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2 Martin Road, Centennial Park, NSW, 2021 
Tel/Ans/Fax: (02) 9662-6574 

11/12/13 
The Hon. Barry O'Farrell 
Premier o f  NSW, 
Parliament House, Macquarie Street 
SYDNEY 
Dear Sir, 

Review ofEIS f o r  Light Rail in the CBD and Eastern Suburbs 
Monothetic Monorail Thinking and 

The Case f o r  a Transport Planning Supremo Review 
1. 1 am strongly opposed to the light rail proposals currently under review because: 
(i) The light rail proposals do not have reasonable documentation o f  the costs and 

benefits o f  the proposal. I have repeatedly asked for and been promised at 
public meetings this document that has allegedly been prepared by a firm of 
accountants that officers have declined to identify. The requested report has 
not been forthcoming. As a professional economist, and a retired Professor of 
Economics from UNSW, I naturally have this critical interest and believe that 
this document must be subjected to proper professional scrutiny given the 
claims made. See the retired Federal Treasury Secretary Dr Ken Henry's 
comments on the importance o f  honest cost benefit analysis and the adverse 
effects o f  avoiding honest public scrutiny o f  large projects such as this light 
rail project- see enclosure. Australia cannot afford bad planning and the 
present EIS is not a convincing document for this and other reasons outlined 
below. 

(ii) Sydney does not lend itself to light rail in the areas proposed and a proper 
study, rather than a narrowly conceived EIS, would examine all alternatives. 
This has not been done. I attach an article by Prof David Hensher, Australia's 
leading Transport Economist on light rail versus buses. But the relevant issues 
are broader and need to deal more fully with (a) the externalities including 
congestion costs associated with the changes. It seems that none o f  the people 
preparing the present EIS are aware o f  the tremendous gains in the speed of 
travel, reduced congestion and improved safety associated with the removal of 
Sydney trams in the areas under discussion. And (b) the Metropolitan and 
State planning issues that involve providing more facilities in the Western 
Suburbs o f  Sydney where the bulk o f  Sydney's population now lives, and has 
for decades, and where future expansion is viable and necessary. The move of 
the proposed Moore Park/Centennial Park Olympic Complex and o f  the RAS 
to Homebush are only two instances where a move away from the Eastern 
Suburbs occurred and where a different approach occurred and should be 
repeated. 

(iii) The crammed Eastern Suburbs already has a highly efficient bus service that 
could be improved at a fraction o f  the cost proposed (eg at Eddy Avenue). 
Sydney already has a dedicated busroadway running parallel to Anzac Parade 



and Alison Road and while it is proposed to retain this facility for good reason the alternative o f  placing the buses on Anzac Parade and light rail on the 
existing bus roadway has not been examined except for the patently clumsy 
proposal ofjoint use along the section parallel to Alison Road. 

(iv) It is apparent that travel times on average will be longer on light rail or "bus 
+light rail" than with buses and, moreover, much more expensive. At the 
purely personal level I can report that I frequently have travelled by bus to the 
City from the Lang Road stop in 7 tol 0 minutes and to Circular Quay in 10 to 
15 minutes. The removal o f  the ill conceived cycleway in College Street has 
taken far too long; this removal will relieve occasional congestion in Elizabeth 
Street generated by the College Street cycleway. It would seem that the 
present light rail plan, like that cycleway and the monorail, is all too possible 
from current planners. Why? 

(v) Sydney is a Multicentre Metropolis and present thinking persistently does not 
recognise that reality. Crowding more and more facilities into the Eastern 
Suburbs is neither good social planning nor good economic planning. There is 
no critical examination in the EIS o f  the alleged benefits o f  the light rail 
proposal to the SFS/SCG, Centennial Parklands, UNSW and Prince o f  Wales 
Hospital and one might add the AJC that might well be the sole beneficiary. Is 
the SCG likely to willingly forego its present occasional use o f  the Centennial 
Parklands as a car park or agree to the abandonment o f  the present ill 
conceived Moore Park Bus Station with its stalag lights (that operates at a miniscule fraction o f  the original intentions)? Further what contribution are these bodies contributing to the cost o f  the Light rail? And what amount is 
proposed as compensation for the alienation and disruption on the Centennial 
Parklands? I understand that the City Council, and so the City o f  Sydney 
ratepayers, are making a contribution without proper consultation. 

(vi) The light rail proposals have an extremely adverse impact on the Centennial 
Parklands and on local residential amenity along the route. This parklands 
pinching must stop. In the Centennial Parklands the destruction of  over 70 
mature and well developed trees and many elsewhere is not in the advance 
brochure material. The proposals are outrageous in this respect and the 
complicity and complacency o f  the CP&MPTrust and the City Council so far 
are to be deplored. The destruction o f  so many well established and mature fig 
trees is not defensible. The destruction o f  fig trees parallel to Anzac Parade 
and the existing busroadway together with the further alienation o f  the 
Centennial Parklands and its sporting and building facilities (eg the heritage 
listed Municipal Sports pavilion) strikes against all heritage and 
environmental values not to mention aesthetic values. The National Trust and 
the Heritage authorities will be alerted. Anzac Parade is Sydney's only fine 
boulevard and it certainly should not be defaced by rail or pedestrian bridges. 
Along the whole o f  the Eastern suburbs route the light rail will destroy much 
municipal beautification, open space and healthy and fine landscaping. 

(vii) I obviously do not live in Devonshire Street or Surry Hills but I have every 
sympathy and generally support the strong objections being raised by its 



concerned citizens as evidenced in the public meetings. I f  massive 
redevelopment o f  the built environment is to proceed in Surry Hills it can be 
achieved by thoughtful planning and not by putting the cart before the horse 
as is being proposed. Here in Centennial Park Garden Suburb, conceived by 
Sir Henry Parkes along with Centennial Park itself in 1888, we have heritage 
restrictions that preclude massive redevelopment along the lines proposed. 
Land use planning should precede transport planning. This has not been done. 

(viii) What strikes one on reading this EIS material is the absence o f  the appropriate 
level o f  research at every point. No wonder resident groups are annoyed by e, the repeated near belligerent statements that the project is going ahead. The:is 
a lack o f  insight into the detail required. The devil is certainly in the detail and 
absent documentation. Locally this lack o f  detail is apparent in the confusion 
about the Anzac Parade /Alison Road and Robertson Road intersection areas. 

(ix) Lord Mayor Clover Moore seems to want a carless City. This is not the case in 
great cities like London and New York that do not have light rail. A Transport 
Planning Supremo is called for with adequate town planning expertise who 
will look at all options in a metropolitan context including completion of 
heavy rail and bus corridors and most importantly the broader land use 
proposals implicit in the current proposals. For example, should the SCG be 
allowed to expand at the cost o f  development at Olympic Park and other parks 
and facilities in the Western Suburbs? Will SCG patrons still come in their 
cars unless prevented from parking in the Parklands and the surrounding 
residential areas? Is there an attempt by the present Centennial Parklands 
authorities to turn Centennial Park into a kind o f  Tivoli Gardens or Luna Park 
at the expense o f  its dedication and character? And are the Trust Authorities 
trying to prevent the proper development o f  parklands elsewhere in the 
metropolitan area? Does the Prince of  Wales Hospital really need light rail in 
view o f  its massive carpark? Does UNSW really need light rail in view o f  its 
long run future as a research university, existing large carparks and the rapid 
development o f  on line learning at the tertiary level. Moreover, note the needs 
o f  UWS and UTS that are better placed for servicing large undergraduate 
courses? 

(x) The present proposals are putting the cart before the horse and should be 
deferred for a more sophisticated approach that puts people and welfare before 
some obvious vested interests pushing this proposal against the public interest 
on the evidence so far presented. 

(xi) There are too many unsubstantiated claims and unresolved issues in the EIS. 
(xii) Why did Infrastructure NSW baulk at endorsing this proposal that smacks of 

antiquated thinking nostalgic for trams or one might add monothetic monorail 
thinking? Are the proposed light rail vehicles the best technology in view of 
their limited ability on slopes compared with the old Sydney Trams? Are we 
going backward even on that bygone era? Are we being bullied? Why? 

Yours sincerely, 

Dr Neil Runcie 



6 News 

Get focus on 
infrastructure 
Fight Henry 
Jenny Wiggins 

Former Treasury secretary Ken Henry 
has accused governments of lacking 
courage to make infrastructure invest-ment 

decisions based on rigorous 
financial analysis, claiming they 
instead pander to special interests. 

Dr Henry, who is chairman of the 
University of Wollongong's SMART 
infrastructure group, told The Austral-ian 

Financial Reviewgovemments were 
not undertaking stringent cost-benefit 
analyses when planning projects. 

"Governments are making decisions 
based on short-term political benefit 
rather than looking long-term at what's 

the national interest," he said, adding 
they needed to make -brutal assess-ments" 

of high priority projects. 
Governments were too reluctant to 

finance projects using public debt, he 
said. "In many cases, it makes perfectly 
good sense for public debt to be raised 
to invest in public infrastructure." 

Dr Henry's comments come amid 

Former Treasury boss Ken 
Henry says governments 
must look harder at cost-benefits 

in projects. 

Economist Henry Ergas says 
we do not spend wisely. 

debate over Australia's high infrastruc-ture 
costs, with academic Henry Ergai 

telling SMARTs infrastructure sympo-sium 
in Sydney that poor project analy-sis 

and too much emphasis on 
tunnelling underground had created 
"extraordinary" costs in Australia. 

"Often there are real problems in the 
quality of appraisals," said Professor 
Ergas, professor of infrastructure eco-nomics 

at SMART and who was also at 
the university's Business and Policy 
Dialogue in Sydney on Monday. 

Professor Ergas said that while 
spending on infrastructure remained 

Tuesday ',October 2013 
The Australian Financial Review I www.afr.com 

Ken Henry has criticised lawmakers' tendency to support projects based on 'short-term political benefit'. PHOTO. NIC warp 

relatively high, at around $950 per per-son 
in recent years. Australia was not 

choosing the right projects to invest in. 
"Our problem is not that we spend too 
little," Professor Ergas said. "It's that we 
don't spend well." 

As well as having an expensive proc-ess 
for project approvals, including 

environmental approvals. Australia 
spent too much money on "extreme 
solutions" such as underground road 
tunnels to minimise community oppo-sition 

to infrastructure projects and 
because projects were not planned far 
enough in advance, he said. US cities 

spent far lesson building tunnels. 
Dr Henry said Australia could solve 

some of its growing congestion prob-lems 
by charging for access to existing 

infrastructure. He pointed out NSW 
truck drivers were not allowed to drive 
across wooden bridges in rural areas. 

"I would like to see a system in which 
a truck driver pays a fee and that fee 
automatically goes into the account of 
the local government," Dr Henry said. 

'That would free up a lot of the road 
network in NSW that is presently just 
not there for road transport. 

"We need to have these things openly 

discussed so people get used to iitoldo 
of costs and benefits." 

But Gordon Noble, directorallIWAI 
meats at the Association of S tiellilt11111 
ation Funds, said asking the etotoro 
to pay for roads was difficult. 

"We need to recognise tit* UMW; 
tions of user-pricing modolA 11111 
charge, for instance, road useia tn I* 
toll road," he said. "Support la nig 
haustibleand [it is] subject LOthf 
constraints that families NCO." 
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Abstract 

Growing public transport patronage in the presence o f  a strong demand for car ownership and use remains a high agenda challenge for 
many developed and developing economies. While some countries are losing public transport modal share, other nations are gearing up for a loss, as the wealth profile makes the car a more affordable means of transport as well as conferring elements of status and imagery 
of "success-. Some countries however have begun successfully to reverse the decline in market share, primarily through infrastructure-based 

investment in bus systems. commonly referred to as bus rapid transit (BRT). BRT gives affordable public transport greater visibility and independence from other modes of transport, enabling it to deliver levels of service that compete sufficiently well with the 
car to attract and retain a market segmented clientele. BRT is growing in popularity throughout the world, notably in Asia. Europe and 
South America. in contrast to other forms o f  mass transit (such as light and heavy rail). This is in large measure due to its value for 
money. service capacity. affordability, relative flexibility, and network coverage. This paper takes stock of its performance and success as 
an attractive system supporting the ideals of sustainable transport. 

2006 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved. 

Keywords: Bus rapid transit (BRT): Value for  money: Network coverage: System 

L Introduction 

There is growing support  for an attractive alternative 
means o f  transportation to the car  in cities. I f  increased 
public transport capacity is the way to  proceed, it is very 
important that the investment in such systems is made in a 
rational way. There is a need for sensible selection and 
funding o f  technology and consideration o f  appropriate 
ways o f  addressing the problems attributed to the 
automobile. Following on from the earlier shift from 
heavy rail to  light rail (Mackett and Edwards, 1996a, b; 
Edwards and Mackett, 1996), there arc now signs o f  a shift 
from light rail to bus-based systems. This trend is perhaps 
associated with recent evidence that  investment in bus 
rapid transit (312T) is less risky than rail in terms o f  cost 

This paper  is one  o f  two being published in this issue o f  the journal. 
Taken together they present quite different perspectives on the relative 
merits o f  rail and  bus based public t ransport .  Peter Bonsall (editor in 
charge o f  the Topical Issues Section o f  the  journal). 

*Tel.: + 61 2 9351 0071: lax: +61293510088. 
E-mail address: Davidluo itts.usyd.edu.au. 

0967-070X S -sec front matter  r 2006 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved. 
doi:10.1016 j.tranpol.2006.10.004 

overruns and  patronage forecasts (Flyvbjerg et al., 2004). 
However, there are still many  examples o f  the use o f  over-sophisticated 

technology being used despite tight budgets 
and the risk o f  spreading thin resources even thinner. 

After many years o f  trying to instill some sense of 
relevance in the debate on  public transport (e.g., Kain, 
1988; Hensher and Waters, 1994; Hensher, 1999), it is easy 
to  conclude that  investment in heavy and light rail is widely 
assumed to  be the "best"  solution. Unfortunately, there are 
a t  least two major  deficiencies o f  this popular percep-tion'--namely 

the huge cost involved (in the billions, not 
millions) and the inability o f  such a solution to deliver 
more than a service to specific corridors, to the neglect of 
the needs o f  the systemwide network (Kain, 1988). 

It is generally agreed that  improved public transport can 
help to  solve metropolitan congestion but  there are many 

The  Sydney debate  o n  the role o f  LRT and  BRT focuses o n  a view that 
buses cause congestion and  light rail in the C B D  will eliminate traffic 
gridlock. In fact. LRT would take u p  more space and,  according to 
department  o f  planning d a t a  (personal communication).  buses account For 
less than one per  cent o f  traffic in the central business district. 



D. 4 .  Harsher 1 Transport Polity 14 (2007) 98-102 99 

possible ways o f  investing in improved public transport. 
These include heavy rail, light rail, and  BRT, where buses 
have their own dedicated roads jus t  as trains have their 
own dedicated track. 

Globally there is growing support for delivering service 
capacity through BRT as a legitimate alternative to heavy 
and light rail within the traffic density range that many 
cities experience. Wright (2005) provides evidence to show 
that typically $ 1 billion buys 400 km o f  dedicated BRT in 
contrast to 15km o f  elevated rail o r  7 km o f  underground 
raii.2 Most importantly, not only does this deliver greater 
network coverage but  it also falsifies the traditional view of 
the capacity o f  specific public modes (buses up to 6000 
passengers per hour  in one direction compared to up to 
15,000 for light rail/tram and  over 15,000 for heavy rail/ 
metro—see Wright 2005). Advanced BRT systems such as TransMilenio in Bogota (Columbia) can move 38,000 
passengers per hour in each direction. The important 
point should not be the capacity o f  vehicles but the 
capacity o f  the service. In the Sydney context, for example, 
buses currently deliver 5100 people an hour  inbound on 
George Street a t  Railway Square in Sydney in the morning 
peak. The buses have the capacity to carry about 7500 an hour  a t  60 people a bus. Light rail's capacity is 3600 an 
hour at working capacity, with people sitting and standing 
comfortably, and 4800 an hour  a t  crush capacity. It thus 
seems that the arguments about  capacity d o  not  wash! In 
addition, buses can seat 75% o f  passengers compared with 
25% on light rail and, with fewer trams carrying more 
people, there would be longer waiting times. 

There are a growing number o f  BRT examples around 
the world, and the International Union o f  Public Transport 
Operators (UITP) in Europe has recently stated that BRT 
is increasingly preferred over fixed rail systems for value for 
money. But, despite the growing evidence, there is still a powerful body o f  support for very expensive fixed corridor 
rail systems, which will fail t o  serve the fuller demands of 
many metropolitan areas. 

One problem is summarised in the adage 'trains are sexy 
and buses arc boring' (Richmond, 1998; Hensher, 1999). 
The challenge is to get away from thinking o f  BRT as those 
awful polluting buses that  get delayed because they 
compete with cars (even if they are occasionally offered 
disconnected bus lanes). This is no t  BRT! BRT has its own dedicated right o f  way (ail be it narrower and less intrusive 
than that required for light rail transit (LRT) and,  as to 
pollution, one should think o f  starting the investment in 
BRT (as cities such as Curitiba, Brisbane, Taipei, Bogota, 
and Pittsburgh have done) with clean-fuelled buses.4 
Electrically powered rail may have limited impact on the 
local air quality but it requires unsightly power lines and. 

Even i f  these numbers arc debatable and subject to error, the 
differences are sufficiently stark to be worthy of note. 

Personal communication with TransMilenio. 
4Diesel technology has come a long way in reducing emissions, with the 

new Euro 3 buse t i t t i ng  less than natural gas buses. 

particularly i f  sourced from coal-fired power stations. may 
be responsible for significant greenhouse pollution. 

There is a need to set aside dedicated 'roads'  for BRT to 
achieve its potential, not only in the inner city-CBD area 
but also across a metropolitan network. Crucially, the 
technology must not be the determining influence; rather 
the way forward is to  identify systems (i.e., integrated 
vehicles and  infrastructure) that will provide a h i d  level of 
service capacity throughout a connected network, deliver-ing 

frequency, connectivity, and visibility. Public trans-port 
improvements must be part o f  a larger package in 

which we consider ways o f  financing these improvements, 
and a good start is to learn from the experiences o f  London 
and Stockholm where a congestion-charging scheme is in 
place. The money raised in London and  Stockholm is 
earmarked for investment into public transport surely a 
sensible strategy. Most importantly the politicians have 
earned respect for taking such an initiative. All o f  this 
seems so obvious in many ways; yet will other world cities 
rise to the occasion? 

What about the future for bus systems? Despite the 
growing appeal o f  bus-based transitways, there is still a lot 
that can be achieved by simple solutions such as adding 
more buses, adjusting fare schedules, improving informa-tion 

systems. and integrating ticketing. Unfortunately. 
these incremental improvements may be ignored if the 
debate concentrates on the relative merits o f  special rights-of-way 

for buses as against light rail. Buses, especially bus-based 
transitway systems, are arguably better value for 

money, and i f  designed properly, can have the essential 
characteristics o f  permanence and visibility claimed to be 
important to attract the property development, which is 
compatible with medium to  high-density corridor mobility. 
Newman and Kenworthy (1989) suggest that good rail 
transit systems provide the opportunity for highlighting 
public values in ways, which give a city new pride and hope 
for the future. While this may have some truth, it should 
not deny the capability o f  achieving the same impact with a 
high-quality dedicated bus-based transitway; indeed, it 
may be argued that the images created in promotion o f  the 
Liverpool–Parramatta transitway in Sydney and the 
Brisbane busway system are actually more appealing to 
civic pride than the existing heavy and light rail systems. 

An assessment o f  BRT systems throughout the world 
suggests that their cost structures impose less burden on 
taxpayers in subsidies per passenger than does LRT. Thus. 
for any given amount  o f  investment, the environmental. 
energy, and traffic reduction benefits o f  BRT arc likely to 
be much higher than LRT. Because it can offer more direct 
origin to destination service, BRT can provide higher 
quality service by avoiding time-consuming transfers, and 
by using modern technology, the vehicles, stations, and 
rights o f  way o f  BRT systems can be very attractive. 

''By which we mean a physical presence, which indicates where the 
services run to and from. 
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Importantly, BRT can be built much faster than competing 
systems and is more adaptable to changing travel patterns. 

2. The appeal o f  BRT 

BRT has shown to be an effective catalyst to help 
transform cities into more liveable a n d  human-friendly 
environments. The appeal o f  BRT is the ability to deliver a 
high-quality mass transit system within the budgets o f  most 
municipalities, even in low-income cities. BRT has thus 
proven that the barriers to effective transit are not  costly or 
high technology. The principal ingredient is simply the 
political will to make it happen (Wright and H o o k  2006, 
preface). 

There is growing evidence around the world, in 
origin—destination density contexts similar to the locations 
proposed for light rail, that a dedicated BRT system (i.e. 
road infrastructure dedicated exclusively to  buses as in 
Brisbane. Curitiba, Bogota, Pittsburgh, Ottawa etc.) can 
carry the same number o f  people as light ran for  a typical 
cost 4-20 times less than a L R T  system and 10-100 times 
less than a heavy rail system (USA General Accounting 
Office, 2001). It is flexible, it is as permanent as light rail 
and it can have the image o f  light rail (rather than the 
image o f  boring buses) if planned properly. The USA 
General Accounting Office (2001) audit  o f  B R T  and light 
rail in six US cities found that the capital cost per  mile for 
LRT compared to BRT in its own lane was 260% more 
costly. Comparisons with BRT on street o r  on an  HOV 
lane are not  useful and have been excluded. When one also 
notes BRT's lower operating costs for  both institutional(' 
and maintenance reasons, the case is clear. 

The 16 km state-of-the-art south east busway in Bris-bane. 
opened in 2000. is an  example o f  a busway system 

that has exceeded expectations in patronage. In the first 6 
months o f  operation, the number o f  passengers grew by 
40% or  by more than 450.000, giving a daily average of 
58.000. Over the first 3.5 years there has been a n  88% 
increase in patronage. It has been reported (The Urban 
Transport Monitor.  2002) that 375,000 private vehicle trips 
have been converted to public transport.  Pittsburgh's 8 km 
third busway, which opened in September 2000, secured 
average weekday patronage growth o f  23% over the first 17 
months. Current Pittsburgh average daily passenger trips 
on the full busway system o f  43.8 km is 48,000 and  growing 
steadily. 

On a number o f  reasonable assumptions, the patronage 
potential for a bus-based transitway can be as high' as 
twice that o f  LRT. Results o f  Port  Authority's busways7 
suggest that the average operating and  maintenance costs 
per rider (FY 1995 data) arc south busway = $1.03; east 
busway = $0.95; remainder o f  bus system = $2.55; light 

' I n  some countries, BRT avoids the  stranglehold tha t  rail unions often 
have on the system. usually Incl ine to inflated costs. 

7see http:, 13 I .24 7. I l0media/prescntsitrh-04/wohIwilLpdf. pd 

rail system = $3.22. Operating costs for Pittsburgh's east 
and south busways (1989) averaged $0.52/passenger trip 
while cost/passenger trip for  light rail lines in Buffalo, 
Pittsburgh, Sacramento, and  San Diego averaged $1.31.8 
Sislak (2000) undertook a comparison between light rail 
and BRT options in Cleveland and Nashville: Cleveland's 
operating and maintenance costs are around one sixteenth 
that for the light rail option and capital costs are just over a 
quarter  o f  that  estimated for the light rail option; 
Nashville's capital cost for  BRT under half o f  that 
estimated for light rail option (at grade). Operating and 
maintenance costs for L R T  estimated to be $4.6 million 
annually ($18.28 per L R T  car  mile). BRT operating and 
maintenance costs estimated to be $3.2 million annually 
($12.73 per bus mile). The relativities will be determined by 
the sophistication o f  the design o f  the bus-based transitway 
system. Establishing actual patronage is another issue, 
although we have yet to find any unambiguous evidence to 
suggest that  you can attract more people to LRT than a bus-based scheme. This arises because o f  the difficulty of 
finding very similar circumstances in which both LRT and 
a geographically comparable bus-based system are in place. 
Certainly the performance o f  the dedicated bus-based 
transitway systems in Curitiba, Bogota (Estache and 
Gomez-Lobo. 2005). Brisbane, Pittsburgh, and Ottawa 
deserve closer scrutiny. 

Menckhoff  (2005) has reviewed the specifications and 
performance o f  10 existing B R T  systems (totalling 320 km) 
and II systems (adding another  240 km) that will be in 
place within two years in Latin America as part o f  a World 
Bank assessment. Describing Latin America as a 'fascinat-ing 

urban transport laboratory'. Menckhoff documents the 
distinctive image and high productivity o f  public transport 
systems that has arisen out  o f  the South American 
initiatives. Key to the success is institutional reform and 
the specification o f  a BRT system that delivers feeder-trunk 
operations, bus overtaking a t  stops, four lane (2+2) 
busways for  high-demand corridors, limited stop and 
express services, high-capacity trunk-line articulated 
(18 m, 160 passenger) and bi-articulated (25m. 260 
passenger) vehicles, high-level 'heavy rail-like' entry into 
buses often through centrally located bus stations, and 
prepayment o f  fares. A novel reverse o f  practice elsewhere 
is the decision to elevate the bus stop/station platform 
so that  buses can be built on a truck chassis, which is much 
less costly than low-floor buses. In addition, two-direc-tional 

bus stations in the median were first introduced in 
Bogota's TransMilenio, which required offside doors for 
all trunk-line buses. This has the advantage o f  savings in 
physical space and station labour. 

BRT in Latin America has  shown itself to be capable of 
moving passengers at a fraction o f  the cost o f  other high-capacity 

modes; and  most importantly has helped to 
reshape the less than desirable image o f  road-based public 
transport. The political windfall has been substantial to the 

8Sec http://trb.org/publicationsitcrpfterp_rpt_90v2.1x1f, 
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Mayors responsible for their implementation. A limited 
comparison o f  selected BRT, light rail, elevated rail, and 
Subway systems suggests the appeal o f  BRT in terms of 
passenger flows and costs. A t  relatively high commercial 
speeds (15-32 km/h), Curitiba is carrying peak volumes in 
excess o f  14,000 passengers/II/direction, increasing to over 
20,000 passengers/h/direction where extra passing lanes are 
provided at bus stops. In Bogota the Transmilenio double-width 

busway accommodates 35,000 passengers/h/direc-tion 
with a mixture o f  all-stop and express bus services 

(Menckhoff. 2005). 
The success o f  BRT in Latin America should not  be seen 

as a regional peculiarity but rather a reflection o f  the 
particular period in time in which opportunities to work 
with specific technologies has occurred. Light rail is more 
common in Europe, in large part  due to  the inertia 
associated with the availability and promotion o f  this 
technology by European manufacturers in earlier periods. 
Bouf and Hensher (2006) indicate that part o f  French 
strategy to support public transport was the desire to create 
an industry with public subsidies in conformity with the 
"coIbertist" model and to  export public transport technol-ogy, 

especially LRT.9 To  a certain extent this has been 
successful although the main expected market (China) is 
now heading increasingly toward BRT rather than LRT. 
The demonstrable success o f  BRT in South America is 
clearly changing the terms o f  the debate! 

A recent by the Canadian Urban Transit Association 
(2004) identified a number o f  major  benefits o f  BRT, which 
have repeatedly been reported in many other jurisdictions: 

• Service speed and reliability: With average operating 
speeds o f  45-50 km/h and consistent travel times. BRT 
services on busways and  bus lanes are more attractive 
than conventional transit routes operating a t  half  that 
speed and with lesser reliability due to congestion. 

• Greater patronage: B R T  projects build patronage 
because they offer a premium service with faster speeds 
and greater reliability. The use o f  special branding to 
promote BRT services also helps attract new users. 

• Lower costs: The faster average speeds o f  BRT reduce 
operating costs and  BRT facilities cost less to build than 
light rail because they d o  not  need specialized electrical, 
track, vehicle maintenance o r  storage infrastructure. 

• High capacity: High-capacity vehicles, frequent service, 
and flexible routing structures allow BRT to  match or 
exceed the passenger volumes o f  the busiest light rail 
systems. 

• Operational flexibility: BRT allows a variety o f  customer 
services, with a single running way able to support 
express, local and  skip-stop services—a difficult and 
expensive proposition in a rail environment. 

9We understand that part of the reason for the popularity of LRT over BRT in France is attributable to the availability of  significant discounts on capital costs—even though this does not solve the problem or ongoing 
high maintenance i l l  operating costs. 

• Incremental implementation: BRT systems can be im-plemented 
in stages. Buses can use a BRT facility to 

travel through a congested area, then switch onto a 
roadway to serve a relatively uncongested corridor. 

• Land use change: BRT can stimulate the development or 
redevelopment o f  compact, pedestrian- and transit-friendly 

land uses, when supported by complementary 
land use and zoning policies. This contradicts thc claims 
by proponents o f  light rail that only rail-based invest-ments 

can deliver such development stimulus because it 
is 'permanent'. 

A review o f  US BRT experience (Federal Transit 
Administration, 2004) indicated significant increases in 
transit patronage in virtually all corridors where BRT has 
been implemented. Though much o f  the patronage 
increases have come from passengers formerly using 
parallel service in other corridors, passenger surveys have 
revealed that many trips arc new to  transit. either by 
individuals who used to drive o r  be driven, or individuals 
who used to walk, or  by individuals who take advantage of 
BRT's improved level o f  service to make trips that were not 
made previously. Aggregate analyses o f  patronage survey 
results suggest that the patronage increases due to BRT 
implementation exceed those that would be expected as the 
result o f  simple level o f  service improvements. This implies 
that the identity and  passenger information advantages of 
BRT are attractive to  potential BRT customers. Patronage 
gains o f  between 5 %  and 25% are common. Significantly 
greater gains, such as 85% in Boston's Silver Line represent 
the potential for BRT. 

3. Conclusions 

This short paper is designed to reinforce the appeal of 
BRT systems over other public transport investment 
strategics. The growing evidence globally about the 
broad-based advantages o f  BRT over other systems such 
as light rail, and even heavy rail in some density contexts. is 
so strong on the main measures o f  performance that. a t  the 
very least, all governments should seriously evaluate the 
appeal o f  BRT. We acknowledge the big challenge in even 
referring to buses, given the emotional overtones and 
imagery that  has not served the bus well in the past. But the 
incessant contrasts between buses in mixed traffic and light 
rail (which often mixes with other traffic), has failed to 
capture the real meaning o f  a BRT system in which the 
buses move along dedicated infrastructure. The challenge is 
to continue, through evidence, to  reinforce this position 
and hopefully to  move away from un- and mis-informed 
blind commitment to sensible outcome-based decision 
making. 

Acknowledgement 

The comments and editorial magic o f  Peter Bonsai! have 
materially improved this paper. 



102 D. A, Heosher / Trampurt Polley 14 (2007) 98-102 

References 

Bouf. D.. Hensher. D.A.. 2006. The dark side of making transit irresistible: the example of France. Institute of Transport and Logistics Studies. University of Sydney. October. 
Canadian Urban Transit Association. 2004. Bus rapid transit: a Canadian 

perspective. Issues Paper #10. CUTA. Toronto. 
Edwards. M.. Mackeu. R.L.. 1996. Contrib Developina new urban public transport systems: an irrational decision-making process 3. 225-239. Estache. A.. Gomez-Lobo. A.. 2005. Limits to competition in urban bus services in developing countries. Transport Reviews 25(2). 139-158. Federal Transit Administration. 2004. Characteristics of bus rapid transit for decision making. FTA-VA-26-7222-2004.1. US Department of Transportation. Washington. DC. 
Flyvbjerg. B.. Holm. M.K.S.. Buhl. S.L.. 2004. What causes cost overrun in transport infrastructure projects? Transport Reviews 24(1), 71-88. Hensher. D.A.. 1999. Bus-based transitway or light rail? continuing the 

saga on choice versus blind commitment. Roads and Transport Research 8 (3). 3 21. 
Hensher. D.A.. Waters II. W.G. 1994. Light rail and bus priority systems: choice or blind commitment'? In: Starr Macmullen. B. (Ed.). Research in Transportation Economics. vol. 3. JAI Press. Greenwich. CT*, pp. 139-162. Kain. J.F.. 1988. Choosing the wrong technology: or how to spend billions and reduce transit use. Journal or Advanced Transportation 21. 197-213. 

Mackett, RI-Edwards, M.. 1996a. Guidelines for planning a new urban public transport system. In: Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers: Transport. vol. 117. pp. 193-201. 
Mackett. R.L.. Edwards. M.. 1996b. An expert system to advise on urban public transport technologies. Computers. Environment and Urban Systems 20. 261-273. 
MenckhotT. G.. 2005. Latin American experience with bus rapid transit. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting, Institution of Transportation Engineers. Melbourne. August. 
Newman, P.W.. Kenworthy. 1.R.. 1989. Cities and Automobile Depen-dence: An International Sourcebook. Gower. United Kingdom. Richmond, .1.E.D.. 1998. New Rail Transit Investments-A Review. A. Alfred Taubman Center for State and Loral Government. John F. Kennedy School of Government. Harvard University. 
Sislak. K.G.. 2000. Bus rapid transport as a substitute for light rail: a tail of two cities. Paper presented at eighth Joint Conference on Light Rail Transit. Transportation Research Board and American Public Transportation Association, <http:,/www.apta,comJresearch/infoj 

briefi ngs/documents/sisla k. pd > 
The Urban Transport Monitor. 2002. BRT patronage gains. February 8. Wright. L.. 2005. Lectures on Bus Rapid Transit. UITP Workshop. Bangkok. September. 
Wright. L.. Hook, W.. 2006. Bus Rapid Transit Planning Guide, third ed. Institute for Transportation and Development Policy, New York. 


