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IRREGULAR NO, .8 Ocyober.1972

(An irregular publlcation for the Townplanning Research Group,not for
publication or republication)

This issue:

6 "Objectors" to the Melbourne regional plan on general grounds

"Big Brother"MMBW plays its cards to its chest

According to MMBW "newsletter" of 14/7/'72,there are about 3500
objections. A press item of 23/8/'72 reports Mr A.H.Croxford chairman of
the MMBW as stating that "the mammoth task of hearing the 3900 obJectloBs
to the scheme would begin in six weeks.It could take 3 years or more"

Now of course,there are objections and objections.

For the convenience of "Irregular" readers,we bring to their notice
here six known to the editors which take an overall view of Melbourne as
& whole from one angle or another.,

It is our belief that all objections of this character,as a matter
of public interest,should be given the wilidest publicity and the mass
media should endeavour to institute a serious and sustained public
discussion on such matters wherever different value Jjudgments of a major
character are obviously involved.

Howeverj,indications are that the MMBW has not the slightest intent—
ion of doing any such thing:which is Jjust another proof (if proof were

aPceded) that Croxford's claim that the Board's aim is to "stimulate
public dialogue" is mgstly hot air., The “dialogue" is intended apparentl R
to be carefully confifzdfo public-relations type seminars HnOW * comploted)
One "objector" is to have no idea of the nature of the other "obgectlons"
and the public will be ignorant of then all except to the restricted
extent that the objectors themselves can spread their own cases.

MMBW still wants to cast itself as Big Brother:all—wise because 1t
¥'s the only one to be in the posiyion of all-seeing. Unfortunately
genuine planning wisdom and Big Brother psychology do not mix,.

The Big Five and a little Sixth,

15" .RoA.C.V (Royal Automobile Club of Victoria)
2, V.0.0.8.5 (Victorian Council of Social Service)
3, T.CuP.A, (Town and Country Planning Association)

e R.ALP.I (Royal Australian Planning Institute)

Rl : '
5. R.A.I.A (Royal Australian Institute of Architects)
6. R & M,C (Ruth and Maurie Crow)

RA,CL.V

. Nain issues:

1., fundamental strategy and forms of growth of MMBW adopted.

2 plannimg to bring about viable forms of community life in corridors

3, co-ordinated planning at all levels of government---without overlapplng

., planning procedures more efficlent and simple in operation,

5, adequate planning and finance for both private and public transport.,

6, adequate implementation of the proposals of the planning scheme—--—

thragh deliberate policies of budgeting and construction,.
Formal objections: '

lack of co-ordination at different levels of government,

lack of provision of viable and distinct communities in corrldor.

gome growth corridors in doubtful sectors of the reglon.

aids and abets continuous population growth within region.

decision on corridor growth should have been made following satlsfactory

public and professional participation.

% "eart before horse" policy on public participation,.

# freeway network of MTC capable of extenslon to accomodate corridor
concept,but based on land-use plans now obsolete and network needs re-
orking,

% glan a%tempts to be at once land-use and strategy plan so strategy

obscured by overconcentration on land-use detail,

# not related to surrounding regions and-Stateo(contﬁ overleaf)

*
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* no con31deratlon to sensitive combination of accesibility and
environment needed for roads in inner suburbs,
(Note above precis and excerpts onl¥,hut all points covered)
(RACV subcommittee included Dr J, Paterson, economlst Mr Brindle,traffic
engineer, Prof Hammond,Dept. Psychology Un1 og Melbc,Dr Moya Radford
psychiatrist,MrB.Opie, townplanner MrsM,Nicholls public relations,and
G.Riley, I, Russell and S. Carpenter of RACV)
‘Source: "Royalauto'" July 1972 p.b

VoeCo04S,.S
Guidelines upon which VCOSS based its submissions

4. Melbourn's growth must be drasticakly curbed for the social well-being
of present and future citizens; and that

2, In order to do this it is essential that alternative growth centres be
promoted on a regional basis by a co-6rdingted state planning programme
which is empowered to direct public 1nvestment and provide development
in centresj;and that

3+ The aim of the MMBW to obtain a balanced growth around the Central
Business District should be supported (within the context of drastically
curbed metropolitan growth)because it will lead to a more balanced
metropolitan structure in socio-economic terms,thereby creating a
greater equality of opportunity in the northern and western suburbs
than currently occurs within the predominance of people of power,soclo=
economic status in these suburbsj;and that:

L, Whatever pattern of population dlstrlbutlon is planmned,the type of
soclal amenity prov181ons at the regional,municipal and community ~
levels advocated in the VCOSS submission to the Design Team for the (:>
case study of a New Town at. Sunbury should be a minimum requirement for
planning and development, g : fail
s Part A Broad objections /

1. ——preocecupation with the physical aspects of planning and completely

. to put forward policy proposals relating to social amenity planning

2 ,——no0 provision for any strategy by which social planning can be
effectively 1ntegrated with the physical plans outlined in MMBW Teport

3+ =——=whilst recognising need to provide means for encoraging growth to the
north and west in order to obtain balanced &everoped development the
proposals do not include any strategy for doing so.

Le ——whilst carrying out a series of public education seminars no proposals
are included for public participation as advocated in the Skeffington
Report,and subsequent debate especilally in relation to the vital issue
of plannlng policies and their periodic review

(Part B specific objections simply formally objected to certain
zaings as inadequate to "ensure social amenity provisions' )

(VCOSS special committee comprised Mrs Je O'Neill,Dr Faith Thompson,Mr ,6.

Bemjamin,Mr D,Glasson)
Source: "Position paper on comments & objectiwms to the regional ple..-
ing policies of the MMBW,June 1972

T.CPA

—~-Details of the Association's objection are being discussed by a
special committee of the Council and will be concerned with extensive
varlations in the corridor system of development proposed in the scheme.

"-—-The CQuncil decided that an alternative which proposed that
future metropolitan development should be channelled into a Gippsland
corridor,extehding eastwards from the existing planning boundary near
Berwick was favoured. Thé preference would entail the deletion of other
proposed corridors and maximum support for the building of new cilties as
a means of limiting Melbourne population."

(Detalls of the amplification of the objection are not known)

Source: "Plan News Review", June 1972 p.1 ' a
ReAPsI -
RJA.IA '

The 1ntroductlon to the objection which has been 301nt1y lodged by
these two professional organisations stated:-

- "The Institutes support,in general,the most important objectives of
defining those areas within which future development may be permitted and
of conserving the natural or rural character of the balance of the region
and the resources it contains, Nevertheless,they are concerned that the
policies .o==-- need to be more extensive to be effective and are
insufficiently supported by the proposed Amendments Nos 3 and 21"

(Details of proposed alternative measures are not known)
Source: Notice sent to all members by R.A.P.I,August 1972,



ROC & M.C \

The Crows (Ruth and Maurie) have lodged an objection
(formally in the name of "M.Crow"),eopies of which they have
asked us to reproduce,which we have done,

They have also,since June,when the objection was lodged,
written and produced a book in support of their alternative to
the regional plan entitled "Plan for Melbourne,Part 3"--"one
corridor of participants,~~not seven corridors of power",

At their request we enclose a dodger advertising how the
book can be obtained.,

The formal official objection is as follows:-

H.I1.B.V. Regional Planning Scheme Proposals.

Objections lodged by i1.S. Crow,

1. IMature of Objection. The proposed amendments to the

Planning Scheme should be nodified by the provision for
the major part of all future outward urban growth to be contained
in a "Gippsland corrvidor" as amplified below.

2. Reasons for Objection. The reasons for the proposed
modifications are on conservation, sociological and other
crounds as set out in the attached sheets.

AMPLIFIC.LTION OF OBJECTIONS TO AMEIDILENTS NO.3 LND 110.21

LIODIRPIED JMENTMENTS 70 THE PROPOSED SCHEIE

1. The proposed Werribee Melton Sunbury Merri Plenty and
Lilydale corridors to be deleted. *

2. A1l futbure outward urban growth anywhere to the south-
west, west, north-west, north, north-east or east of the
city to be contained by limiting it to urban zones contained in
the present MMBW planning scheme, and all urban zoning within
the extended area now under the Board's planning control area to
be reviewed with a view to permitting only such very limited
future growth as is provided by already-serviced subdivisions or
which is required to "round off" and existing urban development,

3. Melbournet!s future outward urban growth to be in a linear
corridor, called the "Gipnsland corridor", the first
segment of which is the »roposed Berwick corridor (and the balance
of the Givnpsland corridor to be in the same general south-easterly

direction as far as Warragul or thereabouts)*

4, A rapid transit railway service of the type that attains a
speed of at least 150 mph. to be planned as centred in the
Gipnsland corridor, alongside the existing Melbourne-Dandenong-
ippsland railway tracks which should be retained to enable the
continuation of the present electrified rail service gradually
ceyond Dandenong to keep pace with outward growth, and the contin-
uation of a service to intermediate country stations in the
Giponsland corridor not served by ranid-transit stations.
or 411 major centres for industrial, retail, commercilal or
adninistrative employment and for educatvion, recreation,
health or culture, together with medium and high density housing
zones to be grouped in "umetro-towns" located on the Gippsland rail
line, the biggest of such centres on the few rapid-rail stations
vith smaller ones at selected intervening stations; and all planning
sechniques possible, including strong home-to stotlons public
transhort and mixed zoning in metro-town centres, be utilised to
make such centres highly wnopular and attractive social focal points,

L /2
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5. All non-urban areas in the planning region, especlally
the conservation and landscape interest zones to be '

retained as proposed by the IIIBW amendments, but all cqrridors

except the Berwicli corridor vo be re~zoned for appropriate non-

urban uses.

* TTI0TE:
T It is appreciated thas thot part of item 3 above as is
contained in brackets is now in an area that lies beyond the
Dlanning powers of the IMBWV; out it is Droposed that the Board
should ask the Government to =2xtend the planning boudaries of

the region by an area taking in shire council arces surrounding
the »Hroposed Gionsland corridor at least as far as Varragul.
following remarks will, unavoidably, be referrinz to the whole
vroposed Givpsland corridor., although they will affect equally
that »nart of 1t now called “he Berwick corridor, and even, by way
or redevelopment, in the present built-up metropolitan area
‘Uetween the CBD and Dandenorng, following the same direction as
the principles outlined in »H:int 5 above.

2o LIFTC.LTION OF RELSONS FOE OBJECTIONS

L. Survival Conservatior Reasons . -

The Trenscending reason for a linear Gippsland corridor is
to conserve energy. The radial corridor »Hattern of growth maxim-
ises the use of the motor vejicle for commuting, for transport of
zoods, and for all other treansport purposes. The further apart
the radial corridors grow, she greater would be the necessity to
use the motor vehicle, the “urther would become the distances
needed to be covered, and the more energy, both in the form of
renewal of the vehicles, and the use of fuel, would be wasted.

During the main period of vreparation of the Boord's report, the
sclentists and conservationists apveared mainly to be warning

about the effects of pollution and the need to conserve arecs of
bushland. The Board's report and »roposed amendments in fact
correctly take into account such considerations, and constitute in
this respect a big advance on earlier planning e.z. in the proposed
provision of sewerage, in the provision of "green wedges'" between
the corridors, and "landscape interest" and "conservation" zones
vithin the green wedges, in the warnings against motor vehicle
enlssions etc.

Only quite recently hcs there appeared an accumulation of scient-
ific weight warning of conservation problems of a far graver
character,

One aspect has to do with exhaustion of material resources, and
cnother and related cswect has to do with the rate at which energy
is used, the consequent rate of heat radiation, and the world's
shermel balance which can have a devastating effect on ecological
cystems as we now lmow then.

Jiilet there apnears to be amnle room for argument amongst the
gzlientists as to the probable efrfects of continuing with present
_opuletion and production growth patterns, enough eminent men have
izsued warnings strong enough to indicate thot the ecological
volence of the biosphere is in danger of acute demage. The
bjector has no retences to be an exvert on such matters, and is
critical vhat the Board's proposals do not deal with then )
azse the Boeard's plen had to be worked out a few years too

- To be expected to take account of such considerations.

ver the Board's planning possibly hed to be ain exercise
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@ Q)
(

IR

b

O

D <

/3



-3~

within the constraint of announced Government »Holicy as long ago
as 1968 on so-called "balanced" growth patterns for Melbourne.

However, confronted with a set of alarming and hitherto unsuspected
facts about conditions of survival of future generations, it is
submitted that the Board's planners should re-think the regional
planning problems, and approach the planning oroblem much as an
engineer would do in designing a bridge, that is, leave a greater

nmargin of safety than may seem necessary, rather than take a

chance. In the context of the world's ecology, predictions about
which are far more unreliable than bridge-building, this means to

do everything Hossible to conserve resources, and especially energy.

The Gippsland corridor concept coupnled with rapid-rail transit and
the other measures calculated to assist in changing life-styles
back towards strong reliance on public transport and simpler but
more satisfying social enjoyment of urban—tyoe activities (as
distinct from long trips by cer as a form of relaxation), could
ninimise car commuting and car use generally, and in the process
make a very marked saving in total energy expended.

2. Other Conservation Reasons

One advantage of the IL.BW proposed radial corridor pattern
is the '"green wedge'" conservation areas deliberatly protected
between the corridors, both because it conserves such areas from
uncontrolled peripheral growth and because it provides open country
not too far away from anyone living in the corridors.

The Gippsland corridor concept retains both aspects of this advant-
age. It 1s not uncontrolled peripheral growth into areas that
should be conserved, and people within the corridor would have just
as ready an access to the "green'" country on either side of the
elongated corridor, as if they lived in one of the radial corridors.

There are possibly some difficult pollution considerations to be
solved in connection with the Gippsland corridor, for example, the
vrotection of esternport from pollution. But, on balance, this
would seem not more difficult to achieve than the extra pollution
To the Yarra both directly and indirectly through its tributaries
which, 1t is explained by the LIIBY report, would result inevitably
from urbanisation of the northern and eastern corridors.

Problems such as the ultimately expensive flood mitigation works
rientioned in the MMBVY report as a result of further urbanisation
in the catchments areas of the Yarra and its tributaries would not
seem to arise in the sane degree from the Gippsland corridor
provosals.

3. Sociological Reasons

The western suburbg and to an exftent the northern suburbs
have g much greater comvlement of residents who are industrial
workers and who regard themselves as "deprived", and in fact are
relatively deprived in relation to education, health, child care
eand other services and amenities, as compared to areas in the south
and eagt.

The M.IM.B.W's 1954 report gave all the reasons why people preferred
to live to the south and east of Melbourne: higher rainfall, better
soil, undulating country, nearer to thé more popular seaside and
mountain resorts, and cheaper for any undergrounded services such
as-vater or sewerage and for house foundations and road construction.

There is nothing to indicate that these sume factors do not still
operate. To pay a subsidy for forced development to the west will

/4
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not basically chanze the socio-economic composition of the
vonulation livin. there, no matter how it is zoned or what the '
corridor patitern is, nor overcome the deprivations of the existing
commwnities which require social remedies outside the scope of the
oresent planning powers of the Board.

"he recent strong challenge of the south-east to attract industrial
development znd industrial workers, as well as all other types of
socio-economic groups, indicates that the Gippsland corridor could
Tar 1ore easily be planned, as Canberra is planned, to ensure that
all income-groups are ixed in each neighbourhood in such a way
that all support and enjoy the same schools, shopping centres,
hoswnitals, child care fecilities and other services.

ilso the Gippsland corridor plan would greatly strengthen the CBD
deshite the deliberate creation of metro-towns, because, beling
based for more firmly on public transport than the rodial corridor
vattern would permit, it could attract far more people into the
central area than could be accommodated when a high proportion
comes, as now, by car. It would also slow down the destructive
effects of a too-rapid redevelopment in the CBD and inner areas
caugsed by attempts (ultimately seli-defeating) to accommodate the
ever-increasing influx of cars. In turn the retention of a suff-
icient stock of relatively low~rent space in the city and inner
areas encourages the optimum conditions for small and medium sizec
enterprises, both commercial and voluntary which combined supnly
such a large element of diversity, checracter and liveliness to the
1iTfe of the city and inner areas.

Zven the concept of a "balanced" Melbourne would be observed by

the Gippsland corridor plan, Instead of equal growth in every
direction based on transport travelling at certain speeds of the
seame order, the rapid-transit speed along the longer distances of
the GiLpsland corridor, woull equalise in terms of time the slower
sveeds along the shorter distances of the present built-up areas of
Ilielbourne.

Jbove all, however, the Gippsland corridor could be used as an
exoeriment in restructuring the relatively unstructured car-based
outer suburbs and re-establishing various concourses of citizens
around the metrotovms involving gradually increasing interest and
participation in their own common affairs at these focal points,
and sinmilar focal points.

Without a blossoming of public participation facilitated in every
vay, including the deliberate desi:n of the regional plan, the
avakening in time by the »nublic to the moral and practical measures
necessery for survival, may come too late,

. ther ..avantages

(i) Zconomic considerations
1t could be objected that the Gippsland corridor
»roposal has the disadvantage of the cost of an expensive rapid-
tronsit system. It would seem likely, however, that the econonic
cenefits would far outweigh this cost, gquite apart from the conserv—
atlion and sociological benefits,.

iz extension of Ilelbourne in a Giopsland corridor would mean that
< reticulation of the major basic resources of vater, eleciric
cover and netural gas would be much cheaper.

=1,

.is0 on the credit side would be the enormous savings to the
corzunlty bec.uce of a lover expenditure of resources, energy and
corlation due to @ininising motor vehicle transport and minimising
commuting Glstances.

../5
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L ninor, but not unimportant economic advantage coulo be ?hat the
unexoecced direction and rapidity of urban growth in one directlon
would mean that the Government could be asked to acquire develop~
ment rights in the Gippslend corridor at relatively low »prices cue
to the unezpecte& direotion of urban growth. Authorities estab-
lished for the purpose could acquire, plan and resgell thus avoiding
the onerous burden of gpeculation-»nrofit inevitably accomoanylng
the long-anticisated radial-type corridor developmens in e radial
pattern and within the Board's new regional planning area.

(i1) Decentralisation

;. 1Tinear corridor growth such as an elongated Gippsland
corridor should be regarded s a modern form of decentralisalion.
The notbro-town structure provosed for the Gippslind corridor could
have all the advantages claimed for the wore traditional type
concept of a separate decentralised town, namely o community of a
cersain size regarded as “menageable", with a certain dcgree of
cconomic independence and nos so vig that the resgilent feele that
there is nowhere he "belongs" and yet big enough to olffer &
reogsonable range of employment ovportunities, educational cutitural
and reCLewtﬂonal specialties and other cheracterissics oix modern
city Life,

& Hetre~town structure designed to heighten community concourse
end therefore community identity could, along with other neasures,
help to overcome much of the homogeneity, randomness of locabtion
of many community facilities, and absence of lively centres .F
cltizen activity associated with car-based outer suvburbs, nos only
of llelbourne but also in the bigger country towns.

ror purposes of strengthening self-identity of each metro-to.m and
1ts associated community, each could be separabted from its neigh-
bours by a mile or two of non-urban "green'" territory, and each
planned with a range of nixeld employment and community facilities,
Thus siving as much independence as can be expected of a complex
noGaern SOCietJ.

Purther, to the extent that there is a valid argument against
conurtations because of the concentration of pollubtants such as
snog, the elongated Gionpsland corridor tyoe of city growth patvtern
would minimise such Ffacltors and correspond to the effect of

e n

decentralisation.

inteed there would seem to be no advantages claimed Ffor the
sevarate decentralised town thet cannot equal ly be claimed for an
elongated gstructured, metro-town corridor-type of decentralisation.
Yet the Gipsland corridor would have tremendous advantages over
tho were Gtraditional type of decentralisation, retaining ready
accegrlbility for everJone to the CBD by rapid reil helping thus

to owc¢oono ruch of the resistance ol meoplz to 2hift too Tar Tfronm
vhe metropolis.

Ln

snotld b2 addied that the objector sundorts other, traditional-
deoe;'rallo%tlon cfforts of accelerated avvolopuien‘c9 1T only
the peopls of Melbourne a wider choice ol habitat and city-

(iii) Long-term advans.ges

Long-vern planning peyond the regional territory of she
B (even as extended to Warragul as proposed in this objection),
e beyond the span of years encompassed by the : uBN preposals hag,
ol course, tremendous uncertainties to contend with. Not She lesgs
T these uncertainties is population controel possibilitieu,
mentioned in the MMBW report, to which cculd be added c-ntol oFf

../6
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enerzy exn.nditure and rvesource utilisation in industry.

Yet it would be as well to bear in mind general considerations
of a long-term nature, because it would be wrong to »lan for
short—-tern advantages only Go find that they lead to long-term
disadvantages.,

.8 petrol and natural jas resources become exhausted, 1t will be
necessary to turn again to coal as a major source of energy. The
Latrobe Valley would then be re-established as a most significant
area economically.

Looking forward this far, the Gippslend corridor concept could

then well be linked with a "second Melbourne", either near Warragul
at the gateway to Givnsland, or perhaps at a suitable location in
the heartland of the Latrobe Valley towns.

The rapid transit link would “hen serve and be served by such New
Tovn building.

The Gipnsland corridor »roposals would, on the face of it, therefore

appear to have attractive long-term possibilities as well as
obvious short-ternm advantages.

M.S. CROV.




Twceedle=Dec and Twecedlce-Dum,

Radical (tcchnologically) as thc A.P.T. schcmc may be, its social
cffcct is in no way bettcr than a frccecway systcm. Therc is
complctc conscrvatism on thce matter of social goals,

"As wealth incrcascs' it is writtcn, "car owncrship will risc and
thc form and opcration of our citics - largcly dccided by thosc
who havc cars at thcir disposal - will bccomc incrcasingly auto-
oricntatcd, with low population dcnsitics and widcly sprcad
cmploymcent opportunitics. They will boecome citics whosc layout
prohibits thce cconomical opcration of transport systcms dcvclopced
to handlc thc high trip dcnsitics of compact pre-sutomobilc urben
arcas". (p10).

~Wcalth is assumcd to be poersonally-owncd wcatth and incrcascd
pcrsonally-owncd wcalth is idcentificd with morc cars per family,
thus gcnuflccting to "auto-oricntation™. The schemc sccks to
show that it is morc rcalistically “Yauto-oricntatcd" than thc
traditional frccway plans, “Resistancc to thc provision of ncw
road spacc is incrcasing and this is truc dcspitc thc fact that
ncw frccways arc much safcr than cxisting strccts and capablc of
scparating through-traffic from thc community. Thcrc is a gnod
chancc that adcquatc frccway systcms arc no longcr an acccptablc
solution; but thopjous hopc that buscs and trnins can
substitute for thCm hns no foundation in a factual appreisnl of
community movemcnt pattcrns and public transport cconomics'.

In cffcct, thc Rcport is offcring thc auto-oricntatcd cstablish-
mcnt a schcme which has thc samc function as a frccway schemc
but politically safcr. Thc back-room statcsmcen of the oil and
automohilc corporations may bc dividcd on thc mattcr of te Ctho
which for thcm would bc somcthing likc this:- :

(a) Frcoway Systcm.

Advantagcs — Doublc thc numbcr of cers sold, doublc thc

' pctrol consumption, with an avcragc car lifc
of thrcc ycars.

Dluadvanfagbs - Run right out of pctrol in 20 ycors.
May cngcndcer rcveolt against frcceway solutions
: lcoding to congestion and rcecduction in car usc,
Conclusion - Thc way to makc thc gquickest buck - hut

politically unccrtain.

(b) A.,P.T. Systcm (Lodcr Report Stylc,
Advantagcs - Publically morc acccptablc bccausc it would
appcar to givc an cqual dcal to thosc using
public transport and privatc transport, not
much acqguisition of land nccdcd and lcss
traff1QCJngoutlon.

Disadvantagcs — Fossil-fucl in form »f brown coal uscd for
clcetric cncrgy to convey cars for onc half of
mctropolitan milcage, giving cars a six ycar
lifc with only half thc pctrol consumption pcr
yecar .

Conclusion - Thc surcst way for survival of thc industry,
a safcr but slowcr buck. :

It is twccdledcecc and twecdlcdum choicc thercforc for the car

and 0il industry whcther a frccway systcem or an A.P.T. gystcm
(Lodcr Rcport Stylc) is choscn for citics of scveral million:
both arc car-bascd, »oth maximisc car-usagc, both erc systcms of
adapting citics to cars instcad of adapting cars to citics, both
arc hcavily pro-consumcrism. Thc morc prudcnt pro-cons umvrlsm
statcsmen would support A.P.T. (Loder Stylc) beccausc it gives
thc appcarancc of rcform.

Pcculiarly the “Introductlon” to thc A P.T. Recport (ppl1-2) in
its gcneralisations, gives the impression of anti-consumcrism.,
Thc Introduction is likc a utorofront window with dlifcront
products to the goods ¢n thc shclves insidc, :
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", ..pcrsonal rclationships, job saticfection, a physically
attractive cnvironmcnt and the lack of a fccling of dcprivation
rclative to othcrs arc of cqual importancc to thc sizc of our
housc, thce horscpowcr of our car, or thc numbcer S CXccss
:celorics a day wc cat' (p1). “... our Transportation systcms
do not reflcect any conccrn for the scnsiblc menagement HF
rcsourccs when 3000 1lbs of mctal and rubbcr capablc of over 100
mph is gcncrally uscd to transport onc or two 150 1b pcoplc at
an averagc spccd HSf 20 mph.... we must rapidly dcvclop a
primary not o sccondary conccrn for thc social nctwork in our
communitics..." (p2).

But surcly thcesc laudablc gcnceraliscd idcals (improved
"personal relations®, "job satisfaction", - social nctworks"
~nad "rasource noncg nent" Cnd roduecd "dopriv-otion") ~re not
~utonnticolly attaincd nolcly by.a <yatem of perssn-lidoor-to-
door nll-Mclbournc mobility?

Painting a picturc of thc horriblc "insidious form of urban
blight' said to rcsult from a failurc to escccpt cithcecr a frccway
systcm or an AP.T. gsystcm, thc Rcport warns that congcstion on
thc roads would mcan that Y"trip distanccs in acccptablc times
arc rcduccd, with a conscqucnt rcduction in thc choicc »f jobs,
fricnds, rccrcation arcas, sporting and cultural activitics.
Scverc limits arc placcd on thce cnjoyment of thce major odvantage
pocscssced by large citics - varicty ..." (p9). What is truc
about this is that choicc of activitics is prcciscly what o city
off~rs. what is untruc ic that the multidircetional pcrsonal
mobility thc car »ffcrs when uscd for all trangsport purposcs is
anti-city in thc impact, tcnding to unstabilisc potcntial groups
of pcoplc and rcquirc dispcrsal rathcr than compactncss of
pcoplc-intcnsive centrces nccded to nurturc cuch groupings.

A Bcecttcr Viay to Usc A.P.T. Tcchnology.

The Gippsland corridor, scrviccd by 150 mph rapid transport (to
cripplc car dominancce on long trips) and structurcd into strong
compact human-ccalc pcoplc-intcnsive car-frcce centrcs around the
intcrchanges with all local public transport coming into thcsc
centres (to cripplce car dominancce for local trips), could absgorb
thce wholc of Mclbournc's futurc population, At onc strokc,
thcrcforc, this could (say) halvc thc numbcr of cars nccding to
usc thc roads of Mclbournc's prescnt built-up arcas for work
purposcs cssuming thc popul~ation werc to doublc,.

The rcecstracturing of thce prcescnt suburbs with sclccectcd rail
stations gradually convcrtcd t» similar ccntrcs and with
"transport watcrshcds” with mini-bus shuttlc scrviccs all
converging on thc sclcctced intcrchangcs could further cventually
rcducc thec total numbcr of cars at prcscnt uscd to gct pcoplc

to work ond back or to shops and back in the built-up
mctropolitan arca. ("Plan for Mclbournc Part 3 by R & M. Crow).

Now Chcrmayc:f & Tgzgonic in thoir book '"Shapc of Co~munity'
advanccd this proposal for low dcnsity arcas - ... 'ncw short-
haul frcqucnt-stop, rclatively slow mini-trains may bc
uscfully raigccd to the flowcring-trcc lcvcl, allowing thce
pcdcstrians to pass bclow whilc rcmaining within crsy rcach®.
These mini-trains would convey citizcns to local centrce which,
for Chcrmaycif & Tzonis would always bc a combincd commcrcial-
social ccntrc and an intcrchangc. Thce mini-trains fron
suburban rcsidcntial arcas could thus terminatc at thce intcr-
changc to "longcr haul intra-urban transit’ for thosc going
bcyond the local centrc (p166).

the A.P.T system
Now following thc idcas of Chermaycff & Tzonie might wcll bc
considcrcd in plecc of thce shuttlc mini-bus fccder scrvicce
wc proposcd to thc intcrchangcs in the Gippsland corridor, With
an A.P,T. systcom built-in duringthe cstate design planning
stagc, ovcrlooking from thc clcvatced guidcway could be ~voidcd
and propcr provisinn madce for the frcgucent mini-stations and
cidc-loops rcquircd,
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Garbage cartg, dclivery vchiclcs and furniturc vens would no
longer bec nceessary in rcsidential suburban strccets since
rubbish, furniturc and houschold ecquipmecnt could bc carried
quite well on the A.P.T, pallets, This would c¢nablc suburban
strccts to rescmblc the one-way front drive to a majestic
mansion twisting through thick avcnucs of trccs.

In other words, an adaptation of A.P.T. tcchnology would bec to
usc it so0 thst it would not carry cars, but would largecly
substitute for cars.

It is tempting to suggcst thc same idea to be utilisced in the
rcestructuring of present built-up arcas which we propose.
However, thc disadvantagcs hcrc scem too formidablc. The
problems of ovorlooking overhcad tclcphone and elcctric wircs,
acquisition of land for frcqucnt stations, conversion of wide
road pavemcnts (which would then be underuscd) to boetter
purpogcs arc of such dimcnsions that it would bc probably
chcaper and morec convenient to subsidizec mini-buscs or taxis
instcad to thc rail stations sclected as the local centre,

Lastly, whilst wc d» not agrce with thc proposcd usc of the
A,P.T. tcchnology for Mclbourne, we apprcciate Mr. Iodcr's
cffort in travelling ovecrscas at the bchest of the Berwick
Shirc Council to gathcr thc wcalth of information hc has on
the latcst overscas developments for clevated clcectric guide-
way systcms of transport. All we say is:-

"Don't bc Trapt by A.P.T.
As a paokage dcal Car-wrapt

but 1ct us sce it likc lcgs and lifts, and bicyclcs and cars,
and trams, trains and rapid transit as a wclcomc addition to
the hierarchy of mobility for city usc subjcctcd to the human
goals of satisfying inncr-human rclationships socilally.

triaf
c e

3+ LONG AWATITED COMPARATIVE COST FIGURES BETYLEN PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE TRANSPORT FOR MELBOURNE .,

There has rccently appeared a papcr by Mr. J.F. Brotchie, of
the Division of Building Rescarch, CSIRO, Mclbournc, cntitlcd
"Somec Systcm Conccpts for Urban Planning®.

This is an important papcr attempting to accommodatc
ccological rcquircments into urban systcms planning. e rce-
producc hcrc only Tablc 1. (p10), Tablc 2. (p11) which give
prccious comparative figurcs of costs for Mclbournc (including
cncrgy costs, bc it notcd). Notc however the warning that
they arc "approximatc' and somctimces bascd on 'very rough
cstimates', Thesc cost figurcs werc prcparcd by lir.R.Schmidt.

Thc papcr draws somc “initial obscrvations" from thc figures
and thosc intcrcstcd may bce ablc to obtain a copy of the
Report.

Here arc two Tablces from thce Report -
TABLE 1,

Data for this Table arc bascd on information rcccived from a
variety of sourccs, or on very rough cstimatcs where infor-
mation was not availeblc. Thcy arc introduccd primarily to
illustrate a tcchniquc at this stage. The deta sourccs includc
thce Mclbourne Transportation Committcc, thc Commonwcalth
Burcau of Roads, thc Commonwcalth Burcau of Ccnsus and
Statistics, Victorian Ycar Book, and thc annual rcports of the
various public transport authoritics. Thcy wcre compiled by

R. Schmidt, (unpublishcd data) Division of Building Rcscarch,
and will bc rcfincd at a latcr stagc,.
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TABLE 1.,

APPROXIMATE BRLAKDOWN OF TRANSPORT COSTS
(City of 2.4 million)

Itcm | | ‘Public Systom® Privatc Systom
Trunk nctwork costs L
Total § pcr capita/yr ' 6 55
& per lanc km 500,000 500,000

Nodal facilitics
‘?E%ations, parking ctec.)

i pcr capita/yr 0.2 11
Vehiclcs
o por capita/yr 3 75

Opcrating costs

1ncl. maintcnance

& per capita/yr 2 250
$ pcr passcngcer km 002’ Ol

Accident costs
Total loss to community $ pcr

capita/yr 0.5 75
Spceds (km/h)
Tcrminal-terminal 20-10 35
Door-door 15-25 35
Cepacity (persons pcr lanc/h) 8,000-30,000 2000

+ Trains, trams and buscs on fixcd routcs. Pcr capita data arc
bascd on avcragc loadings c.g. 150 pcrsons pcr train,

¥ Privatc cars, on projcctcd frceways and artcriel roads wheore
possiblc. Pcr capita data arec bescd on 1.4 to 1.5 scrsons
- per car.,

APPROXIMATE ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION COSTS -
FOR A CITY OF 2.4 MILLION PLOPLL

4fw million/yr)

System NotWorks% Nodcs Vchicles™ ™ Opag%%%ng++ Aceidents™+
Trains 12 - 2 30 -

Trams 2 - 3 20 -

~uscs 0 - 2 8 -

Gors 130 26 180 600 180

Sourcc of data as in Tablc 1.

Nctworks arc the fixcd tracks, rail or road
+ Nodes arc stations and parking facilitics, public, privatc
“= Vehicles arc trains, trazas, buscs, cars

++ Opcrating costs includc vchiclc maintcnancc, fucl or cncrgy
and ctaff in thc casc of public systcms

-+ Accidcent costs arc the total costs to the community including
loss of tim¢ mcdical costs, and vchiclc rcpairs,



