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IRRECULAR No, 35 August, 1970,

An irregular publication for members of the Town Planning Research Group.
(not for gemeral publication or republication)

This issuet-- ~

1) Two_Unigue Efforts
(1) Fitzroy Begins to Advertise a "Peoples

Plan", |
(ii)Richmond Reacts to Housing Commission
Bluff.

2) "Tewkbyry" Symposion on Urban Development
An Overture by Colin Clark with Missing Notes.

%) The McAlpine Underground
"Try and try again" His Motto

1« Iwo Unigue Efforts

(Note: "Irregular" is not becoming a vehicle for innersuburban
Planning news only: its just that there is plenty of action from these

. aress. Next issue will carry an item By a contributor "The Clayton
Bxample: A seemingly simple scheme for co-ordination of community
activities". We have had to hold it over for space reasons. Anyway
in this issue "Tewksbury" and "McAlpines Underground" sre not inner

suburbsan Oﬂly.)

1/35/0 %1) Pitzroy Begins to Advertise a "People's Plan®

Recall "irregular® Bo. 33 item "Fitzroy Feels Its Way Forward"
was subtitled "Can a Local Plan for the People by the People
Emerge?"

The Answer isl "yes". The experiment of the Fitzroy Residents
Association has now reached a stage of pioneering something quite
unique for Victoria.

Whether the "Brookes Cres. Reclamation Area" citizens win or lose
against the Hougsing Commission now, they will already have created
an example of the kind of popular participation in planning in
‘ Vietoria for which there is mounting support and which is bound %o
= win in the long run.

On Friday 3rd July at Rese Street, North Fitzroy a crowéed hall-full
of 200 or so residents Bad placed before them by the locally-based
professionals committee (see "Irregular" 33%) an alternate plan to
the Hosuing Commission. The Commission wants to bulldoze the

whole block.

By slides and a wall-board architects drawing a scheme was
presented for (i) rebuilding certain individual houses or "in
filling" on certain bacant blocks (ii) the creation of a small
park and play area by closing a street and (iii) a row of new
style terrsce houses, with private gardens for families on the
lower floors and fronting the new park.

Defensively, to give time for this schene to be adopted, the
residents unanimously agreed to "object" to the Housing Commission
schene and support their own local plan. The small local factory
owners (also threatened) which employ 800 (many of them women and
many living locally) will fight the Commission in the Courts if
the Commissions ignores the objections. The 26 unions, in the
meantime, have so far retained their "demolition ban" on the area,.

2/35/0 (1) Cont. Richmond Reacts to Housing Commission Bluff

In the meantime the vnions have lifted their domolition ban from
the Richmond Highett St. Reclamation area, for which the Richmo:i///

Association had "hoped to bring to fruition alterngtive plans
gsimilar to Fitzroy.
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On July 14th an unusally-assorted gathe ing was called by thlé(
Housing Sub-Committee of the ALP in the Fitzroy Town Hall consis-
ting of representatives of the 26 unions, the Fitzroy, Richmond
and Collingwood Councils and various inner suburban residents
associations for a frank interchenge of views on the problems of
inner suburban "renewal",

The Richmond Association produced a statement for thisﬁmﬁetiﬁg-
which carried (esmongst already familiar ideas) . some guite new
ideas. N e ' s ' ' ‘
For example:- |
”Pfoduotion of precast concrete panels at Holmsglen Housing
Commission factory to be diversified and increased for building
hcuses, schools, community centres, temporary classrooms, - o
pedestrain footbridges, etc." -— (Richmond backed this up with
slides and =z wall-board showing example)

"Use of suitable non-residentiasl land for residential and
community purposes (at lease 400 acres of land in the inner area
is at present westefully used for non-residential purposes)'.

These two points and other Richmond ideas were circulated by the
ALP, in a 1list of 19 policy points which emerged as the "findings"
of this Fitzroy Town Hall mecting.

The above two points (which we have selected) were the reaction
of the Richmond #ssociztion to the Housing Commission bluff that
it will close down Holmsglen unless demolition and high~rise can
proceed, thus throwing®WV of work over 200 workers who are in the
same union as the workers who demolish houses.

Anyway, we reckon it is bluff. The Commission have already S
announced plans and have a scale model of a new type of long
5-storey row houses (something like & high-rise on its side!).
If the Cpmmission are not bluffing they are exhibiting a dcgree
of economic and social irresponsibility unpardenable in any
public body.

2. "Tewksbury" Symposium on Urban Development
..es An Overture by Colin Clark with Missing
Notes.,

Mr. Nicholas Clark, Director of the Tewksbury Sympowium held at
the University of Melbourne July l4th to July 16th on the subject
"onanlysis of Urban Development” explains in a preface to the
papers presented to the Symposiumi

"o those familiar with urben rescarch in the United States, it
will be no surprise that the suggestion for and the organisation
of the symposium came from the Trensport Section of the Department
of Civil Engineering. In a number of important respects the
insporation for the symposium C&M"€ from the 1967 Dartmouth
Conference on Urban Development convencd by the U.S. Highway
Research Roard and reported in its Special Report 97 Urban
Development Models (ed. George C. Hemmens ) "

One mhst not judge a symposium bv its origins, but allow every
argument to spesk for itsclf. There cannot fail to be stacks of
gold amcngst the 525 pages of the papers, by interstate and
oversens urban authoritics. The symposium was co-sponscred by
the Institute of Urban Studies, the Committee for Economic
Development and the Victoria Divisions of the ] it ute, of
Engineers, the Australian Planning Institute Qf?inszzgﬁf%e223i
The following comment is rectrictcd to the keynote address by

Dr. Colin Clark, Institutc of Economic Progress, Mannis College,
Monash University. It is not celled ahywhere a "keynote" address
but by its very character and 2 study of the arrangement of the
order of the subject matter of the following papers, it is
clearly hoped that it would provide an overtiI® to the Symposium.
In analysing the location of population and industrics, Clark says
that as between cities there is too grcat a concentration, and
within cities too great a dispersszl (pl.3)



4/35/0

5/35/0

—3

Stated thus simply and with such generzlity therce is hardly anf}y
school [of thought which woukd dispgree.

Surprisingly, Clark gives what he says are his conclustions at the
beginning, In the fourth paragraph we read that this proposition
suns up in one sentence the whole content of the paper,! Having
got a good mental clap from his audience or readcr (for who these
days oppose decentralisation or support sprawl?) Clark procecds
with an anlysis which, if accepted, would compel a very rigid and
in our opinion reactionary sclution to both prcblems.

Individual Market Demand Digtotes "Welfare"
His method starts with the propcsition that "the public welfar is
best served by the free bargaining between individunls in the
merketes.oo..." "If A and B freely make a contract to exchange
sone commodity or labour or land or capital for a specified sum
of money, then the economist generally regards the result of such
free bargaining as socially beneficial...." (page 1.3.)

If this were to be taken literally and universally the whole xole
of plenning and town v»lanning weculd disappear entirely.

But Clark himself wants to see certoin changes, so we learn there
are three exceptions to the principle of allowing individuals to
bargain freely tc maximise the public welfare.

In matters of locntion and lend use, first, therec is an except-
ional slowness of adjustment, sometimes scveral centuries, befcore
the conseguence of a decisicn are apparent, secondly there are
"externalities" when the deal between A& and B have & gerice of
indirect consequences which 2 ffect C, and D. and . e.g. if A,
buys a car from B., thus causing congestion which affects everyone
cr a major supermarket location affects hundreds of small shops
for years ahead. Thirdly, many lecotions and land uscs arise

not by economic lews but by chance.

Now, 2lthough Clark does not say this, the planncrs are apparently
permitted to interfere to "corrcect" these deficiencics of the
"free market" to overcome slowness, externalities" or "indetbcrm-
inancy" but not otherwise.

The "free market" conceived os betwcen individusls is paramnount
and any interfercnce is for Clark not so much to upset the
principle as to sustain it.

Fron this it would secem that "the thing"” in urban devekopment is
not for a2 planner to come onto the scene with concepts cf more
rational weys of living or werking, nor the sociologist to examine
the rceltionship between pcople thet are not cxpresscd as a morkcet
domend.,

There follcws an exeminstion of the gstatistics of cities in mony
western-world countrics renging back 100 yeors cr so, scecking
alegbraic formuloe to express the relationship betwein
residential densities and distance from the C.B.D which showed
thet the further a person lived from the C.B.D. the lowcr the
residential density.

But this he shows is changed or changing. Applying whot @lark
finds tc be present day trends he arrives ot the conclusion thaot
there seems to be a tendency for "almost uniform densities over
lhrge arecs of the city". This process he s~ys is going on in
sustralian citics 2s well as others and onc symptom is thot the
inner ,., higher-density suburbs are losing their crstwhile
population. Thus, he says, there is "a pivotal line" of density
beyond which a population decrense appcars. Thus in suburbs with
densities of morc then 13,000 persons per syuare mile for Sydney,
10,000 for Melbourne end 7,000 for Brisban, densities are
declining, the rcsidentfal density planned for Canberre is 6,500
per square nile (1.7 ... 1.10.)

We Follow Clark in Diversion

The ebove figure are "gross'" residentiel densities apparently
including rozds, industricl land end parks cte.
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, Clark (switching from square miles to square netres) says

g "the normal" density of 10,000 pcr square milc equals 259 square
metres per person. Brisbanc and Canberra would be about 400
square nete s per person,

Then hig politics emcrge abruptly. "Some reference to Russian
and Chincse technicsls journals gives us communist idees of hew
nuch people should be cllcwed to live in. The results arc un-
believable. The amount of ground plenned for dwellings pcr he=d
of population is only 12 square meters in Russia and 10 in China
"(i,e. from 1/20 to 1/25 of what Clark says is the norm or e.g.
China is 1/40th of Canberra). There arec no refercnccs given +to
the "technicel journals" where this could be checked though all
his other figures are carefully referenced. All his other
evidence appears as dry economic facts, hut thcre ~re nc ccon I3
in socizlist countires, eooarently, only what "people should be
allowed" (our emphasis p, 1.11) We comment... Sece Peter Hall
"The World Cities" at p 160 for a table c¢f Moscow's populatics
and area, Whatever figure you tzke from thnt teble it is nowhere
near so different from western densities. For example the "old"
Foggoy areq gives a gross residential density, according to our
calculations of 37,000 per square nile (Compare New York @ity
which is 32,000 2ccording to Claxk) the "New City" area of
Moscow of 1960 is 18,000 and if the outer suburbs and "green
belt" arc added this becomes 16,000. 30 Moscow is no rmore than
twice Mr. Clark's "Norm", not twenty Ti2€S);

OY
®
-
~~
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- "Norms" shonld be trenfs -

Why 10,000 persons per square mile is a "norn" - ' is
rowhere egplained, unless we are to take Pittsburg and Chicage,
quite ~rbitrarily as "normal" whether this figure should be
deemc. as a "norm" is nowhere argued, Clork then states, without
figures, that "in nearly all large cities employment in the
cnetral business zone has been stationary or declining in recent
decades..., though many planners seem to unaware of this fact”
Why this has happened and whether should happen we are left to
guess. On land values we learn thet "more rapidly in America
than in Burope, cities are tending to become sharply dSmarcated
into a small very highly-velued central zone, outside which land
valucs drop almost immediately to a unifcrm level,.." But he
gives no clue as to why this is so, or whether it ghculd be.

Then we find that the highest rate of growth is for citics cf
about 1 million, whulst for cities over twc millions the growth
declines, (e.g. the populaticn of Brisbane17 Ldelnide and Perth
have rccently grewn faster then Sydney or Melbourne). No reasons
given, however cither "why" cr "should'" from all this half-
analysed, unrecsoned materi-1 uvith value Jjudgments excluded,
Clark then settles for "the best pattern of settlement for a
nodern society within a comparatively small agricultural popul-
ation with gocd transpert and communications, is a number cf
industrial cities of + to 1 million population, an array of rural
service centres of much smaller population, and compartively few
towns in betwecn" (p., 1. 21)

o

He says "we neced a situation in which menufacturing lebour hes a
considerable range of choice of employers as well as enployers
having o wide field of labour from which to select. These
conditions appear to be saticfied when the town is somewhere in
the ¥ to 1 million population range," (p. 1. 20). But why this
ronge of population satisfies these conditions and just what is
rneant by a "range of choice" of employment is not nmentiohed.

7/35/70 Yhaot Clark Strengely Misses

The strangest thing about Clark's method is thot he is concernecd
with densities within a city and their relationship to the C.T.CT,
he is concerned with showing the levelling process whercby
densities (except for the C¢.B.D.) are tending to equalise, he
records "norms" of density, he postulates growth rate of cities
of different size, and the optinumgize. of a city, but he nowhere
examines the economic effect of the car and tmeck upon the whole

procesgl!




5 He finds it necessary to mention that in an earlicr period the Q{
"very large modern citiés with good electric traction system”
‘had "sprawl" and a lower density the further from the C.B.D.
(p. 1. 6), but nowhere is the effect of the automobile mentioned,
on the density~levelling process he has discovered nor on the
fagter growth of 1 million gize cities!!.

e
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The nost quaint and "uneconomic" reasons are given for the nuner-
ous exceptions and differcnces between cities that Clark finds.
Thus "the desire of the majority of men in nany European Countr-
ies to go home for their midday meal nakes then reluctant to live
too far from work" (p. 1. 6) but we arc not presented with any
comparative statistics showing lower ear ownership in Europezn
cities then American or Australian cities.

Why are cities that grew beyond a million or so befcre the acdvent
of the car 58 a2 mass cormuter more dense than the cities that grew
up in the mess car-commuting era? Why is London, New York, more
dense than Sydney or Melbourne? Why is Sydney or Ilelbourne nore
dense than Perth or Brisbane? VWhy (to give a comparision Clark
gives on p. 1.6) is "old established" Baltimore more dense than
Dellas '"a comparatively new city"

8/35/70 Our Guess is that the .inswer is: The Car!

The level of cer and truck cwnership at the time a city grew, we
suggest couldn't fz2il to throw a flood of real rclationships which
would demonstrate the impact of the car as an economic factor,
sirely this would be a major factor in exploring changes in the
5 character ¢f the C.B.D. and the inner zrea densities and valucs,
the variation in density between inner and outer areas, the
sprezd of housing and levelling or densities between the railway
lines (if its an older city), the reandem distribution cf factor-
ies all around the perimeter, the dispersal of potentially-strong
district centres, and many other interesting eccnomic facts
about cities, rather more comp@lling than whether dad feels like
gling home to lunch?]!

But from Clark: not one statistic, not one graph, nct cne formula
(yet just as "electric traction" changed the shape and size and
densities in cities, so just as fundementally has the car, and
these hard transport frets lie at the very heart of the very
subject Clark is examining) He didn't even mention the car. He
only made one slip; that the traditionsl model of a city with all
work work places at the centre could noﬁﬁexist "because the traff-
ic congestion would become inccnceivable and he throws this in
only to tell the sssembled planncrs they were nany of them, fools
" because they didn't know that C.B.D. employment was declining!
f, Ptherwise Clark is completely cur-shy! He is like a physician
dealing with cancer of the throat without mentioning cigarcttes!

9/35/0 Why does Clark Miss the Vital Note?

In our opinion the recgon that Clarik ohits the vitel note or
rother "nctif of the | Rewksbury overturc is that heiyants to
establish as "nom" the meximum untremclled use of the car. More:
he wants to do this without saying so, becouse, if he s=2id so,
there would be plenty of people to say: why can't we congrol the
car instead of letting the car control our city® There would be
plenty of people to challenge Clark's concept that "the publlc
welfare is best served by the free barygaining between individuels
in the market", if by this principle car comnuters are to be
encouraged to I  the tremendous social velue of the C.B.D. and
inner areas as well as their local suburban communities and their

holiday resorts!

So ¢1 vk € omes out with "iron laws" of economics (those foolish
planners!) wnich he pretends can be assiduously uncovered by
trcating in isolation the facts of densities, distance and size
only, but the factors he "discovers" are (naturally)thcse
characteristics of an uncontrolled car-doninzeted city (in the
sense of o city with 2 high incidence of C.B.D. car cormuting,
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If ever the automobile and oil industries are looking for a theoretician
to justify their self-interest,Clark,whether he realises it or not,is thelr
iman 3 The back-room tacticians of these giant corporations nmust by now be
- 2larmed by the mounting opposition in the U.S.A to the insoluble,
extravegant,city~ruining freeway "solutions™ for a city of more than a -
few millions, Rather than control the car for city commuting and supply
' modern public transport for this problem of mass. conveyance, therefore,it
' would suit these interests to limit all future urban growbth to cities of
‘SO0,000 to 1,000,000 which could be entirely car-based with no railed
{ transport whatsoever. -
! In cities which are already too big for this it would suit them to
'hnve uwniformly low evenly-—distributed densitities with a small CBD so
{thaﬁ the flow of traffie om the freeway networks is not disrupted by
junpredictable higher—-density build-ups: likely in time to cause either
 congestion or intolerably extravgant super freeways so as to generate
'denands for better public transport.’ ' '
| Clark's own description of Dallas,Texas,for example, fits his model of
| the ™om" at which urban dengities are going to "settle down" (p 1.22).
Be sazys: "A comparatively newly-built city,very weazlthy in an oll-produc—
ing arez,Dallas has a small central zone of very highly-priced land,with
high cpmmerci=l buildings built upon it,but am soon as we proceed a little
distance from the centre we find both the height of the buildings and the
l1end prices falling precipitately and almomt immediately we f£ind ourselves
.z a residential suburb™ Peleb). In our judgment this unavoidably produces
& typical car-based barre type of city: @ ecentre of pretigious head offices
. Kj’g little attraction to the ordinary citizen,and the rest formless
orm low density that the eitizmen feels he has to "get away from" L
every weekend,
The Melbourne Transportaticn Plan with freeways orientated on the CBD
will impel Melbourne towards this type of city. Clark!s theories have the
effect of disarming any counter-meazaures.

w”m“ -

;10/35/0 The Real Conclusions !

‘ Now to re-state Clark’s real conclusions (no¥y his own version of
harmless-seeming applause-producing 4th paragraph platitudes !) =
1, Within cities the firee market demand of the individual should be
respected (and not interfered with either by resisting CBD all-day
carparkers' demands or by improving public transport),and it will
dictate an evenly-spread 10,000 persons per square mile density (to
ensure maximunm utilisation of cars for 2ll purposes good or bad),and
2+ As: between citieg the frece market,which is dietating the increasing
size of the biggest of them should be ignored and new cities: should
w Pe compulsorily held to a population of # to 1 million at which size
@ :) they should show maximum growth rotes and would stabilise if it were
not for the "slowness",the "externnlities'" and the "indeterminancy"
which hinder market forces in location decisions (and whieh would
require no rail public transport vhatever so that here the monopoly
utilisation of cars would be ensured ).

(ﬂgzg: the phrases gbove which are in brackets are our own deduections -
and,@n effect, represent the "awkwzrd" and hence silent pwrtion of the
nizsing motif from the overture).

But these eonclusions which Glark uses so much ability to "prove" are
not inevitable,

Vic are not in the grip of economie laws which we can't control. If Clark
were %o bring the car back into his economic equation unaghamedly,and
helped with his economic expertise to dovise an alternate system for city
workers,he could not only explein much better some of the disparities he
uneovers, but he could help sawve Melbourne becoming Dallas.

11/35/0 3. The McAlpinc Undexrground

"Tyy and try asain® is his motto

hes L plan for an underground loop which would give Melbourne a new-look
N recently beem prepared by Mr Robert Mehlpine., This is the second plan

@ has prepared for the Melbourne underground. Mr McAlpine places it now
under the gouthern side of Latrobe St. and not under the roadway as
proposed by the Railways Dept. He claims his alternative would eventually
FIOVIde a saving of $91 million,
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The underground on the south side of Latrobe St. would mean the
demolition of all but two bBuildings on this frontage between Spencer St
and Spring St. Those to be saved woyld be the Royal Mint and the Latrobe
Libra ®

MincAlpine is the only qualified Jand valuer-town planner in Victoria,
and he estimates that the cost of acgulring the necessary properties would
be $21,828,000 (Fhis includes an extra (% +to land owners for their trouble

If the underground was to go along the south side of Latrobe St, it
would cost $102 million. But,according to Mr McAlpine,to offset this total
cost wotld be savings on construction and design,saving in the ease of
working,and lack of disruptihon of traffie,and the Govermment would have
an invaluable supply of land., Mr MecAlpine has been repokrted as saying -
"on present eity values this land would be worth $38 million. Later on,big
* velopers would,on evidence,pay more to get bigger chunks in one title,
io.,once the undergroung goes in,they could go up to anything ',

Mr MeAlpine therefore estimates: that in the lone run the savings would
zmnount to $31 million over the present estimates for the underground along
the Latrobe St. roadway.

In "Irregular" No. 25 (Sept. 1969) there is an article entitled
"MeAlpine's cut and cover Proposals" This was an earlier scheme that Mr.
Meflpine put before transport authorities for the underground to go along
tka north side of Latrobe St. In this scheme he estimated a saving of $20
; ion.

He investigated the altermative of going along the gouth side after a
discussion with Melbourne Gity Councillor I,Stewart who pointed out to
him that the M.C.C has frozen the bloek bounded by Latrobey,Elizabeth,
Swanston and TLonsdele Sts for future big development. Mr McAlpine's south
Side scheme envisages total redevelopment along the entire length of the
southern side of Lgtrobe St. to match the Counecil's ambitious scheme for
this block

afotol

Reader: Have you read thus far ?
Have you nmo thoughts about the various matters ?
Have you a pen ?

Can you oblige the cther readers with your thoughts
(however short) by sending something to the editor ?



