenda-

tions associated with the Immediate Action Programmes for traffic and transit
onerations (see Lurs, 1973c, 1073d4) have been implemented (Rowntree, 1974b,
1576) An auditor looking for returns on the investment in LUTS will have to

bhe content, it is sad to s&Y with benefits of this low order. what Londo

years hence.

T Summary:

As an exercise in strategic transportation planning, the Londen Urban Transvpor-
tation Study appeared at the outset to be a marked improvement over the Margison
exercises that preceded it. Most notably, (1) it was to proceed from a com-
srehensive set of goals and objectives, (2) it was to he environmentally
censitive, and (3) it was to actively involve the citizenry, to whose concerns

is nowher
at the moment,

now being formulated by consultants.

concerning the consistency and compatibilit
vidual projects. y of lower level plans and indi-

RECOMMENDATION 3:

it was to be responsive. implicit in its terms of reference were conceptions
of urban transportation and urban transportation policies that were funda-
mentallv different from those of the Margison era. That is, in LUTS all modes
of transportation, and major land uses, together with the policies affecting
esach of them, were to be regarded as an interdependent system. This systems
view should have rendered obsolete transportation planning by travel demand
extrapolation, the primary technique used by Margison; it implied that trans-
portation policies would be used to bring about certain desirable global end-
ctates (e.g. an 85:15 car-transit ratio), instead of merely alleviatinc spot
problems of congestion. LUTS was, in a word, to result in a genuine plan.

pid LUTS fulfill these expectations? The answer has to be "No"; it didn't
even come close. There are, as can be expected in an exercise of such
magnitude, 2a number of extenuating factors. Londoners were not accustomed

in 1973 to contributing to public decisions that affected them: their well-
founded skepticism and cynicism had to be overcome. TO judge from their
attendance at meetings, their response to the questionnaire, and the comments
on the public participation program by those who did return the questionnaire,
this resistance was not overcome, The study team was anvthing but an innocent
victim of a closed political culture. In using its "clean slate aporoach” in
Cvcle One, it seems to have squandered the valuable good will of manv of the
initial participants. Then there was the {11-conceived and rather capricious
nrocess by which it arrived at the Recommended Concept that flew in the face
of recorded public sentiment. That, together with Council's adoption of the
study team's recommendation, made the public participation program an "utter
farce", as the Urban League (1974c) contended. In sum, local political
cynicism was probably more deeply entrenched after LUTS than pefore.

Even had Council bought Phase II for its exorbitant asking price, it is clear
that a transportation svstem45 satisfving certain consensual values and ob-
jectives, would not have resulted, This is because the conceptual systems
formulated at the outset were grounded in black box methodology and data
-—that is to say, in Margison (1966) .

The upshot of this review of the London Urban Transportation study is that
L?ndon still does not have a valid strategic transportation plan. In the
absence of such a plan, it will be difficult, for example, toO appraise the
functional plan for the implementation of the L.T.C.'s terminal system concept
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Similarly, it is idle to raise questions

But perhaps worst of all
, No one can say with i
n's overall transportation situation will be 1i§e ten :2Yt5:::alnty
Y

Knowing what we do about current transportation frustrations, and alternative

possibilities, it seems irresponsible t
o remain cont i i
and whimsical elimination of bottlenecks in the roade::szzzh pracipnscssimeipiog

For, although it

e declared, bottlenecking is London's dominant transportation policy

That City Council initiate the develorment of a new
strategic plan (PLAN FOUR) for local ﬁransportation
that makes maximum use of community resources, has
the endorsement of the majority of the citize;

and is given effect in public policy statement:?'
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PLAN POUR: BREAKING OUT OF THE BLACK BO0X

SECTION IV: TOWARD
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finally adonted. As RTAC concludes (1977, pp. 155-6):

Wwith computer facilities and appropriate software programs
available to all municipalities and the relative ease of
inter-relating land use and street system data files with
transportation programs, there is every opportunity for any
municipality to have the 'in-house' tools for continuous
[plan] update.

If a model is developed, safeguards should be devised to ensure that the
model remains an aid to planning and does not become the chief planner-
dictator.

since the essence of the bottom up part of the Plan Four program is citizen
particimation, it is appropriate here to augment briefly the accounts of
citizen participation given in connection with LUTS and the Upper Cueen
Extension.

Those accounts suggest that, even at this advanced stage in the evaluation
of public participation, many at City Hall still question its desirability
and leagitimacv. A number of recent district planning programs, and the pro-
aram to determine the site of the medium security penitentiary, reinforce
the impression that the development of citizen participation in London is
seriouslv retarded.

A number of descrintive case studies (Campbell and Pearce, 1976; Lovelock,
1977; Zatko, 1976) and one critical account (Paclosini, 1977) of citizen par-
ticipation have emerged in the last few years. Several of their findings are
instructive., From Campbell and Pearce (1976) we learn that almost half of
the sample questioned about the West London District Plan exercise reported
that thev were poorly or never informed adequately even when they attended
meetinas. There are two especially informative statistics to be found in
Paolosini's 1977 study of the North Central London District Plan process:

(1) a mere 1.4% of eligible citizens attended the meetings to elect members
to the Citizens' Advisory Group and (2) although there were three hand-
deliveries of information circulars to everv house in the district, only
about one-half of the residents on average reported being aware of the pro-
posed district plan. On the basis of findings such as these, Paolosini (p. 94)
ended by suspecting that City Council's "minimal support"” of the Planning

Division, which directed the planning process, was an insincere gesture
toward consensus nlanning.47

It is in failures in participation such as these that we find a good part of
the explanation why invitations to citizens to participate in determining
their future, are turned down by so many. Thus, only three persons from a
community association of 500 registered members turned out recently to hear
about plans for upgrading their parks (L.F.P., March 10, 1978). Thus, the
L.T.C. received onlv 140 replies when it polled 1,250 homes in a recent
survey of route and schedule vpreferences (L.F.P., May 13, 1978). We are
suggesting that justified political cvnicism, more than apathy, is at play
i? such cases. The bottom up program is designed to break this vicious
circle of participation and cvnicism.
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APPENDIX A
London Urban Transportation Study

GOALS and OBJECTIVES

- Transportation: To provide a transportation system which will
accommodate present and future needs for the movement of pecople

and goods.

Objectives:

1.

2,

i

- Land Use:

To develop a transportation plan that 1is compatible with

provincial and regional transportation concepts and adequately

serves vresent, intermediate, and long-term land use and travel

patterns and forecasts.

To provide a flexible system which will permit modification to

accommodate change during and bevond the stages of implementation

of the transportation plan.

To achieve a bhalanced and integrated system ©

transnortation.

To provide a transportation system that 1is safe, e

convenient.

To achieve a leve

transportation fa
a

cilities which w provide increased benefits
to the user compatible with th

To provide vehicular parking ¢
svstem,
To improve the public transit system,

The integration of a transportation system compatible
with the land use as proposed in the 1971 official Plan.

Objectives:
—

s O

J

To locate transportation facilities to promote the development

a
of the desired land use pattern as expressed by the 1971

et
*)

w

3

they can best be serviced Wi
environment.

To promote the development
recreational areas and onen
ruption of communi t\ cultura

To relocate existina transp

desired develonment.

To encourace the preservation of rural land as designated 1in
the 1971 Official Plan.

To encourace the preservation of historical sites and structures
of architectural merit,.

To imnrove transportation service to institutions to meet thelr

special requirements,
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ck about the city they

emselves On the ba
¢ down to defining and planning the way London Urban Transportation Study

"Stop patting th

1ive in and ge :
they want the community to grow.
GOALS and OBJECTIVES

Goal I - Transportation: To provide a transportation system which will
accommodate present and future needs for the movement of people
and goods.

Objectives:

1. To develop a transportation plan that is compatible with
provincial and regional transportation concepts and adequately
gerves present, intermediate, and long-term land use and travel
patterns and forecasts.

2. To provide a flexible system which will permit modification to
accommodate change during and bevond the stages of implementation
of the transportation plan.

3. To achieve a balanced and integrated system of public and private
transnortation.

4. To provide a transportation system that 1is safe, efficient and
convenient.

5. To achieve a level of capital investment in public and private
transportation facilities which will provide increased benefits
to the user compatible with the adopted goals.

6. To provide vehicular parking compatible with the transportation
svstem,

7. To improve the public transit system,

with the land use as proposed in the 1971 Official Plan.

Goal II - Land Use: The integration of a transportation system compatible

() Cooyright - Bureau of Municipal Research
-/ ‘ December 1978 Objectives:
1. To locate transportation facilities to promote the development
of the desired land use pattern as expressed by the 1971
Charles K. Bens, Executive Disegtor Official Plan.

‘ London
o ety s Sy To promote orderly development and redevelopment.
ociate
Marvy Lynch, research Ass

.

To encourage the establishment of industries in areas where

w N
.

they can best bhe serviced with the least disadvantage to the
environment,
4. To promote the development and use of suitable park 1

and
recreational areas and ornen space in order to reduce the dis-
+

w 0

ruption of community, cultural, and recreational f£

To relocate existina transportation facilities which

Un

- principal Author
desired develorment,

6. To encourace the preservation of rural land as designated in
the 1971 Official Plan.

7. To encouracge the preservation of historical sites and structures
of architectural merit.

8. To improve transportation service to institutions to meet their

special requirements.
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object and to add six foo
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Its objective was to widen the highway by < feet, = 7 e
shoulders, so it would meet provincial standards for highways with 1ts
posted speed limit of 80 k.p.h. (see G&M, July 1, 1978, p. 4).

The origins and outlines of the energy crisis should be fawl}xa: tc anyone
with evé: a passing interest in public affairs. For‘those who .ént é.ccn-
cise account‘of the energy crisis as it affects Canada agd Ontarlf:?fe
recommend our recent Topic "What Can Municipalities Do About Energy?",
“March 1978, pp. 2-=7.

Canadian government actions to date include: (1) an excise tax on heawh
cars, (2) a gasoline tax of 10¢ per gallon imposed in 1975, (3) a SpeCfa‘
excise tax of $100 on all new automobile air condltxoners,7(4} a Plnlmhﬁh
fleet average fuel efficiency standards of 24 m.p.g. in 1980 and 33 m.p.9g.
and (5) allowing the price of Canadian crude oil to rise to the xnter-‘
(this policy has been manifested locally as a 5¢ per ga.l.on
- months wnich does not seen

national level
increase in th
have affected car travel).
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For its part, the Ontario government nas

to

5 1 h 2 A S the
reduced highway speed limits and raised fees to further increase the
relative cost of licensing large cars.

The probability of fuel rationing was conceded in the question period

o
following Mr., MacNabb's speech,

Based on a BMR examination of ST&T Agendas and Reports.
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Had we more space we would demonstrate this through a case study of the
processing of a complaint from a resident of Cheapside Street (see ST&T
Agenda and Report, February 14, 1977 and C.P,, February 21, 1977)

Briefly he complained about the abuse of a limited (2
zone across from

hours) parking

his house in connection with a suspected business being
conducted in violation of a zoning by-law, The complaint was found by
the Traffic Director not to warrant corrective action. However, against
his recommendation, corrective action in the form of a by-law amendment,
was proposed by the ST&T Committee and approved by Council,

This complaint
entailed the time-consuming personal attention of the Chief of Police, the

police traffic sergeant, parking enforcement officers, the traffic director,
the zoning administrator, the ST&T Committee and the secretarial staff th

that
tvped the mass of correspondence and reports.

Traffic engineers use six level-of-service ratings lettered A through F
(see Lea, 1976, App. A). A is the highest and "corresponds to a condition
of free (traffic) flow, with low volumes and high speeds”; F is the worst
and "connotes forced-flow operation at low speeds and (traffic volumes
below (roadway) capacity). This is stop-and-qo traffic operation" (cited
in Lea, App. A).

Lea need not have gone so far afield for his evidence. He might have used
the example of the Kensington neighbourhood in London where the Traffic
Division, in consultation with residents, worked out an effective system
of physical barriers to discourage through traffic (see Morgan, 1976).

The L.T.C. also expressed concern that, if the idea of using a secondary
collector as a bus priority route were "expanded into 3 or 4 areas of
the City, the result would be an entirely different (transit) system”

than the terminal system Council had approved in principle (Staff Report
#3, April 27, 1978). -
These are: the Market parking building for which it is named, the parking
garage beneath City Hall , and the parking building at St, Joseph's
Hospital. Covent Garden is to operate the Talbot Square parking garage

if and when it is completed, and has recently been nominated to assume

the management of the financially troubled East London parking garage.

The reason given officially for such a loose agreement was to encourage
urban renewal (see L.F.P., October 12, 1975). The agreement would have
had the safequard of a performance bond had there been more than one
developer contending for the contract,

They were reported (L.F.P., 1977}
of which $850,000 was cash,

March 3, to have stood at $1.9 million,
as of September 1976,

For the Finance Commissioner, the Talbot Square troubles must have seemed
the ideal evidence of the disadvantages of relving on special purpose
bodies, a case he had made several years earlier (see Date, 1972).
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the L.T.C. subsidy was $150,714 (L.T.C., 1972), while the public
e S il 825 2

i r
1 . : 5 ' }
and separate school boards Spenl’. 622,400 and $108 700 IespECthel

It ma be 2] i i t from 1953 (o]
4 anpropriate to note Haro \ l t
1965 ;VE: CU.O"t.:lirdS of the pOliC‘.’ issues that came before :'etrol ICIf)'nto
vere de lned and lnltlated bV ke Metro departﬂ‘ent heads (Clte in MR ’

W & Y v M d B

1970, p. 4).

] i mp loyees
The close working relation between the consultants and their employ ,

Citv's elected and (particularly) appointed officials,‘mgans tnat_irltlcism
Eirécted at LUTS necéssarily implicates the City's offcth.il‘s;.1 yw:; ;a:e i
1 Ci i ilv on consultants, we thin & e
think the City relies too heavily . : : 7
legit‘n;te contribution to make, There is, then, no intention here to 33
-

make scapegoats of them.

The most comprehensive review of LUTS is Eia?t;g:;? iiz7;L£lizi:20uE?slt

w yri hefore the final systems repo hed, !

;iit;z;ZEEHar: generally valid for it as well. We hgve summari%ed(z?ezh

here, and will be alluding to several of them léter in the te;o.d L n

indicating their preferences among the glternatlvg cogceptsf nlo?e{m

had no cost-benefit information with which to decide intelligent yé1 2

the consultants did not perform benefit-cost analyses early on, anc thus 34
dismissed opticns prematurely and arbitrarily; (3) tﬁe cost—efie;t;veness
evaluations‘actually done by the consultant do not aim at an ?Lflc:ent -
allocation of resources, and may or may not reflect Londoners VpreLeien;ea

(4) LUTS ignores the income distributional effegts of a;ternat+ve policies; .
(5) LUTS uncritically promotes the CBD as the Cltyjs major social, '

commerical , and cultural centre, partly on the basis of §us?ect d:ta: .

(6) LUTS uncritically promotes the status quo in trave; habits; (7) LUTS

fails to consider pricing policies, and neglects certain regulatory

policies, which could have furthered its objectives; and (8? thelcon— .
;ultants methods of ascertaining public preferences led to invalid anq

unreliable data, and seemed to be aimed more at public acceptance of the
recormended plan.

Page references standing on their own in this section are to LUTS, 1974a.

“A policy is acceptable on the grounds of efficiency when the aggregate
ben;fits accruing to all members of society exceed the aggregate costs,
and the excess of benefits over costs is as great as that of any alter-
native policy." (Frankena 1974, p. 5.) The most obvious benefit is
reduced travel time, while costs include capital and operational do}lar o
costs and social costs such as environmental destruction and pollution.

In another place (p. 9) this percentage is given as "15-20%",

The formula is RCOST™ T,™T; + C™ where: T,M is the amount of time in 38
activity i for mode m; VT; is the value of time in that activity; and

C™ is the dollar cost to the traveller for this mode. He cites emplrzcal

studies showing that "the value of travel time is approximately one-third

the hourly wage rate; waiting time, which includes standing at a bus StOP
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or subway station platform, is about one and one-half times the value

of travel time; and walking time is three times the value of travel
time" (p. 61).

Dewees then goes on to evaluate several policies for pricing motoring
one of which is a CBD parking tax. A recent field experiment to promote
transit usage through marketing in Kingston, Ontario, has reaffirmed
Dewees' observation regarding transit promotion. The study concluded
that promotion resulted in (1) no short-term economic pay-offs in terms
of increased ridership and (2) no measurable impact in improving the
(already positive) overall attitude towards transit and transit usage
(reported in L.T.C., Staff Report #4, March 17, 1911).

We are referring to higher parking rates, the functional equivalent of
Dewees' CBD parking tax. Dewees (1976, p. 73) found it to "be appropriate
to reflect externalities near the parking facility, but...a poor way to
correct the general under pricing of urban motoring". This is because

the long-distance commuter and the short-distance shopper each pay the
same , although the former contributes more to congestion and other social

costs. High parking rates have been found to discourage short but not
long trips.

The initial five concepts were: (1) Rapid Transit Oriented Concept.
(2) Bus Transit Oriented Concept, (3) Roadway Oriented Concept, (4)

Auto-free Downtown Concept, and (5) Combination Concept(s). See LUTS,
1973.

The planners' analysis of attendance at public meetings in Cycle Two
showed that only six percent had also attended meetings in Cvcle One
(p. 39). This suagests a significant element of disaffection, and a
problem of educating the newcomers, amonq other things.

The five railway alternatives were: north of the City, CPR corridor,
south of the Citv, existing facilities with grade separations, and =—the
one that was finally recommendad= the CNR corridor. Poon (1976) has
done a cost-benefit analysis of railway relocation in London, under the
supervision of Professor Frankena, in which the total costs outwelgh the
total benefits for the CNR alternative $24.23+ million to $15.10+ million.
While, as Poon contends, this result may (i.e. a number of social costs
and benefits not susceptible to dollar pricing were excluded) mean the
project is economically unjustifiable, the dollar spread does not appear
to us to strain social justification.

The brochure also mapped a network of bicycle paths, although it was not
included in the descriptive summary which showed gross cost figures for
the other plans; nor was it mentioned in the questionnaire.

E.g. Oakridge (10,78%),
(6.31%), Masonville
North London

Westmount (10,70%), Westminister
(5.71%), Medway (5.,61%), Stoneybrook
(5.07%) (p. 41).

(6.98%),
(5.38%),

Byron
and
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- goal is "an end to which a planned course of éctlon is
it fhnr. B).a 7'Ve is "a point to be reached toward the achievement
iirZCZEil'azg :ii:itis capable of both attainment and measurement",
bu Cvcle Two of the public participation Program, the te?m collected 47
:urxng e i red comparison sets, in which five statements chosen Fo
?46rui:2i:n::i§ie oflfhe studv goals and objectives" were compared with
De ep ‘ X -

: 3
one another These W e wilith Iesultl[lg xa!lklllqs ql véen 1n parx enthese
< . ere, S

43). . (5th)
Minimize the total cost to the taxpayer

(p

: 111 (4th)
B Maximize personal mobility . ' —
C Improve public transit and restrict use of the augomobxli tlnti
- - 4K .

D Preserve and enhance the natural and physical environmen s

i (3rd)
E Preserve local neighbourhoods ’ . | .
Like the questionnaire, this device seems entirely too glib to do justice

to the nuances of the issues involved.

The costs of Phase I, and of the Appraisal for Phase II, were split between
t%e City and Provincial covernment on a 25:75 basis.

This proposed unit is part of the inspiration for the Planning and Research
i i | - :
Division of our proposed Transportation Department.

These are: 1. Highbury Avenue Widening - Florence to Brydges. .

) 2 Coﬁtinuinc phase of the London East Industrial Access
Road (Airport Road). . ‘
Fanshawe Park Road Bridge over Stoney Creek Replacement
and Widening. '
Continuing phases of the Hulton Wonderland Connection.
Oxford-Richmond Intersection Improvement.,
Oxford Widening - Clarke to Industrial.

Dundas Street Extension.
Nixon-Upper Queen Connection

W

-

N O U
. = .

1978).

@

(Joynson,

The studv team content analyzed 460 separate comments (1974a, p. 27). o
While only 15-20 comments "could be regarded as directly hostile to puultu
Darticioaﬁion“, one of the two major themes running through the responseh‘
was Gceﬁticism that participation would have any effect on the plan adopted.

A set of travellers using different modes of transportation and facilities,
whose interactions are known and can be fairly accurately predicted and _
controlled by applying knowledge of their objective and incentive systems
(see Wildavsky, 1973, p. 141),

It may come as a pleasant surprise that City Council, in June of 1977 (C.P.,
June 20, 1977), formed a special committee, subsequently known as the
Corporate Planning Committee (CPC) to "set broad community goals and ob-
jectives”. The Committee grew quickly to include 14 of Council's 19 menbers,
éle about six of whom have shown, by their attendance, a continuing interes
(CPC, "Highlights"). While nothing covered has emerged so far, Aldirm:: e
oln E

Siess, its Chairman expects that something will emerge this fall.
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CPC has been discussing the complete range of goals, and since transporta-
tion goals overlap necessarily, Council may wish to broaden the strategic
planning exercise to include more than just transportation,

In its disappointing district planning programs London is not alone, 1Its
experience seems to be consistent with that of Toronto, Hamilton, Winnipeg
and Vancouver , as reported by Anderson (1977) who interviewed 43 planners

in those cities, A lesson for London may be drawn from Anderson's con-
clusion (p. 43) : "The experiences of area planners have indicated that

no one is going to hand the power of decision-making to people who don't
come asking for it., Representative democracy and community-based planning
can be made compatible only when people decide to make their representatives
responsible to them on a daily basis, not just once everv two years,"”

The review committee reasoned that: "It is in the formulation of these
plans that there can be developed the greatest measure of communication
between the people and their government; and it is in the guidance and
control of development, in accordance with these plans, that there can be

developed a scale of local involvement in the control of the local
environment,"
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