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C O M M E N T

Obsolescence Named Progress

C A L I F O R N I A N S A R E likely to approve bonds for a
high-speed passenger train system from San Diego 
to Sacramento, running via Los Angeles and Central

Valley cities with extensions to the Bay Area. Promoters say
that, as the alternative to air and highway travel, it will help
clean the air, save time and money, reduce congestion, and 
do other good things. Skeptics point to informal construction
estimates reaching upwards of thirty billion dollars, to the long
history of cost overruns among large public-works projects,
and to the political influence of construction interests.

I usually don’t complain when folks spend their money as
they wish. But, as an old railroad buff and a life-long student of
railroading, I’m concerned about the way high-speed trains are
being sold to voters and about the potential consequences of
this investment. Are we being conned into buying polished-up
old technology that reflects a false image of modernity? And
might the project later thwart future technological and social
advances by absorbing resources and constraining choices? 

This should have been a hard sell, because America’s
long-distance passenger trains were long ago superseded by
automobiles and airplanes. According to the 1995 American
Travel Survey, trains serve about half of one percent of domes-
tic round trips of over 100 miles one-way—4 million miles by
train and 130 million by plane, compared to 500 million by auto.
Promoters say high-speed trains will change that. California
will use contemporary French TGV or Japanese Shinkansen
equipment at speeds approaching 200 mph. But can high speed
alone overcome the obsolescence of passenger rails?

The sales pitch had some rough spots, as sales pitches do.
I’ve heard it said that rail subsidies are warranted for “balance”
because the feds spend $25 billion or so on highways each
year. It’s also said they’re fair because the aviation system is
supported by public subsidies—thus cleverly ignoring air-
fare surcharges, fuel taxes, and airline landing fees that cover
most costs. 

Voters are rightly enthusiastic about what new innova-
tions can do for them. Commonly, new technologies improve

the ways people do what they were already doing. But the 
technological advances in transportation and communications
have done much more: passenger railroads reinforced the
industrial revolution, mass migration from farm to city, and
parallel shifts in American culture. They enabled dramatic
social and economic development and qualitatively different
opportunities for education, work, and play. Development has
meant expanded choices, further opportunity for innovation,
ways to increase productivity and efficiency, and freedoms
unimaginable a century ago. Personal lives have been
immensely enriched as a consequence.

That dynamic worked well with passenger railroads from
1825 to about 1920. Rapid technological improvements
enhanced all aspects of railroading. Individuals and organiza-
tions who used the rail services were discovering new things
to do. But later, still-newer technologies and still-newer activi-
ties led to declines in the passenger-train market. 

It’s no matter now that the proposed trains will run faster
and look modern. It’s no matter that high-speed trains
emerged from slower services in Japan and Europe and that
niche markets might emerge from Amtrak services in the US.
What does matter is whether speeded-up 19th-century services
will contribute technological, economic, and social advances
sufficient for the 21st-century world.

I fear that over-sold high-speed trains may become a drag
on the 21st-century recipe for progress. Having built their 
institutional form on military and similar models, present-day
passenger railroads remain 19th-century industrial enterprises.
They run on inflexible rules, are host to management and labor
monopolies, and have few options for productivity improve-
ments. This is not a dynamic one would want to buy into.

Who are the villains in this drama? Not the voters. They
are right to bet on new technology, and many have been
seduced by pay-later bond financing augmented by free money
from Washington. Promoters? The world needs such folks.

Perhaps the real villain is our own failure to question 
the obvious.

William L. Garrison
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I’ve just made a run out to Pasadena on the completed Arroyo Seco Parkway…No brazen pedestrians nor

kids riding bikes with their arms folded. No cross streets with too-bold or too-timid drivers jutting their

radiators into your path. And no wonder I made it from Elysian Park to Broadway and Glenarm Street in

Pasadena in 10 minutes without edging over a conservative 45 miles an hour.

John Cornwell, Westways, January 1941

�
If the engineers wish to rhapsodize over the quaint historic qualities of the Arroyo Seco Parkway, they

should scrape up the whole miserable concrete mess and put it in the freeway museum. That highway 

has been obsolete for 25 years; it’s dangerous and inadequate. The transition from the 110 north to 

the I-5 north is one of the worst freeway bottlenecks in the state.

William Leidenthal, Los Angeles Times, July 31, 1999

Putting Pleasure Back in the Drive: 
R E C L A I M I N G  U R B A N  PA R K WAY S  F O R  T H E  2 1 S T  C E N T U RY

B Y  A N A S T A S I A  L O U K A I T O U - S I D E R I S  A N D  R O B E R T  G O T T L I E B
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T H E S E T W O A S S E S S M E N T S of Arroyo Seco Parkway (now known as the
Pasadena Freeway) are separated by half a century in time and a sea of differ-
ence in perception. They encapsulate the rise and fall of urban parkways. 

Predecessor of the modern freeway and celebrated transportation model of the early
20th century, the urban parkway has fallen on hard times. Designed for uninterrupted,
pleasurable driving in park-like settings with views of surrounding communities, park-
ways were once hailed as marvels of transportation innovation and design—and as safe
and efficient alternatives to arterials and boulevards. 

By the 1950s, however, the goals of pleasurable driving and visual interest had faded
in favor of engineering efficiency and higher capacity. Meantime, parkways like Arroyo
Seco, which were originally designed to carry few cars at relatively low speeds, now 
had to accommodate many more drivers trying to go much faster. The result is that the
ten-minute trip of 1941 might take as long as forty minutes today as bottlenecks, traffic
accidents, and congestion conspire to delay. 

The Arroyo Seco Parkway represents the dilemma of urban parkways today: still in
use, it is fraught with problems due to the disjuncture between its original conception as
a bucolic roadway for recreational driving and its current incarnation as a major corridor
in a freeway-centered transportation system. Given the challenges of modern traffic engi-
neering, it is important to ask whether there is a new vision for urban parkways and
whether they can be reclaimed as successful models of transportation infrastructure. 

EARLY DAYS:  GENES IS AND EVOLUT ION OF URBAN PARKWAYS

The term parkway connoted a strip of land of varying width containing a roadway
within park-like or landscaped surroundings. Roads curved gently, requiring slower
speeds than today’s highways, and abutting property owners had no direct access rights. 

The first use of the name parkway in the US preceded the automobile. Frederick Law
Olmsted and Calvert Vaux, in an 1866 report to the Board of Commissioners of Prospect
Park in Brooklyn, New York, recommended a “parkway” in the park plans. Inspired by
the celebrated boulevards of Paris and Berlin, Olmsted and Vaux viewed parkways as
pleasant tree-lined roads for horse-drawn carriages. 

Parkways designed by Olmsted and Vaux were built in Boston and in New York’s
Central Park. Other landscaped boulevards were built in eastern cities; then the growing
numbers of automobiles revived the need for specialized roadways. The first for auto-
mobiles was the Bronx River Parkway in Westchester County, New York, completed in
1923. Its great success led to more roads like it, most notably in New York City under the
watch of Robert Moses. In the 1930s, the modern parkway movement expanded out 
of New York with construction of several federal parkways including Skyline Drive in
Virginia, Blue Ridge Parkway in North Carolina and Tennessee, and Merritt Parkway in
Connecticut. During the same decade Los Angeles planners envisioned “greenbelts
across the city”—parkways responsive to the region’s increasing traffic that also ➢

A n a s t a s i a  L o u k a i t o u - S i d e r i s  i s  p r o f e s s o r  a n d  c h a i r  o f  U r b a n  P l a n n i n g  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y

o f  C a l i f o r n i a ,  L o s  A n g e l e s  ( s i d e r i s @ u c l a . e d u ) .  R o b e r t  G o t t l i e b  i s  t h e  H e n r y  R .  L u c e

P r o f e s s o r  o f  U r b a n  a n d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Po l i c y  a t  O c c i d e n t a l  C o l l e g e  ( g o t t l i e b @ o x y. e d u ) .
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encouraged highway recreation and sightseeing. These ideas were elaborated in 
Frederick Olmsted Jr. and Harlan Bartholomew’s 1930 report for the Los Angeles 
Chamber of Commerce linking parkway development with opportunities to create open
spaces and parklands. Following a series of debates regarding feasibility, finances, 
and transportation and land use goals, the “first freeway of the west,” the celebrated
Arroyo Seco Parkway, broke ground in 1938.

PARKWAY GOALS

Parkway concepts incorporated the goals of pleasure driving and efficiency (moving
large numbers of cars at continuous speed). A serpentine roadway adjusted to topogra-
phy and offering views and vistas of both immediate and more distant landscapes created
a pleasurable driving experience. In urban areas, considerable grading and planting
achieved a park-like effect. Landscaping framed views and provided a reminder of nature
along a carefully selected route. 

To ensure an efficient flow of traffic, parkways introduced the concept of controlled
access. Access from abutting properties was denied, traffic lights were eliminated, and
crossings and left turns were prohibited. Grades were separated where parkways
crossed other roads. Roadways were divided by wide median strips, and lanes were wide
compared to other roads of the day. They were designed for passenger cars traveling 
at speeds ranging from 25 to 45 miles per hour. Higher speeds were not a goal; rather,
uninterrupted traffic flow would bring efficiency and time savings.

Parkway design in the early 20th century was described as bioengineering—
a marriage of architecture, landscaping, and civil engineering in three-dimensional
design. But times were changing fast. The goal of efficiency came to overshadow that of
aesthetic delight as multilane freeway systems moving people and goods at high speeds
were superimposed over the land with little or no attention to aesthetics, scenic pleasure,
community values, or environmental effects. Parkways became products of a bygone era
and lost favor among traffic engineers. Adjusting existing parkways to the freeway era
has been a bumpy road at best, as they are now called upon to carry more vehicles mov-

ing at higher speeds for purposes like commuting
and transporting goods rather than pleasure driving.

ARROYO SECO PARKWAY

Arroyo Seco Parkway was the first grade-
separated, limited-access divided road in the west.
Built in three major stages from 1938 to 1953, the 
8.2-mile parkway connected downtown Los Angeles
to Pasadena (Figure 1). The first segment of Arroyo
Seco Parkway, completed in 1939, cost less than
$1,000,000 per mile, which, according to then 
District Engineer S.V. Cortelyou, was “exceptionally
low for a freeway of its character.” This amount paid
for building the Arroyo Seco flood-control channel
as well as all the bridge structures, railroad reloca-
tions, utility reconstruction, and landscaping. For
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the parkway embankments, engineers saved money by using hundreds of thousands of
cubic yards of material excavated from the Arroyo Seco Channel by the WPA and from
the Los Angeles River by federal district engineers. 

To reduce the possibility of head-on collisions, engineers designed a six-foot median
strip and planted it with shrubbery to shield drivers from the headlight glare of oncom-
ing traffic. Fences lined the road to separate traffic from nearby properties and to keep
children and animals away. The parkway’s traffic lanes were eleven feet wide, which by
today’s standards are narrow, but were wider than the lanes of contemporary arterials.
To encourage drivers to stay in their lane, engineers used different colors of concrete for
adjacent lanes. Other safety features included special lighting at all on-ramps and off-
ramps, warning and directional signals, and red reflectors installed in curbs. A 1945 
study pointed to these safety features to explain the remarkably low ratio of traffic 
accidents on the parkway compared to other major high-
ways with comparable traffic volumes. 

Consistent with the dictums of parkway planning,
Arroyo Seco Parkway offered driving pleasure to
motorists by providing views of the surroundings. Exist-
ing parklands were enhanced by approximately 4,000
plants of various species, selected and placed so that,
according to the District Engineer, “a brilliant showing
of color would be maintained throughout the year.” 
A program of roadside beautification eliminated bill-
boards, advertisements, and other objects of commercial
blight. To enhance the ride’s aesthetic pleasure, engi-
neers adjusted the road’s contours to fit the landscape
and installed rustic rails on rubble parapet walls and 
decorative wooden railings along on- and off-ramps. ➢ 
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CONTEMPORAR Y ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

In the 1940s, Arroyo Seco Parkway was viewed as a model for roadway design. Sixty
years later it is plagued by problems. Originally built to accommodate 27,000 automobiles
per day at 45 mph, the parkway today carries daily traffic of over 130,000 cars (at its 
southern end) often at speeds exceeding the official limit of 55 mph. Average daily traf-
fic has increased consistently since it opened. Congestion clogs the road during many
times of the day and evening, not just peak hours. Traffic builds continuously heading
south, with a peak of 8,000 cars per hour in the middle of the parkway and about 14,000
cars per hour where it intersects with Interstate 5 (Figure 1). The parkway has only three
lanes on each side. Given high vehicle volumes, high speeds, and high accident rates,
bottlenecks are a daily occurrence on this main thoroughfare connecting Pasadena to
downtown Los Angeles.

Today the parkway is probably the most unsafe route in the region, according to
reported accident rates (Figure 2). Fast driving along its tight curves often results in 
collisions. A serious safety issue concerns short on- and off-ramps, where motorists must
accelerate or brake quickly due to the lack of merge lanes. The percentage of total 
accidents on the parkway is greatest near ramps (Figure 3).

Visual delight is certainly greater along this parkway than on other freeways in the
region, yet some original intentions have been compromised or abandoned. Concrete
median barriers have replaced the older guardrail. Overgrown and untrimmed plants 
and misplaced bushes and trees have hidden some of the best views of the hillsides.
Chain-link fences, barbed wire, and metal guardrails have replaced much of the rustic
wooden fencing. On certain segments, sound walls hinder views.

Sixty years after its creation, the parkway is filled with bumper-to-bumper traffic and
has become an unsafe and unpleasant place to drive. Is it possible to find a remedy?
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STRATEGIES FOR CHANGE

By the early 1990s, community concerns about congestion, high accident rates, and
deteriorating aesthetics were bubbling over. A community task force joined officials from
the California Department of Transportation to study strategies for reducing accident
rates and enhancing visual quality. Caltrans officials had previously explored re-engi-
neering the roadway and its on- and off-ramps to make the original parkway function
more like a high-speed freeway, but they found those ideas blocked by several factors,
including legislation that protected adjacent parklands. The community task force sought
to focus attention on two core strategies: 1) achieving official historic status and making
the landscape consistent with the original parkway concept; and 2) calming traffic by
reducing the speed limit to its original 45 mph, thus helping decrease accidents and 
ultimately relieve congestion. 

The efforts of the task force led to designation of the Arroyo Seco Parkway as 
an American Civil Engineering Landmark and as a National Scenic Byway. At the same
time community advocates and residents refocused attention on congestion, accidents,
speed limits, and other operational issues. An Arroyo Seco Collabo-
rative was formed in 2000; plans for an unprecedented event called
ArroyoFest, involving a walk and bike ride on the Pasadena Freeway
scheduled for June 2003, could bring renewed attention to those 
matters. The ArroyoFest collaborators are working towards a broad
approach to transportation in the Arroyo Seco corridor that includes
light rail, expanded bus service, commuter bikeways, and pedes-
trian walkways. At the same time, ArroyoFest promises to bring
attention to the original parkway concept and its potential role in
21st-century transportation and land use planning. ➢

F IGURE 3

Proximity of accidents to
ramps (1996–2000)
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PROSPECTS FOR URBAN PARKWAYS

Rising community interest in Arroyo Seco Parkway prompts us to reconsider the 
relevance of other parkways today. In the mid-20th century the emphasis on aesthetics
and pleasure driving was sacrificed for the promise of efficiency and speed that freeways
seemed to offer. But fifty years later the freeway system is congested. Communities want
to keep new freeways out of their neighborhoods and in many places have effectively
stopped their expansion. At the same time, debates over parkways and freeways have
come full circle. The emphasis on efficiency, volume, speed, and the predominance of 
single-driver automobiles is giving way to an increasing interest in multi-modal trans-
portation, traffic calming, and a broader set of community, aesthetic, historical, and 
environmental objectives.

Existing urban parkways such as Arroyo Seco in Los Angeles or State Route 163 in
San Diego can be seen as assets rather than liabilities if considered as one piece of an
integrated transportation network. Parallel roads, light rail, busways, and bikeways can
all help ease traffic along the parkways. To reduce accidents, speed limits should be
reduced to their original 45 mph—a change that will add only two extra minutes to the
ride from Pasadena to the I-5 intersection. The lower speed limit is more appropriate for
the narrow, curved parkway lanes and allows entering cars to merge more easily into
parkway traffic. 

Motorists would consider parkways as assets if their compromised aesthetics were
restored and if emphasis were again placed on making the drive pleasurable. Restoration
of design and landscaping features, bridges and overpasses, guardrails, signs, light 
fixtures, and trees would give back the roadway’s human scale. 

Community activism and interest in re-envisioning Arroyo Seco Parkway suggest
that parkways are valued by adjacent communities if they can be connectors rather than
separators of neighborhoods. Modern freeways typically exclude neighboring urban
areas, arrogantly soaring over the city or diving below it. In the process they hide and
separate neighborhoods with miles of concrete walls. In contrast, the border between
parkway and city is soft, consisting of trees, vegetation, and parkland, allowing the
motorist wide vistas and an appreciation of the surroundings. This more sympathetic
approach to urban context makes today’s parkways more palatable to communities than
freeways and encourages integration of new neighborhood parks and playgrounds into
the landscape plans. 

Ultimately, we see a future for urban parkways if transportation planners would stop
treating them as if they were freeways. Parkways were built for specific traffic capacities
and speeds, and planners should consider this an asset. The lessons from Arroyo Seco
can ultimately help turn a “dangerous and inadequate” relic into a more supple and
appealing transportation facility. They can indeed put pleasure back in the drive and 
connect rather than separate communities they pass through. ◆
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E VER SINCE THE WIDESPREAD adoption of automobiles,

Americans have preferred to pay for highways and bridges with

“user fees”—that is, money collected from those who use the

roads. Tolls and fuel taxes, which are roughly proportional to travelers’ 

use of roads, have been the most common user fees. However, revenues

from user fees have been falling for three decades, as legislators become

ever more reluctant to raise them to meet inflation. It has been easier 

to try new kinds of fees, such as sales taxes, to pay for transportation

infrastructure. In the guise of urgent solutions to immediate problems,

seemingly modest local tax increases are setting a national trend. 

Without deliberating or consciously adopting a change in policy, indeed

without much discussion at all, we are gradually devolving transporta-

tion finance back to local governments and reducing user fees. Without 

knowing it, we may be experiencing a revolution in transportation finance,

and we haven’t stopped to ask whether this is good or bad. ➢

Local Option Transportation Taxes: 
Devolution as Revolution

B Y  M A R T I N  WA C H S  

M a r t i n  Wa c h s  i s  d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  I n s t i t u t e  o f  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  S t u d i e s ,  p r o f e s s o r  o f  

C i t y  a n d  R e g i o n a l  P l a n n i n g ,  a n d  R o y  W.  C a r l s o n  D i s t i n g u i s h e d  P r o f e s s o r  o f  C i v i l  a n d

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  E n g i n e e r i n g  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C a l i f o r n i a ,  B e r k e l e y

( m w a c h s @ u c l i n k . b e r k e l e y. e d u ) .



A hundred years ago almost all roads were local facilities. Neighborhood streets 
and county roads have long been and still are the responsibility of local governments.
Neighborhood streets carry a small proportion of traffic by volume, even though they
make up most of the system’s lane miles. They are critically important because they 
provide access to residential and commercial properties. In addition to being essential to
residents and employees, access imparts value to property by allowing service by postal
trucks, fire engines, police cars, ambulances, trash collectors, plumbers, and others.
Streets are also the most common channels for electric wires, gas mains, and water and
sewer pipes. Local governments have long provided and maintained such roads, financ-
ing them primarily by levying taxes on the properties that benefit from them. 

EIGHTY YEARS OF USER FEES

Over time, states assumed a different, complementary transportation mission. In
the early part of the twentieth century, Americans wanted to get farmers out of the mud
and connect them to regional markets. At the same time, rapid growth in automobile use
created traffic jams on existing roads. Gradually, states augmented local roads by creat-
ing major routes designed for heavy longer-distance traffic. These arterials—the state
highways—had to be paid for, which quickly strained state treasuries. In the early 1920s,
California was devoting more than forty percent of all its revenue to building and main-
taining roads and paying interest on bonds it had issued to build roads. Despite this
spending, congestion was getting worse because appetites for road travel were growing. 

From this financial exigency came the revolutionary concept of “user fees.” Because
traffic on state roads imposed costs on the state roughly in proportion to its volume, 
it made sense to cover the costs of those roads by charging the users. While tolls were
considered the fairest way to charge users, they had a major drawback. Toll booth 
construction and toll-collector wages absorbed so large a proportion of toll revenues that
they were sometimes difficult to justify. 

The first revolution in transportation finance came when states adopted user fees in
the form of motor fuel taxes. Although they charged for road use in rough proportion to

motorists’ travel, and heavier vehicles paid more because they used more fuel per
mile of travel, fuel taxes didn’t quite match tolls for efficiency because

they didn’t levy charges at the time and place of use. However, they
cost much less to administer than tolls, so fuel taxes became the

principal means of financing America’s main roads. Because they
were user fees, most states reserved fuel taxes exclusively for
transportation expenditures. When the federal government
decided in 1956 to expand intercity highways on a national scale,
it increased federal fuel taxes and created the Federal Highway
Trust Fund, emulating the “user pays” principle that had been so
successful in the states. 

For eighty years, motor fuel taxes have paid most costs of
building and operating major roads in the US. As public policy
gradually came to favor a transportation system balanced
between private cars and public transit, highway user fees also
contributed to construction and operation of transit systems. But
a major change is now underway, and most citizens are not even

10A  C  C  E  S  S



aware it is happening. Federal and state fuel taxes, though still the largest source of 
revenue for transportation, are rising much more slowly than travel volumes and trans-
portation costs. They no longer cover the costs of building, operating, and maintaining
the transportation system. And instead of raising fuel taxes or introducing electronic toll-
collection systems, legislators are allowing local governments to raise funds locally even
if not through user fees—thus changing the basis of transportation finance. Cities, coun-
ties, and transit districts are increasingly turning to “local option transportation taxes” to
fund new transportation investments. The most visible examples of these in recent years
have been voter-approved sales taxes funding particular roads and rail transit projects. 

SHRINK ING FUEL TAX REVENUES

Fuel taxes are generally levied as a charge per gallon of fuel sold. They do not
increase automatically when the cost of living rises, as do sales taxes and income taxes.
Instead, they must be increased by acts of legislatures. These taxes were in the past 
enormously popular because many constituencies saw the benefits of transportation
investments to be well worth their costs, but this is no longer true. Between 1947 and
1963 the California fuel tax was increased three times, as was the federal fuel tax; but then
neither was raised for over twenty years. Since 1982 the California gas tax has been raised
only once by the legislature and once again by popular vote when the governor refused
to endorse a change without a referendum.

In 1957 the California fuel tax stood at 6 cents per gallon. If it had risen at the same
rate as inflation, the state fuel tax would today be set at 32.5 cents per gallon. But it’s only
18 cents per gallon, or 14.5 cents below its 1957 buying power. California is not unique;
on average, fuel taxes in the fifty states would have to rise about 11 cents per gallon to
recoup their 1957 buying power. ➢
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California gas tax rate
(1923–1997)

GA
S 

TA
X 

(c
en

ts
 p

er
 g

al
lo

n)

Y EAR

19
25

19
30

19
35

19
40

19
45

19
50

19
55

19
60

19
65

19
70

19
75

19
80

19
85

19
90

19
95

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

5

0

1997 dollars

Current dollars



12A  C  C  E  S  S

While these figures are impressive enough, the situation is actually even worse.
Overall new vehicle fuel consumption was about 14 miles per gallon in 1974, and today it
stands at about 28 miles per gallon. While we collect fewer pennies per gallon, we drive
twice as many miles per gallon—so, when measured per mile of driving, fuel tax revenues
are plummeting dramatically.

BIG CHANGES UNDER WAY

A surge in local ballot measures has been taking up the slack caused by the drop in
fuel tax revenues at the state and federal levels. Before 1980, few states encouraged or
even permitted their towns or counties to levy their own transportation fees, except for
the property taxes traditionally used for neighborhood streets and county roads. In the
’70s, major metropolitan areas adopted permanent sales taxes to support the develop-
ment of new transit systems; in the ’80s, several states authorized local jurisdictions to
use ballot measures to raise revenues for transportation purposes. The pace accelerated
during the ’90s as 21 states either adopted new laws authorizing local option transporta-
tion taxes or saw dramatic expansion in their use. 

The accompanying table based on data assembled by the Surface Transportation
Policy Project shows how dramatic the change has been in just a five-year period. While
revenue from user fees increased by eighteen percent from 1995 through 1999, and is
still the largest source of revenue, the growth rate in local transportation taxes was 
several times as great during this time period. Although “borrowing” money by issuing
bonds grew at the fastest rate, it remains a small proportion of the total and is not really
a source of revenue, since money from other sources is always needed to repay the 
principal and interest. 

During calendar year 2002, American voters considered 44 separate ballot measures
to raise money for transportation. Nine of them were state-wide elections, and only a few
involved user fees like fuel taxes. Local sales taxes are by far most common in these
measures, but some local governments have enacted vehicle registration fees (arguably
a user fee, but more accurately a form of property taxation), taxes on real estate sales,
local income or payroll taxes earmarked for transportation, and taxes on new real estate
developments. ➢

Changes in state and local transportation
revenue, 1995–99 BILLIONS OF DOLLARS PER YEAR 

TYPE OF REVENUE 1995 1999 % CHANGE

State User Fees 36.2 42.7 +18%

Local Property Taxes 5.2 6.4 +22%

Local General Funds 12.3 15.9 +29%

Other State Taxes 6.6 8.6 +30%

Other Local Taxes, Including Local Sales Taxes 4.5 7.1 +58%

State Borrowing 4.3 8.3 +92% 

TOTALS 69.1 89.0 +29%

Source: Michelle Ernst, James Corless, and Kevin McCarty. Measuring Up: The Trend Toward Voter-Approved Transportation Funding. (Washington: 
Surface Transportation Policy Project, November 2002). www.transact.org



In California, residents of eighteen counties—containing eighty percent of the
state’s population—have voted to raise their sales taxes to pay for county and city trans-
portation improvements. Collectively, these measures are producing roughly $2 billion
per year for capital investment in new highway and transit facilities and for maintenance
and operation of existing ones. These sales taxes are the fastest growing source of money
for transportation in California and in many other states.

The popularity of local sales taxes for transportation can be attributed to four 
important characteristics:

• Direct local voter approval: These measures typically result in projects and
services near voters’ homes and work places, so they personally can
appreciate them and anticipate their benefits. In an era of growing distrust
of politicians, these measures provide tangible direct local benefits. 

• The taxes have finite lives: Voters enact transportation taxes that will persist
typically for fifteen or twenty years unless specifically reauthorized by
another popular vote. Voters thus have a sense of control over their money.
If projects don’t live up to their expectations or if they fully accommodate
growth and reduce congestion, the taxes could end. 

• Specific lists of transportation projects: The taxes may be used only to build
specific projects or fund specific programs, and politicians’ discretion to
spend the money is severely limited. 

• Local control over revenues: The money raised locally is spent locally and
for local benefit, under the control of a local transportation authority,
assuring citizens that the money will not leak into other jurisdictions.

These provisions give citizens more direct control over the transportation invest-
ments they pay for than was typical with motor fuel taxes. Sales taxes are also lucrative
because they have a broad base. While fuel taxes are paid only when we purchase a 
single commodity, sales taxes are paid by many more people when they purchase a wider
range of goods. So a low tax rate can provide a lot of money. One county, for example,
estimated that a one-percent general sales tax produces as much revenue as would a
motor fuel tax of sixteen cents per gallon. 

WHAT TRANSPORTAT ION SALES TAXES ARE SUPPORT ING

County transportation sales taxes have supported a wide variety of projects, with a
fairly even split among highways, local roads, and public transit. Measures adopted 
earlier generally earmarked revenue for specific projects listed on the ballot; later meas-
ures more frequently allocated funds for “program categories,” or less explicit groups of
uses and projects.

The most consistent trend in sales-tax expenditures across all California counties
shows operations and maintenance of existing facilities receiving less funding than new
capital projects. However, the content of expenditure plans varies widely from
county to county and from measure to measure, reflecting differences in local
priorities. Rural counties are more likely than urban ones to put control of
sales tax revenues in the hands of local jurisdictions and to spend most of
their revenues on highway projects, streets, and roads rather than transit. ➢
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TRANSPORTAT ION AUTHORIT IES

Each county that collects and administers a transportation sales tax has a designated
transportation authority to oversee use of the funds. Transportation authorities build
improvements themselves, rather than relying on the California Department of Trans-
portation (Caltrans), and proponents cite this shift of authority from state to counties as a
major benefit of county-level taxes. Transportation authorities typically claim a number of
advantages over Caltrans in developing and delivering transportation projects, including
greater sensitivity and flexibility in responding to local needs, less institutional inertia, and
flexibility to pursue environmental review and design simultaneously rather than sequen-
tially. The creation of county transportation authorities significantly reinforced planning
and delivery of transportation improvements at the county level. But stronger county-level
decision-making could be weakening the regional planning mandate of California’s multi-
county metropolitan planning organizations. State and federal funds, for example, may be
diverted to complement county projects, rather than spent on priorities of metropolitan
planning organizations. Opportunities to plan regionally also suffer where a large pro-
portion of sales tax revenue is returned directly to local jurisdictions within a county. 

The earliest measures envisioned transportation authorities focusing solely on deliv-
ery of a few high-profile capital transportation projects, not on planning. Local trans-
portation sales taxes have since evolved into a funding source to serve many ongoing
transportation needs, including maintenance of local streets and roads, paratransit serv-
ices, and transit operations. In California and elsewhere, transportation authorities are
playing increasingly central roles in funding the ongoing operations of communities’
transportation systems. Because these authorities have evolved without oversight by
state or metropolitan planning organizations, their governing boards consider them-
selves accountable solely to the county voters for implementing their expenditure plans.
Integrating land use planning with county-level transportation planning, for instance, is
not an explicit transportation authority goal or responsibility. 

LIMITED SPENDING FLEX IB IL ITY

Supporters tout the benefits of enumerating specific projects in the ballot measures.
But voters thereby limit the transportation agencies’ flexibility in responding to changes
in conditions or needs during the life of the measures. All but five of California’s trans-
portation sales taxes earmark some amount of revenue for specific projects, limiting the
power of transportation authorities to reset priorities once the tax has been approved.
Even when funds are not earmarked for specific projects, the intended uses of revenue
for specified program categories are constrained by ballot measures. 

Revenue shortfalls, cost escalations, or changing political sentiments about projects
may mean that over time agencies will want to deviate from the list of voter-approved proj-
ects. Transportation authorities face pressure to expend funds in accordance with the
ballot measures and to deliver on the commitments made by local political leaders
regardless of changing budgets or shifting political priorities. This pressure can have

serious drawbacks. There have proven to be many obstacles to the completion
of projects administered by transportation authorities. And the transporta-

tion authorities are not required by ballot measures to base their imple-
mentation priorities on project cost-effectiveness, nor to spend sales tax
revenues on mitigating potentially damaging environmental consequences. 
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WHERE ARE TRANSPORTAT ION SALES TAXES TAKING US?

Transportation tax referenda around the nation are often assumed to be nothing
more than a new and politically expedient way of raising needed revenue; but they are
doing much more than that. In addition to raising money, they are gradually but inex-
orably changing the way we finance transportation systems in four fundamental ways: 

1) The growing popularity of sales taxes is shifting the financial base of our trans-
portation system from user fees to general taxes paid by all citizens, regardless of their
direct reliance on the transportation system. Economists find that user fees have at least
some tendency to induce more efficient use of the transportation system; higher fuel
taxes might, for example, encourage motorists to acquire more fuel-efficient vehicles. In
contrast, general taxes provide no incentive for greater transportation efficiency of any
sort. And, while sales taxes and fuel taxes are both regressive, the effects on the poor of
user fees are tempered by the fact that those who pay them always benefit from them,
while sales taxes burden non-users as well as users. When fuel taxes were adopted in the
’20s they were considered “second best” solutions; tolls were better but administratively
complex. Today, we can lessen the problems associated with toll collection by imple-
menting electronic systems like Fastrak or Easy Pass. Ironically, user fees are declining
in favor of general taxes just as technology is making them more feasible. 

2) The rising use of county sales taxes and the growing role of metropolitan trans-
portation planning are consistent with a national trend toward devolution, but federal 
policy and the rise of county tax measures are in fundamental conflict. While Congress
and many states are devolving transportation decision making to the regional level 
by enhancing the powers of metropolitan planning organizations, county sales taxes 
can undermine the influence and authority of those groups by focusing resources and
decision making on counties and other smaller units of government.

3) Gradually, local taxes are increasingly limiting the transportation policymaking
authority of elected officials by requiring that transportation funds be spent strictly 
in accordance with the language of the ballot measures over fairly long periods of time.
And project lists are gradually eliminating the flexibility necessar y to adapt to
changing needs. 

4) While transportation planners and engineers often apply analytical procedures
like benefit-cost analysis to determine which investments should be selected, ballot
measures proposing local transportation taxes substitute election campaigns—some-
times called “beauty contests”—for analysis. Many believe that greater reliance should
be placed on analysis of project cost effectiveness, but by listing popular projects in the
sales tax measures, we are gradually limiting the relevance of systematic analysis in 
project selection. While local control and direct democracy are American ideals, it is
probably not appropriate for voters to preempt the application of technical expertise in
the design and management of transportation systems. 

Most important, there has not yet been a national debate in which Americans or their
elected representatives have deliberately considered the merits and drawbacks of these
potentially enormous changes. Instead, a significant shift in national policy is occurring
without public notice as one local measure is adopted after another. Drop by drop, we 
are creating a flood of change which may deservedly be called a second revolution in
transportation finance. ◆
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PORTS, BOATS, AND

AUTOMOBILES

B Y  P E T E R  V .  H A L L



EV E R W O N D E R H O W new cars get from assembly lines to dealers? Especially those

imported cars that have been selling so well in the US? From factory to salesroom, auto-

mobiles follow a closely choreographed distribution channel. You’ve seen car-carrier

trucks on the highway and perhaps even specialized rail cars or square-sided ships designed to

carry automobiles. Less visible though are the underlying corporate strategies of manufacturers.

Although major automobile importers ostensibly do the same thing—make, import, and sell new

cars—their overall business strategies make for very different transportation strategies.

These differences are crucial for port authorities and transportation agencies who work with

or alongside these firms. A company’s logistics system—the way it moves supplies and delivers its

product to market—does not simply link factories and salesrooms. It is an integral component of

the entire business, reflecting long-established strategic decisions and corporate cultures. An 

efficient logistics system for one business model may not work well for another. 

Consider two firms, Toyota and Honda. Both Japanese-based global automobile manufacturers

have been very successful in the US market in the last twenty years. Toyota’s share of the US 

market is now ten percent, and since 1985 Honda has doubled its share of the US market to almost

eight percent. Yet they have not reached these successes by the same route. ➢
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DOCKS AND DEALERS

The dif ferences between the firms are immediately apparent at the nation’s 
seaports. Importers like Toyota employ a dock-based approach. They use port facilities to
receive vehicles from abroad, store them, conduct post-production quality controls, and
customize them. They may also combine loads of imports at the docks with models
assembled in North America before redistributing these to dealers for final sale. In con-
trast, for a dealer-based importer such as Honda, seaports are simply intermodal transfer
points to be passed through as quickly as possible.

Variable approaches to port usage present both opportunities and challenges. Every
day, thousands of new cars, pickups, SUVs, and minivans are driven off ships at US 
seaports enroute to dealers across the continent. According to Maritime Administration
statistics, automobiles accounted for about one-tenth of the $670 billion in imports and
exports handled at US ports in 1999, while providing many jobs in the port economy.
Since 1984, East Asian and European automobile manufacturers have opened assembly
plants in numerous North American locations, reducing the overall volume of new
imports from a high of over 4 million automobiles and light trucks in 1986 to a low of 
1.7 million in 1996. However, the number of imports was just over 3 million in the boom
year 2001. This prosperity brings challenges, as automobile-handling facilities compete
for scarce waterfront land and for access to congested highways.

TOYOTA’S DOCK-BA SED SYSTEM

When a new RAV4 or Prius rolls off the Toyota assembly line in Japan, it is not yet
ready to be sold. After a sea voyage of up to several weeks, it arrives at one of Toyota’s
five US ports of entry. Here it is cleared through customs, cleaned, and, depending on
the most recent market trends, customized and fitted with a variety of accessories. It 
is also joined by Camrys assembled in Kentucky or Ontario and Tacoma trucks built in
Fremont. Mixing loads to meet regional preferences, workers then dispatch the
imported and domestically assembled vehicles to dealers around the region.

The dock-based approach makes the port facility a key node in the overall produc-
tion and distribution network. The dock becomes an extension of the factory, with a 
substantial degree of independence. In Toyota’s case, this reflects both the company’s
internal structure and its overall production strategy. In the 1960s and 1970s, Toyota
established a system of multistate regional distributors in the United States that were
responsible for arranging port operations and servicing regional dealers. Eight seaports,
including the container hub ports of Long Beach and New York, served two company-
owned and eight independent regional distributorships.

When Toyota first entered the US market, its imports were low-cost, large-volume
models. With low profit margins and the added disadvantage of delay from a long sea 
voyage, it risked making vehicles that could not be sold profitably. So Toyota created a
business model that relies on lowering costs to maintain profitability. By working closely
with its suppliers and using just-in-time production techniques, Toyota could be more
flexible than the major American automobile firms, while producing at relatively large
volumes. The independent regional distributors helped increase the firm’s flexibility.
They would take standard vehicles and experiment with different accessories to meet
specific regional tastes, such as adding air conditioners to vehicles sold in southern
states. In this way they helped Toyota more closely match supply and demand.
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Despite advances in market forecasting and production planning, this problem of
matching supply and demand has not vanished. Hence Toyota’s port facilities continue
to act as storage, accessorization, and customization facilities serving what are now 
integrated regional distributorships. Since the mid-1980s, the number of Toyota imports
has halved, but the imported range has become both more valuable and more diverse.
Today, the large-volume models tend to be assembled in North America, while higher-
cost and lower-volume vehicles, including those in the Lexus luxury range, are imported.

Port facilities, instead of being closed, continue to play an important role as nodes
in this production and distribution system. All but two of Toyota’s independent distribu-
torships have been absorbed back into the parent company, but the regional distribution
structure remains. Eleven company and two private regional distributorships are respon-
sible for servicing dealers and for collecting and communicating the market information
required for production planning. Each regional distributor works closely with one of the
dock-based logistics centers.

HONDA’S DEALER-BA SED SYSTEM

In contrast, Honda uses a dealer-based model, which means that port operation is 
no more than a link in the firm’s overall distribution chain. Like Toyota, Honda sells a
combination of Japanese- and North American-assembled vehicles. However, shipments
of imported CR-Vs and Preludes are not combined at the port of entry with Accords,
Civics, and Odysseys from Ohio, Ontario, and Alabama. Instead, the automobiles are
shipped directly to dealers from wherever they are assembled. Honda’s dealerships form
a decentralized network with substantial independence. Vehicle accessorization and 
customization, such as they exist, happen at the dealerships.

Honda’s overall production strategy accounts for its approach to port usage. Honda
continually redesigns and rapidly reorganizes its assembly lines for new products. 
Flexibility in design and assembly at the plant allows the manufacturer to bring new 
vehicle models into production very quickly; these capacities, more than scale
economies, make it profitable. However, this production strategy makes sense only if 
the firms’ distribution system gets the product to market quickly. So Honda does 
final assembly at the factory and ships automobiles that are ready to be sold. ➢



20A  C  C  E  S  S

Not only does Honda use ports differently from Toyota, it uses fewer of them. In
1980 American Honda used seven ports on both coasts, but today it uses only two west
coast ports: San Diego and Portland. The differences are not explained by volume alone.
Honda and Nissan import approximately the same number of vehicles per year. But, like
Toyota, Nissan maintains five import operations on both coasts in the context of a dock-
based logistics system.

Similar variation can be found among the major European importers. Mercedes
maintains facilities at three US ports—Los Angeles, Baltimore, and Brunswick GA—
serving dealers across the continent. This dealer-based approach is consistent with 
the company’s production strategy of using one assembly site per model. Conversely,
Volkswagen has adopted a dock-based approach in which it conducts post-production
checks at five port facilities, including the Gulf port of Houston. It even chooses to import
a substantial portion of its Mexican production by sea, and thus through its port facili-
ties, rather than overland.

DIFFERENT INFRA STRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS

Both dock-based and dealer-based port users have certain minimum port-infra-
structure requirements, which—compared to the container trade—are relatively 
modest. Channels for ships that carry automobiles typically need be no deeper than 
35 feet, so ports that may not be able to handle container ships can manage cars. Both
types of port users, of course, are concerned with reducing damage during vehicle 
discharges, since the smallest scratch to a new vehicle is costly.

But there the similarities end. Key differences between dock-based and dealer-
based approaches concern on-dock or near-dock land requirements, surface transporta-
tion arrangements, and the nature and duration of contractual relationships between
port users and port authorities. Dock-based approaches, for example, require larger
amounts of permanent land for storage and processing activities. This can be a problem
where land is scarce and valuable. Dealer-based approaches typically require less land
on a permanent basis, although they may require temporary storage space to accom-
modate shifting demand and supply.

Most important, the dock- and dealer-based approaches imply large differences in
relationships between automobile importers and public port authorities. To secure the
port facilities integral to their overall logistics system, firms using a dock-based approach
will make direct, long-term commitments to port authorities. Toyota typically signs
leases of up to 25 years. Like the largest container steamship lines, it has been willing to
provide significant minimum annual rental guarantees. Commitments of this nature are
highly desirable to port authorities, since they shift a significant portion of the risk of
port development from the public to the private sector. They are also good for the over-
all port economy; firms using a dock-based approach are more intimately tied to the local
economy, and so provide more opportunities for local employment and other economic
spin-offs. On the other hand, agreements of this nature can tie up valuable port land for
an extended period, precluding alternative development options.

Firms employing a dealer-based approach typically do not enter into a direct con-
tractual arrangement with public port authorities. Instead, they make use of independ-
ent vehicle-processing firms for customs clearance, damage surveys, and other essential
import-related functions. These intermediary firms are generally unwilling to enter into
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long-term contractual arrangements with port authorities, because their contracts with
the automobile manufacturers tend to be limited. Nevertheless, independent processors
aggressively compete for new contracts, and so may attract business to a port.

THE CHALLENGE TO PORT AUTHORIT IES

It behooves public port authorities to avoid policies that dissuade current and poten-
tial users. It is clear that only some ports offer operating models compatible with both
dock-based and dealer-based approaches, and we have seen selective displacement of
automobile importers from some of the largest container ports. For example, whereas in
1980 eight automobile importers had significant presence in the Port of Long Beach,
today only one firm uses this port. It is no accident that the remaining firm, Toyota,
employs a dock-based approach, since the Port of Long Beach demands long-term 
commitments from its tenants.

Ports such as Portland, New York, and Baltimore have achieved compatibility with
several automobile importers using both dock-based and dealer-based approaches.
Other, smaller ports facing an uncertain future in the container trade and seeking to
diversify their commodity mix could learn from their experience. Not only do these ports
have to meet the basic infrastructure requirements of the trade, they must also provide
compatible institutional arrangements. For public port authorities this may mean active
involvement in nontraditional port activities like training longshoremen and marketing
directly to automobile importers or independent processors.

Port authorities—and indeed other transportation agencies—need to recognize 
the importance of corporations’ overall strategies, as well as variations among them.
Anticipating, and indeed shaping, the demands of users requires consciously built 
relationships with the private sector. Although focus on specific firms may seem to 
challenge notions of detached public-sector neutrality, relations between automakers 
and port managers are necessarily collaborative.

Whether your new car gets its final parts at the factory or at the dock depends on
whether or not the company and the port have become close partners. But then, in the
end, it probably doesn’t matter which strategy is chosen. Either approach seems to work
well. It all depends on each firm’s history, tradition, and culture. ◆
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M
A R K H A N S E N ’ S 1995 ACCESS article pre-
sented compelling evidence on induced
travel demand. Titled “Do New Highways

Generate Traffic?” it drew on eighteen years’ worth of data
for fourteen California metropolitan areas and concluded
that added road capacity unleashes new travel. The article
showed that added trips quickly fill up an improved roadway,
bringing it back to its original congested condition. On aver-
age, Hansen found, every ten percent increase in road
capacity spurred a nine percent increase in traffic volumes
within three or four years. That is, around nine-tenths of
added road capacity was absorbed by new trips.

Hansen’s study made an immediate splash. Environ-
mentalists and anti-highway groups used it as evidence that
building roads provides only ephemeral congestion relief.
Other studies soon followed that largely supported
Hansen’s numbers. Quickly, clichés like “you can’t pave
your way out of traffic congestion” and “build it and they will
come” were leveled against any and all road proposals. In the
San Francisco Bay Area, a lawsuit filed by environmentalists
held up the region’s five-year Transportation Improvement
Program, arguing that it failed to account for induced
demand. Untold numbers of other road projects nationwide
have been delayed as disputes over claims of induced
demand are mediated through the environmental impact
review process.

Many induced-demand studies have suffered from
methodological problems that, I believe, have distorted their
findings. I review two here. The first pertains to causality:
Are rising traffic volumes caused by more road capacity? 
Or, might added road capacity be even more strongly caused
by historical growth in traffic? Most studies have dealt inad-
equately with the two-way relationship between road 
supply and demand. The second methodological issue con-
cerns attribution: Have past methods properly specified the
chain of events between added road capacity and traffic
growth? I contend that most have not and that they have typ-
ically overstated induced-demand effects. I recently headed
a research project that tried to overcome past methodologi-
cal problems. The results, I believe, more accurately gauge
the magnitude of induced demand in California.

R o b e r t  C e r v e r o  i s  p r o f e s s o r  o f  C i t y  a n d  R e g i o n a l  P l a n n i n g  

a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C a l i f o r n i a ,  B e r k e l e y
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C AUS AL ITY

Past induced-demand studies have confused, or conflated, cause and effect. Basic
economics tells us road supply and road demand influence each other—low prices (i.e.,
swift speeds) made possible by generous capacity encourage travel, and high volumes
spur road investments. Over decades, road supply and demand are continuously shaping
each other, seeking market equilibrium. Yet very few induced-demand studies have tried
to express traffic levels as products of this jointly dependent, two-way relationship.

A recent study at the Urban Transportation Center of the University of Illinois
Chicago campus highlighted this causality issue. Using sixty years of data, the study
showed that highway investments in metropolitan Chicago could be better explained by
population growth rates a decade earlier than vice-versa. For both the Tri-State Tollway
(I-294) and East-West Tollway (I-88), the study found that “major population gains
occurred in proximity to the expressways over a decade before the construction of the
respective expressways.” The high correlation between road supply and demand in these
two corridors, it was suggested, was more a product of supply chasing demand than
demand chasing supply. 

The Chicago experiences point to an “induced investment” effect. The transporta-
tion planning and capital programming processes are designed to forecast, anticipate,
and respond to growing traffic. Thus, the correlation between road supply and traffic
could reveal nothing more than that these processes are working well. One might just 
as well argue that the positive association between highway demand and supply is a
reflection of good planning. 

MODEL ING THE TWO -WAY REL AT IONSH IP

Most induced-demand studies have been based on a single mathematical equation
that predicts travel (usually expressed as vehicle miles traveled, or VMT) as a function
of capacity (usually expressed as lane miles). That is, the demand curve alone is 
estimated. Nothing is said about the supply curve. Failure to account for the co-depend-
ent relationship between supply and demand produces what economists call ➢ 
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“simultaneous equation bias.” This means the calculations that tell us the importance of
road investments on travel are thrown off.

Mark Hansen and I recently tried to redress this problem by estimating how, over
time, road investments and demand jointly influence each other. Specifically, we simul-
taneously estimated induced demand and induced investment (Figure 1). Similar to the
earlier Hansen study, we pooled supply-demand data over a twenty-year period for 34 
California counties. Like most previous studies, ours used county-level data, because
highway improvements reverberate throughout a network, adding traffic to feeder roads.
Examining trends on a specific highway stretch does not capture this, but studying a
larger geographic area, like a county, can. The downside is that the resolution of analy-
sis becomes coarse and thus statistically less rich. 

Examining simultaneous effects, and controlling for the influences of many other
factors that shape both travel demand and road investments over time (e.g., population
and income growth), Hansen and I found a moderate degree of induced demand in the
near term. We found that every ten percent increase in lane-mile capacity across these
34 counties was associated with a six percent increase in VMT. We also found evidence
of induced investment—every ten percent increase in traffic over time was associated
with a three percent increase in road capacity. By examining how current traffic volumes
responded to road capacity up to five years earlier, we found even higher levels of induced
demand and induced investment.

These results suggested that induced demand is alive and well in California, even
when accounting for the joint, two-way relationship between road investments and travel.
So is induced investment. Hansen’s earlier findings, as well as successor studies, appear
to be pretty much on the mark.

TRACING THE C AUS AL CHAIN

I was not convinced that this recent Cervero-Hansen study told the whole story,
however. Using county-level data to study travel on individual roads did not seem right.
More appropriate units are transport corridors. Equally troubling was the incomplete
nature of the analysis—both ours and those of virtually all prior studies. Road invest-
ments by themselves do not increase volumes. Only by conferring a benefit, like faster
speeds, will traffic increase. Adding a twelve-foot lane along a congested urban corridor
matters; adding one in a lightly trafficked exurban stretch does not. We need to deter-
mine how lane-mile additions affect speeds and how speeds, in turn, influence demand.
We will then see that traffic growth is tied to a benefit (as opposed to an innate or inane
factor like new asphalt). 

Past studies have also failed to expose the effects of road expansion on land devel-
opment. Their focus instead has been on changes in travel behavior soon after a road is
improved. Some who previously did not travel because of traffic tie-ups now drive—the
“latent demand.” Others switch routes. Why keep traveling on a parallel roadway when
the newly expanded, once-congested freeway is now free-flowing? Still others switch
mode. For example, trips once made by vanpool (e.g., to use a carpool lane) are now
taken alone. Trips people once took just before or after the peak are now made in the
heart of the peak. And some people will opt for longer trips—replacing the two-mile hop
to the pricey neighborhood convenience store with a ten-mile jaunt to WalMart—now
that traffic’s flowing smoothly. 
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But over the longer run, behavioral shifts are only part of the story. Real-estate devel-
opers know they can make handsome profits building along improved highways. Within
a few years of a roadway’s opening, fast-food restaurants and gasoline stations pop up
near interchanges; office parks and shopping centers open nearby; and new residential
subdivisions break ground still farther out. Since such activities add traffic, they should
also be part of the induced demand equation. 

To account for these factors, I recently completed a follow-up study that applied the
technique of Path Analysis—a systematic approach that traces the chain of events
between an intervention (e.g., road expansion) and outcome (e.g., increased traffic) over
a number of years. Using data on VMT, lane miles, and other variables for 24 freeway-
expansion projects in California between 1980 and 1994, I estimated both induced
demand effects and induced investment effects. Key inputs were building permits for 
residential, commercial, and industrial developments in four-mile buffers along improved
freeway stretches. This allowed accounting of both short-term behavioral and longer-
term structural (i.e., land use) factors to explain induced-demand effects.

Figure 2 outlines the path logic. The effects of lane-mile additions are translated into
travel speeds. Higher speeds in turn increase VMT. Handled this way, roads do not
directly affect demand; rather their influences are channeled through the mediating 
variable: travel speeds. Short-term increases in travel (owing to behavioral shifts) can
quickly erode speed gains, however. Equilibrium will eventually be reached as speeds
and travel volumes adjust to each other. I estimated these simultaneously. 

Over the longer run, Figure 2 shows that the combination of added capacity and
higher speeds increases floor space and numbers of housing units along an improved
freeway corridor. Developers often know about highway projects well before they ➢

F IGURE 2
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are built, and many begin securing building permits and entitlements early on. Thus,
they respond directly to the variable “lane miles” in the path analysis. Building activities
also respond to performance (i.e., higher travel speeds). All else being equal, suburban-
ites prefer to live near fast-moving corridors than snarled ones. 

Figure 2 also accounts for induced investment (the long arrow going from right to
left). By studying the chain of events over an eighteen-year time period, I was able to 
capture the influences of VMT growth on road investments. 

The path analysis showed that for every 100 percent increase in capacity there’d be
an eighty percent increase in travel, reflecting increased travel speeds and land use shifts
along improved corridors. However, only around half the increases in speed and growth
in building permits was due to the added capacity. Factors like employment and income
growth accounted for the other half. Accordingly, the traffic gains that one can attribute
to the added capacity is actually around half of eighty percent, or forty percent. This is
substantially less than reported by past induced-demand studies. 

This method also yields useful policy information. By tracing chains of events, one
can apportion the share of induced travel due to short-term speed increases and long-
term land use shifts. Figure 3 shows that over a six- to eight-year period following free-
way expansion, around twenty percent of added capacity is “preserved,” and around
eighty percent gets absorbed or depleted. Half of this absorption is due to external 
factors, like growing population and income. The other half is due to induced-demand
effects, mostly higher speeds but also increased building activities. These represent 
California experiences from 1980 to 1994. Whether they hold true elsewhere is of course
unknown. We need more studies adopting a similar path-analysis framework carried out
in other areas if we’re to generalize about forces shaping induced travel demand in 
contemporary America. 

F IGURE 3

Apportioning the effects of freeway expansion on traffic growth
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ROADS AND DECIS ION-MAKING

There’s still a lot we don’t know about the induced-demand phenomena, although
recent research has filled some knowledge gaps. Nonetheless, highway critics have
taken fairly firm positions on the issue, using past research to shoot down any and all
road proposals. To the degree past studies have been problematic, so has policy advice. 

Over the last several decades and in many corners of America, claims of induced
demand have stopped highway projects in their tracks. This is wrong-headed. Highway
investment decisions should be based on a full accounting of costs and benefits over the
service life of a facility. Induced-demand studies have told us only that some benefits of
new or expanded highways get eroded over time. This is important to know, for it gives
us a handle on the numerator of the benefit/cost ratio. However, induced-demand stud-
ies say nothing about other benefits conferred by highways—e.g. increased economic
productivity or satisfaction of one’s preference for suburban living. 

It is exactly because induced demand erodes travel-time savings that we need better
research into travel-demand forecasting. Today’s large-scale forecasting methods give 
little, if any, attention to induced demand. They typically ignore induced investment 
altogether. Yet, every year, billions of dollars in proposed highway projects rest on these
models’ outputs. Until we get a better handle on induced demand, the validity of forecasts
will always be in question.

Although I personally sympathize with the aims of many environmentalists, fighting
highway projects, regardless what benefit-cost numbers say, is misguided. The problems
people associate with roads—e.g., congestion and air pollution—are not the fault of road
investments per se. These problems stem from the use and mispricing of roads, new and
old alike. They also stem from the absence of careful land use planning and management
around new interchanges and along newly expanded highways. Better road pricing and
land use planning are more likely to achieve the aims of environmentalists than carte

blanche bans on any and all road construction. ◆
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T
O THOSE WHO USE a bicycle for transporta-

tion, it’s a simple but important machine—cheap,

flexible, reliable, and environmentally friendly.

Moreover, bicycles are convenient. Someone traveling by bike can usually make a trip door to

door, choose among various routes, and easily add stops along the way. 

In addition to practicality for local trips, bicycles yield measurable health benefits. Public

health professionals are beginning to see bicycles and bicycle-oriented community design as

part of the remedy for Americans’ inactive lifestyles, obesity, and related chronic diseases. Yet

despite their obvious advantages, and despite federal statutes that promote bicycle planning,

bicycles account for but a tiny percentage of trips in the US, even in “bicycle friendly” com-

munities. Less than half of one percent of Americans bicycled to work in 2000. Estimates of

personal and recreational bicycle use suggest that somewhere between 65 and 100 million

Americans cycle sometimes. Even so, bicycles are scarcely used for everyday trips.

Bicycles do not belong to mainstream transportation culture here as they do in places like

Holland. Today’s planners and engineers inherit a legacy of transportation infrastructure built

exclusively for motor vehicles. Design, redesign, and construction of bicycle-oriented infra-

structure have only recently been acknowledged as public goals. Dispersed land use patterns

put many trip origins and destinations too far apart for bicycle travel. But one of the biggest

reasons bicycles are underused may be safety: fear of being struck by a motor vehicle discour-

ages many would-be bicycle commuters.

MAKING

COMMUNIT IES SAFE

FOR BICYCLES

B Y  G I A N - C L A U D I A  S C I A R A

G i a n - C l a u d i a  S c i a r a  w a s  a  g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t  i n  U r b a n  P l a n n i n g  a t  U C L A  i n  2 0 0 0 ,  a n d  c u r r e n t l y  

w o r k s  f o r  Pa r s o n s  B r i n c k e r h o f f  Q u a d e  &  D o u g l a s ,  I n c .  ( s c i a r a @ p b w o r l d . c o m ) .
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THINK ING BIG:  FAC IL ITY DES IGN AND

ROUT INE ACCOMMODAT ION

A policy of “routine accommodation” is one sweeping change that could effectively
increase bicycle use and, potentially, safety. In Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian

Travel: A Recommended Approach, USDOT acknowledges that “ongoing investment in
the nation’s transportation infrastructure is still more likely to overlook … than integrate
bicyclists.” In response, DOT encourages transportation agencies “to make accommo-
dation of bicycling and walking a routine part of planning, design, construction, opera-
tions and maintenance activities.” 

Whether with wide curb lanes or separate bicycle facilities, corridors that accom-
modate bicyclists will attract potential riders. New York City’s Hudson River Greenway
is one example. An off-street facility, this path provides a north-south route paralleling
Route 9A (locally known as the West Side Highway). Opening a key connection in spring
2001 exposed the latent demand for continuous bicycle facilities among New Yorkers. As
seen in Figure 1, the number of cyclists jumped dramatically after the link between 55th
and 72nd Streets made the facility continuous from 125th Street in Harlem to the Battery.
Already one of the most-used bike routes in the US, the Hudson River Greenway provides
a direct, scenic, and virtually auto-free route to downtown Manhattan.

Bicycle facilities—whether dedicated off-street paths, on-street lanes, or bicycle-
friendly shoulders—can be controversial, even among bike advocates. Indeed some 
bicycle planners have argued for decades against separate bicycle facilities. Most notable
among them, John Forester argues that “cyclists fare best when they act as and are
treated as drivers of vehicles,” and that they “can travel with speed and safety almost
everywhere a road system goes.” He rejects the proposition that “special, safer facilities
must be made for cyclists so they can ride safely.” However, his position ignores ➢
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the range of ability and experience among cyclists. New bicyclists are more likely to ride
where roads are designed with bicyclists in mind, and improvements designed to make
potential bicyclists more welcome can have dramatic results. The city of Portland, for
example, attributes steadily increasing ridership from 1991 to 2001 to continued invest-
ment in its comprehensive citywide bicycle network. Portland also reports that, even
with increased ridership, numbers of bicycle-motor vehicle crashes during the 1990s
remained constant, which suggests a drop in the collision rate. 

As policy, “routine accommodation” promises a middle ground between inflexible
requirements for specific bicycle facilities and complete neglect of bicycle improve-
ments. Bicycle design manuals (e.g., AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle

Facilities) and professional planners throughout the country have identified numerous
bicycle-facility designs for a range of circumstances. But designs must be duly consid-
ered and implemented, not just cursorily reviewed and shelved. Routine accommodation
implies a deliberate approach to bicycle planning and safety.

THINK ING SMALL:  BR ING ING PL ANNERS’  TOOLS UP TO SPEED

Transportation professionals are often at a disadvantage when trying to identify
bicyclists’ needs, particularly with regard to safety. When asked to plan for motorized
traffic, they can tap authoritative sources with detailed information about roadway 
volumes, network models, travel habits, collisions, etc. However, data on bicyclists, 
bicycle trips, and bicycle collisions are sparse. To understand how best to serve bicyclists
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and reduce the number and severity of bicycle collisions, it is essential to have better data
than currently exist about who rides, how often, how far, how long, on what routes, etc.,
and especially about the causes of collisions. 

Bicyclists themselves are a latent source of valuable information. Regional travel 
surveys and revisions to transportation demand models should routinely draw on data
solicited from them. In many places bicycle advocacy groups have grown increasingly
involved in local planning efforts. Planners may find cyclists to be effective partners
when seeking appropriate facilities and safety measures.

Planners should be able to consult motor-vehicle collision data to identify causes—
and remedies—of bicycle collisions. However, collision data are collected in a system
geared toward motor vehicles. Collision report forms often do not separately identify
“bicycle” as a possible party to a collision. Also, damage thresholds keep police from
reporting many bicycle collisions. Although $500 may truly represent minimal damage
to a motor vehicle, equivalent damage to a bicycle could render it useless. One potential
remedy would require officers to report any traffic collision involving a bicycle. We might
then better understand nonfatal bicycle collisions. (Fatal collisions, as a rule, are well
documented.)

EDUC AT ION AND ENFORCEMENT

Analyses of vehicle collisions have led to safety improvements through vehicle
redesign, driver education, targeted enforcement, and modified vehicle codes. At the
1993 World Conference on Injury Control, Michael Brownlee pointed out that “over the
last ten years, the accomplishments in highway safety have overshadowed all other 
periods in our history. About 40,000 people are alive today because of the progress made
in preventing drunk driving . . . An additional 30,000 lives were saved due to increases 
in safety belt use.” What if the safety of bicyclists were accorded comparable priority?
What if bicycle and motorist education campaigns were pursued on a scale equivalent 
to aggressive drunk driving and seatbelt campaigns? Since 1932, the first year when 
estimates were recorded, over 47,000 cyclists have been killed in traffic collisions,
according to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). From 1995
to 2000, cyclist fatalities trended downward; nevertheless, an average of over 750 
bicyclists were killed each year. NHTSA data do not capture crashes not involving a
motor vehicle or not occurring on a public roadway, but experts estimate an additional
80 bicyclists die each year, an annual total of 830 bicyclist deaths. Also, 51,000 cyclists
were injured in reported traffic collisions in the year 2000, accounting for two percent of
all reported vehicular crash injuries.

Some researchers suggest that most bicycle crashes involve only one bike and its
rider, but that is not reason enough to ignore bicycle-motor vehicle conflicts. Collisions
with motor vehicles can result in serious injury. And because we know many causes of
bicycle-motor vehicle collisions, we also know what specific behavioral changes can
reduce these conflicts. For example, at intersections and driveways, bicyclists and 
drivers need to make eye contact with each other. As bicyclists and motorists learn to
coexist, each should be on guard for the other’s bad habits. Motorists should learn to
anticipate bicyclists coming from unexpected locations and directions. Also, bicyclists
can actively prevent dooring (i.e., colliding with a vehicle door opening into the bicyclist’s
path) by riding a safe distance to the left of parked vehicles. A novice bicyclist might ➢

Sensors in the pavement can make
crossings safer for bicyclists
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understandably be reluctant to do this, as it means moving into (“taking”) the lane; and
many motorists do not recognize the danger from dooring.

Safety instruction for bicyclists is important. Bicycle-safety education efforts, where
they exist, most commonly target bicyclists. Essential rules of the road for bicyclists are
to obey traffic signals and stop signs, be careful entering roadways at midblock, and ride
with the flow of traffic. However, motorist education is also important, though often more
difficult and costly. In some states, driver education doesn’t even mention bicycles.
Aggressive public service campaigns are not within reach of many bicycle-planning
budgets. Understandably, planners would rather use bicycle dollars to improve and build
facilities than to fund costly and marginally effective advertising. Nevertheless, motorist
education could save lives by emphasizing caution when pulling into the street and 
opening doors, consistent use of turn signals, safe speeds, and obedience to traffic 
signals and stop signs. 

Making routine enforcement of traffic laws a priority would help. However, law
enforcement officers who are knowledgeable about motor vehicle laws may be less
informed about bicyclists’ rights and responsibilities. Moreover, some officers are unfa-
miliar with the infractions most often associated with bicycle-motor vehicle collisions.
Some bicycle advocates contend that police are quick to assume the bicyclist caused the
collision, or that officers are prone to cite bicyclists illegitimately because they them-
selves don’t know the law. One bicyclists’ attorney notes that bicyclists are often cited 
for speeding when they are not traveling any faster than motor vehicles in the same 
situation. A study of Los Angeles collision data found most bicycle citations were issued 
for failure to ride as close as practicable to the right-hand curb, suggesting ignorance 
of vehicle code provisions entitling cyclists to take the lane in circumstances where 
curb-hugging is unsafe or inadvisable. 
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WHERE TO GO FROM HERE

Bicycles are here to stay. Current trends suggest more commuters and recreational
riders will turn to bikes for travel, particularly where the design of local transportation
networks accommodates bicycles. So planners and policy makers face a choice. They can
continue as they have, focusing on cars and considering bicycles only when compelled
to. If so, we can expect things to remain as they are, with little support from law enforce-
ment, marginal bicycle facilities, many bicycle injuries, and frustrated bicyclists and
motorists.

Or, planners, engineers, and policy makers can acknowledge the benefits of bicycle
riding and adopt a policy of routine accommodation. A 1995 survey conducted for Rodale
Press queried respondents first about their current primary means of travel and second
about their preferred means of travel, “all things being equal, and if good facilities [for
each mode] existed.” The percentage of people who chose to walk or bicycle increased
from 5 to 13 percent under those hypothetical circumstances; those who chose driving
alone dropped from 76 to 56 percent. 

More and better facilities would enhance safety and encourage riding. More bicy-
clists might accustom motorists to sharing the road and in turn might encourage still
more cyclists. Both factors would increase bike safety. Enhanced bike safety might
encourage some motorists to try riding; more people switching to bicycles might mean
fewer cars on the road, less congestion, better public health, and safer conditions for 
bicyclists and pedestrians—and even less competition for parking. ◆

F U R T H E R  R E A D I N G

Bruce Epperson, “Demographic and Economic Characteristics of Bicyclists Involved in

Bicycle-Motor Vehicle Accidents,” Transportation Research Record, 1502: pp. 56–64,

Transportation Research Board, 1995.

John Forester, “Two Views in Cycling Transportation Engineering,” Bicycle Transportation: 

A Handbook for Cycling Transportation Engineers, 2nd Edition. (Cambridge, MA: The MIT 

Press, 1994).

James O’Day. Synthesis of Highway Practice 192: Accident Data Quality. National

Cooperative Highway Research Program, Transportation Research Board, National

Research Council. (Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 1993).

Parkwood Research Associates, “Pathways for People II,” Rodale Press, 1995.

John Pucher, “Cycling Safety on Bikeways vs. Roads,” Transportation Quarterly,

vol. 55, no. 4, Fall 2001.

Gregory B. Rodgers et. al. Bicycle Use and Hazard Patterns in the United States. 

Study No. 344. (Washington, D.C.: US Consumer Product Safety Commission, 

June 1994). http://www.cpsc.gov/cpscpub/pubs/344.pdf

Jane C. Stutts and William W. Hunter, “Motor Vehicle and Roadway Factors 

in Pedestrian and Bicyclist Injuries: An Examination Based on Emergency

Department Data,” Accident Analysis and Prevention, vol. 31, 

pp. 505–514, 1999. 

Robert G. Thom and Alan Clayton, “Accident Requirements for Improving

Cycling Safety,” Transportation Research Record, 1405: pp. 1–6,

Transportation Research Board, 1993.



R E C E N T  P A P E R S  I N  P R I N T

Albert, William S. and 
Reginald G. Golledge
“The Use of Spatial Cognitive
Abilities in Geographic Information
Systems: The Map Overlay
Operation”
1999 UCTC 477

✹ Anderson, Craig, Marlon Boarnet,
Tracy McMillan, Mariela Alfonzo,
and Kristen Day
“Walking and Automobile Traffic
Near Schools: Data to Support an
Evaluation of School Pedestrian
Safety Programs”
2002 UCTC 557 

Ang-Olson, Jeffrey, Martin Wachs,
and Brian D. Taylor
“Variable-Rate State Gasoline Taxes”
2000 UCTC 482

✹ Bagley, Michael N. and 
Patricia Mokhtarian
“The Role of Lifestyle and Attitudinal
Characteristics in Residential
Neighborhood Choice”
2003 UCTC 606

✹ Bagley, Michael N. and 
Patricia Mokhtarian
“The Impact of Residential
Neighborhood Type on Travel
Behavior: A Structural Equations
Modeling Approach”
2003 UCTC 607 

✹ Bagley, Michael N., Patricia L.
Mokhtarian, and Ryuichi Kitamura
“A Methodology for the
Disaggregate, Multidimensional
Measurement of Residential
Neighborhood Type”
2003 UCTC 608 

✹ Bedsworth, Louise Wells, and
William E. Kastenberg
“Science and Uncertainty in
Environmental Regulation: Insights
from the Evaluation of California’s
Smog Check Program”
2003 UCTC 617 

Blumenberg, Evelyn 
“Planning for the Transportation
Needs of Welfare Participants:
Institutional Challenges to
Collaborative Planning”
2002 UCTC 543

✹ Blumenberg, Evelyn
“Engendering Effective Planning:
Transportation Policy and Low-
Income Women”
2002 UCTC 582 

✹ Blumenberg, Evelyn and 
Daniel Baldwin Hess
“Measuring the Role of
Transportation in Facilitating the
Welfare-to-Work Transition: Evidence
from Three California Counties”
2002 UCTC 583 

Blumenberg, Evelyn and 
Paul Ong 
“Cars, Buses, and Jobs: Welfare
Participants and Employment 
Access in Los Angeles”
2002 UCTC 544

Blumenberg, Evelyn, Paul Ong,
and Andrew Mondschein 
“Uneven Access to Opportunities:
Welfare Recipients, Jobs, and
Employment Support Services in 
Los Angeles”
2002 UCTC 545

✹ Boarnet, Marlon and 
Saksith Tan Chalermpong
“New Highways, Induced Travel and
Urban Growth Patterns: A ‘Before
and After’ Test”
2002 UCTC 559 

✹ Boarnet, Marlon G., 
Saksith Tan Chalermpong, and
Elizabeth Geho
“Specification Issues in Models of
Population and Employment Growth”
2002 UCTC 555 

Boarnet, Marlon G. and 
Andrew F. Haughwout
“Do Highways Matter? Evidence 
and Policy Implications of Highways’
Influence on Metropolitan
Development”
2001 UCTC 515

Brodrick, Christie-Joy,
Mohammed Farshchi, 
Harry A. Dwyer, Daniel Sperling, 
S. William Gouse, III, W. Doelling, 
J. Hoelzer, and M. Jackson
“Urea-SCR System Demonstration
and Evaluation for Heavy-Duty 
Diesel Trucks”
1999 UCTC 493

✹ Brodrick, Christie-Joy, 
Timothy E. Lipman, 
Mohammed Farshchi, 
Nicholas P. Lutsey, 
Harry A. Dwyer, Daniel Sperling,
S. William Gouse, III, 
D. Bruce Harris, and 
Foy G. King, Jr.
“Evaluation of Fuel Cell Auxiliary
Power Units for Heavy Duty Diesel
Trucks”
2002 UCTC 587 

✹ Brownstone, David 
“Discrete Choice Modeling for
Transportation”
2003 UCTC 592 

✹ Brownstone, David
“Multiple Imputation Methodology
for Missing Data, Non-Random
Response, and Panel Attrition”
2003 UCTC 594 

✹ Brownstone, David and 
Charles Lave
“Transportation Energy Use”
2003 UCTC 605 

✹ Brownstone, David and 
Kenneth Train
“Forecasting New Product
Penetration with Flexible Substitution
Patterns”
2003 UCTC 596 

✹ Brownstone, David and 
Robert G. Valletta
“Modeling Earnings Measurement
Error: A Multiple Imputation
Approach”
2003 UCTC 593 

✹ Brownstone, David and 
Xuehao Chu
“Multiply-Imputed Sampling Weights
for Consistent Interference with
Panel Attrition”
2003 UCTC 590 

✹ Brownstone, David, 
Arindam Ghosh, 
Thomas F. Golob, 
Camilla Kazimi, and 
Dirk van Amelsfort
“Drivers’ Willingness to Pay to
Reduce Travel Time: Evidence from
the San Diego I-15 Congestion
Pricing Project”
2002 UCTC 581 

✹ Brownstone, David, 
David S. Bunch, and 
Kenneth Train
“Joint Mixed Logit Models of Stated
and Revealed Preferences for
Alternative-Fuel Vehicles”
2003 UCTC 597 

✹ Brownstone, David, 
David S. Bunch, 
Thomas F. Golob, and 
Weiping Ren
“A Transactions Choice Model for
Forecasting Demand for Alternative-
Fuel Vehicles”
2003 UCTC 595 

✹ Brownstone, David, 
Thomas F. Golob, and 
Camilla Kazimi
“Modeling Non-Ignorable Attrition
and Measurement Error in Panel
Surveys: An Application to Travel
Demand Modeling”
2002 UCTC 575 

✹ Bunch, David S., 
David Brownstone, and 
Thomas F. Golob
“A Dynamic Forecasting System for
Vehicle Markets with Clean-Fuel
Vehicles”
2003 UCTC 612 

Burke, Andrew F.
“Meeting the New CARB ZEV
Mandate Requirements: Grid-
Connected Hybrids and City EVs”
2001 UCTC 523

✹ Cairns, Shannon, Jessica Greig,
and Martin Wachs
“Environmental Justice &
Transportation: A Citizen’s
Handbook”
2003 UCTC 620 

Cervero, Robert
“Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and
Induced Travel: A Path Analysis”
2001 UCTC 520

✹ Cervero, Robert and 
Michael Duncan
“Residential Self-Selection and Rail
Commuting: A Nested Logit
Analysis” 
2003 UCTC 604 

Cervero, Robert, John Landis,
Juan Onésimo Sandoval, and 
Mike Duncan
“The Transition from Welfare to
Work: Policies to Stimulate
Employment and Reduce Welfare
Dependency”
2001 UCTC 527

✹ Clark, William A.V. and 
Youqin Huang
“Commuting Distance Sensitivity by
Race and Socio-Economic Status”
2003 UCTC 599 

Clark, William A.V., 
Youqin Huang, and 
Suzanne Davies Withers
“Does Commuting Distance Matter?
Commuting Tolerance and
Residential Change”
2001 UCTC 538

34A  C  C  E  S  S

✹ Not previously l isted



R E C E N T  P A P E R S  I N  P R I N T

✹ Cohn, Theodore E.
“Roadwise Signaling in the New
Millennium”
2002 UCTC 566 

✹ Cohn, Theodore E.
“Can We Save Energy Used to Power
Traffic Signals Without Disrupting
the Flow of Traffic?”
2002 UCTC 567 

✹ Cohn, Theodore E. and 
Daniel Greenhouse
“Looking Beyond Photometry: 
What Can We Predict About the
Effect of Light on the Human Eye?”
2002 UCTC 568 

✹ Cohn, Theodore E., Sabrina Chan,
Johnny Liang, and Jessica Vann
“Photometric Insights Gained from
Watching an Audi”
2002 UCTC 565 

Contadini, J. Fernando, 
Robert M. Moore, Daniel Sperling,
and Meena Sundaresan
“Life-Cycle Emissions of Alternative
Fuels for Transportation: Dealing
with Uncertainties”
2000 UCTC 492

Crabbe, Amber, Rachel Hiatt,
Susan D. Poliwka, and 
Martin Wachs
“Local Transportation Sales Taxes in
California”
2002 UCTC 552

✹ Crabbe, Amber, Rachel Hiatt,
Susan D. Poliwka, and 
Martin Wachs
“Local Transportation Sales Taxes:
California’s Experiment in
Transportation Finance”
2002 UCTC 554 

Dahlgren, Joy
“High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes: 
Not Always More Effective Than
General Purpose Lanes”
1998 UCTC 504

Dahlgren, Joy
“HOV Lanes: Are They the Best 
Way to Reduce Congestion and 
Air Pollution?”
1995 UCTC 503

Dahlgren, Joy
“In What Situations Do High
Occupancy Vehicle Lanes Perform
Better Than General Purpose Lanes?”
1996 UCTC 502

Deakin, Elizabeth 
“The Central Valley: Coping with
Growth and Change”
2001 UCTC 537

Deakin, Elizabeth 
“The Future of Transit: Market-
Oriented Services Will Include 
Small Vehicles”
2002 UCTC 549

Deakin, Elizabeth
“Sustainable Development &
Sustainable Transportation:
Strategies for Economic Prosperity,
Environmental Quality, and Equity”
2001 UCTC 519

Deakin, Elizabeth, 
Christopher Ferrell, 
Tanu Sankalia, 
Patricia Sepulveda
“The San Pablo Dam Road
Commercial District in El Sobrante,
California: Baseline Study”
2001 UCTC 518

Deakin, Elizabeth and 
Songju Kim
“Transportation Technologies:
Implications for Planning”
2001 UCTC 536

Deakin, Elizabeth, John Thomas,
Christopher Ferrell, 
Kai Wei Manish Shirgaokar,
Songju Kim, Jonathan Mason, Lilia
Scott, and Vikrant Sood
“Overview and Summary: Twelve
Trends for Consideration in
California’s Transportation Plan”
2001 UCTC 529

Dill, Jennifer, Todd Goldman, 
and Martin Wachs
“California Vehicle License Fees:
Incidence and Equity”
1999 UCTC 481

✹ Durango, Pablo and 
Samer Madanat
“Optimal Maintenance and Repair
Policies in Infrastructure
Management Under Uncertain
Facility Deterioration Rates: An
Adaptive Control Approach”
2002 UCTC 558 

Ferrell, Christopher, 
Songju Kim, and Elizabeth Deakin
“California’s Freight Patterns”
2001 UCTC 534

Ferrell, Christopher and 
Elizabeth Deakin
“Changing California Lifestyles:
Consequences for Mobility”
2001 UCTC 531

Garrison, William L.
“Innovation and Transportation’s
Technologies”
2000 UCTC 496

Garrison, William L.
“Technological Changes and
Transportation Development”
2000 UCTC 495

Goldman, Todd, Sam Corbett, and
Martin Wachs
“Local Option Transportation Taxes
in the United States”
2001 UCTC 524

✹ Goldman, Todd, Sam Corbett, and
Martin Wachs
“Local Option Transportation Taxes
in the United States – Part Two:
State-by-State Findings”
2002 UCTC 560 

Golledge, Reginald G.
“The Relationship Between
Geographic Information Systems 
and Disaggregate Behavioral 
Travel Modeling”
1998 UCTC 473

✹ Golledge, Reginald G. and 
Tommy Garling
“Cognitive Maps and Urban Travel”
2003 UCTC 601 

✹ Golledge, Reginald G. and 
Tommy Garling
“Spatial Behavior in Transportation
Modeling and Planning”
2003 UCTC 602 

Golledge, Reginald G., 
James R. Marston, and 
C. Michael Costanzo
“The Impact of Information Access 
on Travel Behavior of Blind or 
Vision-Impaired People”
2001 UCTC 479

Golledge, Reginald G. and 
Jianyu Zhou
“GPS-Based Tracking of Daily
Activities”
2001 UCTC 539

✹ Golob, Jacqueline M. and 
Thomas F. Golob
“Studying Road Pricing Policy with
Panel Data Analysis: The San Diego 
I-15 HOT Lanes”
2002 UCTC 574 

✹ Golob, Thomas F.
“TravelBehavior.Com: Activity
Approaches to Modeling the Effects
of Information Technology on
Personal Travel Behavior”
2002 UCTC 573 

✹ Golob, Thomas F.
“Structural Equation Modeling for
Travel Behavior Research” 
2002 UCTC 580 

✹ Golob, Thomas F. and 
Amelia C. Regan
“The Perceived Usefulness of
Different Sources of Traffic
Information to Trucking Operations”
2002 UCTC 577 

✹ Golob, Thomas F. and 
Amelia C. Regan
“Freight Industry Attitudes Towards
Policies to Reduce Congestion”
2002 UCTC 571

✹ Golob, Thomas F. and 
Amelia C. Regan
“Impacts of Information Technology
on Personal Travel and Commercial
Vehicle Operations”
2002 UCTC 572 

✹ Golob, Thomas F. and 
Amelia C. Regan
“Trucking Industry Adoption of
Information Technology: A Structural
Multivariate Discrete Choice Model”
2002 UCTC 576 

✹ Golob, Thomas F. and 
Amelia C. Regan
“Traffic Congestion and Trucking
Managers’ Use of Automated Routing
and Scheduling”
2002 UCTC 579 

✹ Golob, Thomas F. and 
David A. Hensher
“Searching for Policy Priorities in the
Formulation of a Freight Transport
Strategy: An Analysis of Freight
Industry Attitudes”
2002 UCTC 570 

✹ Golob, Thomas F., David S.
Bunch, and David Brownstone
“A Vehicle Use Forecasting Model
Based on Revealed and Stated Vehicle
Type Choice and Utilization Data”
2003 UCTC 598 

35 A  C  C  E  S  S
N U M B E R  2 2 ,  S P R I N G  2 0 0 3



R E C E N T  P A P E R S  I N  P R I N T

✹ Golob, Thomas F., Jane Torous,
Mark Bradley, David Brownstone,
Soheila Soltani Crane, and 
David S. Bunch
“Commercial Fleet Demand for
Alternative-Fuel Vehicles in
California”
2003 UCTC 591 

✹ Gould, Jane and Thomas F. Golob
“Consumer E-Commerce, Virtual
Accessibility and Sustainable
Transport”
2002 UCTC 578 

✹ Guillaumot, Vincent M., 
Pablo L. Durango, and 
Samer M. Madanat
“Adaptive Optimization of
Infrastructure Maintenance and
Inspection Decisions under
Performance Model Uncertainty”
2002 UCTC 563

Hansen, Mark, David Gillen, 
and Mohnish Puvathingal
“Freeway Expansion and Land
Development: An Empirical Analysis
of Transportation Corridors”
1998 UCTC 511

Hill, Mary C., Brian D. Taylor,
Asha Weinstein, and 
Martin Wachs
“Assessing the Need for Highways”
2000 UCTC 483

Innes, Judith E. and 
Judith Gruber
“Bay Area Transportation Decision
Making in the Wake of ISTEA:
Planning Styles in Conflict at the
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission”
2001 UCTC 514

Jacobs, Allan B., Yodan Y. Rofé,
and Elizabeth Macdonald
“Guidelines for the Design of
Multiple Roadway Boulevards”
1997 UCTC 500

Jacobs, Allan B., Yodan Y. Rofé,
and Elizabeth S. Macdonald
“Another Look at Boulevards”
1996 UCTC 501

Johnston, Robert A. and 
Tomas de la Barra
“Comprehensive Regional Modeling
for Long-Range Planning: Linking
Integrated Urban Models and
Geographic Information Systems”
2000 UCTC 510

Kean, Andrew J., Eric Grosjean,
Daniel Grosjean, and 
Robert A. Harley 
“On-Road Measurement of Carbonyls
in California Light-Duty Vehicle
Emissions”
2001 UCTC 547

Kean, Andrew J., 
Robert A. Harley, David Littleton,
and Gary R. Kendall
“On-Road Measurement of Ammonia
and Other Motor Vehicle Exhaust
Emissions”
2000 UCTC 491

✹ Kean, Andrew J., 
Robert F. Sawyer, 
Gary R. Kendall, and 
Robert A. Harley
“Trends in Exhaust Emissions 
from In-Use California Light-Duty
Vehicles, 1994-2001”
2002 UCTC 584

✹ Koenig, Brett E., 
Dennis K. Henderson, and 
Patricia L. Mokhtarian
“The Travel and Emissions Impacts
of Telecommuting for the State of
California Telecommuting Pilot
Project”
2003 UCTC 611

Leung, Carolyn, 
Evelyn Blumenberg, and 
Julia Heintz-Mackoff
“The Journey to Work: UCLA
Symposium on Welfare Reform and
Transportation”
2001 UCTC 516

Li, Jianling and Martin Wachs
“A Test of Inter-Modal Performance
Measures for Transit Investment
Decisions”
2000 UCTC 485

✹ Liggett, Robin, 
Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris, 
and Hiroyuki Iseki
“Bus Stop – Environment Connection:
Do Characteristics of the Built
Environment Correlate with Bus Stop
Crime?”
2003 UCTC 613

✹ Liggett, Robin, 
Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris, 
and Hiroyuki Iseki
“Journeys to Crime: Assessing the
Effects of a Light Rail Line on Crime
in the Neighborhoods”
2003 UCTC 614

Lipman, Timothy E. and 
Daniel Sperling
“Forecasting the Costs of Automotive
PEM Fuel Cell Systems: Using
Bounded Manufacturing Progress
Functions”
1999 UCTC 494

Loukaitou-Sideris, Anastasia
“The Geography of Transit Crime:
Documentation and Evaluation of
Crime Incidence On and Around the
Green Line Stations in Los Angeles”
2002 UCTC 550

Loukaitou-Sideris, Anastasia
“Revisiting Inner-City Strips: 
A Framework for Community and
Economic Development”
2000 UCTC 499

Loukaitou-Sideris, Anastasia
“Transit-Oriented Development in 
the Inner City: A Delphi Survey”
2000 UCTC 498

✹ Madanat, Samer M., 
Jorge A. Prozzi, and Michael Han
“Effect of Performance Model
Accuracy on Optimal Pavement
Design”
2002 UCTC 561

Marston, James R. and 
Reginald G. Golledge
“Improving Transit Access for 
the Blind and Vision-Impaired”
1998 UCTC 476

Mason, Jonathan and 
Elizabeth Deakin
“Information Technology and the
Implications for Urban
Transportation”
2001 UCTC 517

✹ McCullough, William Shelton III
“Transit Service Contracting and
Cost Efficiency”
2002 UCTC 553

Mokhtarian, Patricia L., 
Ilan Salomon, and 
Lothlorien S. Redmond
“Understanding the Demand for
Travel: It’s Not Purely ‘Derived’”
2001 UCTC 548

Mokhtarian, Patricia L. and 
Ilan Salomon
“How Derived Is the Demand for
Travel? Some Conceptual and
Measurement Considerations”
2001 UCTC 521

MTA
“Bus Stop Safety Improvement
Program Guidelines and Application”
2002 UCTC 551

✹ Muñoz, Juan Carlos and 
Carlos F. Daganzo
“Fingerprinting Traffic from Static
Freeway Sensors”
2002 UCTC 589

Nesbitt, Kevin and Daniel Sperling
“Myths Regarding Alternative Fuel
Vehicle Demand by Light-Duty
Vehicle Fleets”
1998 UCTC 466

✹ Nesbitt, Kevin and Daniel Sperling
“Fleet Purchase Behavior: Decision
Processes and Implications for New
Vehicle Technologies and Fuels”
2002 UCTC 586

Ong, Paul M.
“Car Ownership and Welfare-to-
Work”
2001 UCTC 540

Ong, Paul M.
“Car Access and Welfare-to-Work”
2000 UCTC 541

Ong, Paul M. and 
Douglas Houston 
“Transit, Employment, and Women
on Welfare”
2002 UCTC 542

✹ Ong, Paul M. and 
Douglas Houston
“Travel Patterns and Welfare-to-
Work”
2003 UCTC 603

✹ Ong, Paul M., Douglas Houston,
John Horton, and Linda L. Shaw
“Los Angeles County CalWORKs
Transportation Needs Assessment”
2002 UCTC 569

✹ Prozzi, Jorge A. and 
Samer M. Madanat
“Development of Pavement
Performance Models by Combining
Experimental and Field Data”
2002 UCTC 564

✹ Prozzi, Jorge A. and 
Samer M. Madanat
“A Nonlinear Model for Predicting
Pavement Serviceability” 
2002 UCTC 562

✹ Quinet, Emile and Daniel Sperling
“Environmental Protection”
2003 UCTC 618

36A  C  C  E  S  S

✹ Not previously l isted



R E C E N T  P A P E R S  I N  P R I N T

37 A  C  C  E  S  S
N U M B E R  2 2 ,  S P R I N G  2 0 0 3

B O O K S

Raney, Elizabeth A., 
Patricia L. Mokhtarian, 
and Ilan Salomon
“Modeling Individual’s Consideration
of Strategies to Cope with
Congestion”
2000 UCTC 490

Redmond, Lothlorien S. and 
Patricia L. Mokhtarian
“The Positive Utility of the
Commute: Modeling Ideal Commute
Time and Relative Desired Commute
Amount”
2001 UCTC 526

✹ Salomon, Ilan and 
Patricia L. Mokhtarian
“What Happens When Mobility-
Inclined Market Segments Face
Accessibility-Enhancing Policies?”
2003 UCTC 609

✹ Salomon, Ilan and 
Patricia L. Mokhtarian
“Driven to Travel: The Identification
of Mobility-Inclined Market
Segments”
2003 UCTC 610

Salon, Deborah, Daniel Sperling,
and David Friedman
“California’s Partial ZEV Credits and
LEV II Program”
1999 UCTC 470

Shirgaokar, Manish and Elizabeth
Deakin
“California Housing Trends:
Implications for Transportation
Planning”
2001 UCTC 532

Shoup, Donald C.
“In Lieu of Required Parking”
1999 UCTC 507

Shoup, Donald C.
“The Trouble with Minimum
Parking Requirements”
1999 UCTC 508

Shoup, Donald C.
“Parking Cash-Out”
2001 UCTC 528

✹ Shoup, Donald C.
“Buying Time at the Curb”
2003 UCTC 615

✹ Shoup, Donald C.
“Truth in Transportation Planning”
2003 UCTC 616

Shoup, Donald C. and 
Jeffrey Brown
“Pricing Our Way Out of Traffic
Congestion: Parking Cash-Out 
and HOT Lanes”
1998 UCTC 509

Shoup, Donald C. and 
Mary Jane Breinholt
“Employer-Paid Parking: A
Nationwide Survey of Employers’
Parking Subsidy Policies”
1997 UCTC 506

Singer, Brett C., 
Thomas W. Kirchstetter, 
Robert A. Harley, 
Gary R. Kendall, and 
James M. Hesson
“A Fuel-Based Approach to
Estimating Motor Vehicle 
Cold-Start Emissions”
1999 UCTC 505

Small, Kenneth A. and Jia Yan
“The Value of ‘Value Pricing’ of
Roads: Second-Best Pricing and
Product Differentiation”
1999 UCTC 512

✹ Sperling, Daniel
“Public-Private Technology R&D
Partnerships: Lessons from US
Partnership for a New Generation of
Vehicles”
2002 UCTC 585

✹ Sperling, Daniel
“Updating Automotive Research”
2002 UCTC 588

✹ Sperling, Daniel and 
Timothy Lipman
“International Assessment of
Electric-Drive Vehicles: Policies,
Markets and Technologies”
2003 UCTC 619

Taylor, Brian D., Asha Weinstein,
and Martin Wachs
“Reforming Highway Finance”
2001 UCTC 488

Thomas, John V. and 
Elizabeth Deakin
“California Demographic Trends:
Implications for Transportation
Planning”
2001 UCTC 530

Thomas, John V. and 
Elizabeth Deakin
“Addressing Environmental
Challenges in the California
Transportation Plan”
2001 UCTC 535

Turrentine, Thomas S. and 
Kenneth S. Kurani
“Marketing Clean and Efficient
Vehicles: Workshop Proceedings”
2001 UCTC 522

Wachs, Martin
“Linkages Between Transportation
Planning and the Environment”
2000 UCTC 486

Wachs, Martin
“New Expectations for
Transportation Data”
2000 UCTC 484

Wachs, Martin
“Refocusing Transportation Planning
for the 21st Century”
2000 UCTC 487

Wachs, Martin
“The Motorization of North America:
Causes, Consequences, and
Speculations on Possible Futures”
1998 UCTC 489

✹ Wachs, Martin
“Fighting Congestion with
Information Technology”
2002 UCTC 556

Webber, Melvin M.
“The Joys of Spread-City”
1998 UCTC 513

Wei, Kai and Elizabeth Deakin
“Trends in California’s Jobs”
2001 UCTC 533

✹ Zhou, Jack and Reginald Golledge
“A GPS-based Analysis of Household
Travel Behavior”
2003 UCTC 600

Cervero, Robert
Paratransit in America: Redefining
Mass Transportation (Westport, CT:
Praeger Press, 1997)

Cervero, Robert and 
Michael Bernick
Transit Villages for the 21st Century
(New York: McGraw Hill, 1996)

Daganzo, Carlos F., ed.
Transportation and Traffic Theory
(Amsterdam: Elsevier Science
Publishers, 1993)

DeCicco, John and 
Mark Delucchi, ed.
Transportation, Energy, and
Environment: How Far Can
Technology Take Us? (Washington,
D.C.: American Council for an
Energy-Efficient Economy, 1997)

Garrett, Mark and Martin Wachs
Transportation Planning on Trial:
The Clean Air Act and Travel
Forecasting (Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1996)

Greene, David L. and 
Danilo J. Santini, ed.
Transportation and Global Climate
Change (American Council for an
Energy Efficient Economy, 1993)

Jacobs, Allan B.
Great Streets (Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1993)

Jacobs, Allan B., 
Elizabeth S. Macdonald, 
and Yodan Y. Rofé
The Boulevard Book: History,
Evolution, Design of Multi-Way
Boulevards (Cambridge: MIT 
Press, 2002)

Klein, Daniel B., 
Adrian T. Moore, and 
Binyam Reja
Curb Rights: A Foundation for Free
Enterprise in Urban Transit
(Washington, DC: The Brookings
Institution, 1997)

Sperling, Daniel
Future Drive: Electric Vehicles and
Sustainable Transportation
(Washington, DC: Island Press,
1995)

Sperling, Daniel and 
Susan Shaheen, ed.
Transportation and Energy:
Strategies for a Sustainable
Transportation System (American
Council for an Energy Efficient
Economy, 1995)

Jacobs, Allan B., Yodan Y. Rofé,
and Elizabeth S. Macdonald
“Boulevards: Good Streets for Good
Cities” (20 min.)
1995 Video 1

V I D E O S

B O O K S

Please contac t  the  publ i shers
for  in format ion about  the
books l i s ted here .



38A  C  C  E  S  S

R E C E N T  D I S S E R T A T I O N S  A N D  T H E S E S

Disser tat ions  have not  been repr in ted,  owing to  the i r  length.  However,  copies  are  avai lab le  for  $15,  payable  to  UC Regents .

✹ Abdulhai, Baher A.
“Neuro-Genetic-Based Universally
Transferable Freeway Incident
Detection Framework” 
1996 Diss 82

Bagley, Michael Norman
“Incorporating Residential Choice into
Travel Behavior-Land Use Interaction
Research: A Conceptual Model with
Methodologies for Investigating
Casual Relationships”
1999 Diss 62

✹ Chen, Chienho 
“An Activity-Based Approach to
Accessibility” 
1996 Diss 78

Chen, Quizi
“An Exploration of Activity Scheduling
and Rescheduling Processes”
2001 Diss 61

✹ Compin, Nicholas Shawn 
“The Four Dimensions of Rail Transit
Performance: How Administration,
Finance, Demographics, and Politics
Affect Outcomes” 
1999 Diss 75

✹ Crane, Soheila Soltani 
“An Empirical Study of Alternative
Fuel Vehicle Choice by Commercial
Fleets: Lessons in Transportation
Choices and Public Agencies’
Organization” 
1996 Diss 76

✹ Crepeau, Richard Joseph 
“Mobility and the Metropolis: Issues
of Travel and Land Use in Urban
America” 
1995 Diss 83

✹ De Tiliere, Guillaume 
“Managing Projects with Strong
Technology Rupture – Case of High-
Speed Ground Transportation” 
2002 Diss 77

✹ Hall, Peter Voss 
“The Institution of Infrastructure and
the Development of Port Regions” 
2002 Diss 103

✹ Kang, Seungmin 
“A Traffic Movement Identification
Scheme Based on Catastrophe
Theory and Development of Traffic
Microsimulation Model for
Catastrophe in Traffic”
Diss 85

Kawamura, Kazuya
“Commercial Vehicle Value of Time
and Perceived Benefits of Congestion
Pricing”
1999 Diss 63

✹ Khan, Sarosh Islam 
“Modular Neural Network
Architecture for Detection of
Operational Problems on Urban
Arterials” 
1995 Diss 80

✹ Khanal, Mandar 
“Dynamic Discrete Demand Modeling
of Commuter Behavior” 
1994 Diss 86

✹ Koskenoja, Pia Maria K. 
“The Effect of Unreliable Commuting
Time on Commuter Preferences” 
2002 Diss 102

✹ Kulkarni, Anup Arvind 
“Modeling Activity Pattern
Generation and Execution” 
2002 Diss 87

Lamont, Juliet Anne
“Where Do People Walk? The Impacts
of Urban Form on Travel Behavior
and Neighborhood Livability”
2001 Diss 65

✹ Lee, Ming-Sheng
“Experiments with a Computerized,
Self-Administrative Activity Survey” 
2001 Diss 88

✹ Leonard, John D. 
“II Analysis of Large Truck Crashes
on Freeway-to-Freeway Connectors” 
1991 Diss 89

✹ Logi, Filippo 
“CARTESIUS: A Cooperative
Approach To Real-Time Decision
Support for Multijurisdictional 
Traffic Congestion Management” 
1999 Diss 90

✹ Lu, Xiangwen 
“Dynamic and Stochastic Routing
Optimization: Algorithm 
Development and Analysis” 
2001 Diss 91

✹ Marca, James 
“Activity-Based Travel Analysis in 
the Wireless Information Age” 
2002 Diss 92

✹ Marston, James Robert 
“Towards an Accessible City:
Empirical Measurement and Modeling
of Access to Urban Opportunities for
Those with Vision Impairments, Using
Remote Infrared Audible Signage”
2002 Diss 72

Mattingly, Stephen Peter
“Decision Theory for Performance
Evaluation of New Technologies
Incorporating Institutional Issues:
Application to Traffic Control
Implementation”
2000 Diss 64

Mauch, Michael
“Analyses of Start-Stop Waves in
Congested Freeway Traffic”
2002 Diss 60

Meng, Yu
“A New Statistical Framework for
Estimating Carbon Monoxide 
Impacts at Intersections”
1998 Diss 67

✹ Nicosia, Nancy 
“Essays on Competitive Contracting:
An Application to the Mass Transit
Industry” 
2002 Diss 73

Prozzi, Jorge Alberto
“Modeling Pavement Performance 
by Combining Field and 
Experimental Data”
2001 Diss 66

✹ Ren, Weiping 
“A Vehicle Transactions Choice
Model for Use in Forecasting 
Vehicle Demand for Alternative-Fuel
Vehicles Conditioned on Current
Vehicle Holdings” 
1995 Diss 93

Rodier, Caroline Jane
“Uncertainty in Travel and Emissions
Models: A Case Study in the
Sacramento Region”
2000 Diss 69

✹ Ryan, Sherry 
“The Value of Access to Highways 
and Light Rail Transit: Evidence for
Industrial and Office Firms” 
1997 Diss 94

✹ Sandeen, Beverly Ann
“Transportation Experiences of
Suburban Older Adults: Implications
of the Loss of Driver’s License for
Psychological Well-Being, Health, 
and Mobility” 
1997 Diss 95

✹ Sarmiento, Sharon Maria S. 
“Studies in Transportation and
Residential Mobility” 
1995 Diss 96

✹ Scott, Lauren Margaret 
“The Accessible City: Employment
Opportunities in Time and Space” 
1999 Diss 97

✹ Sheng, Hongyan 
“A Dynamic Household Alternative-
Fuel Vehicle Demand Model Using
Stated and Revealed Transaction
Information” 
1999 Diss 81

✹ Wang, Ruey-Min 
“An Activity-Based Trip Generation
Model” 
1996 Diss 98

✹ Wang, Xiubin 
“Algorithms and Strategies for
Dynamic Carrier Fleet Operations:
Applications to Local Trucking
Operations” 
2001 Diss 99

Washington, Simon
“Estimation of a Vehicular Carbon
Monoxide Modal Emissions Model
and Assessments of an Intelligent
Transportation Technology”
1994 Diss 68

✹ Wei, Wann-Ming 
“A Network Traffic Control Algorithm
with Analytically Embedded Traffic
Flow Models”
2002 Diss 101

✹ Weinberger, Rachel 
“Effect of Transportation
Infrastructure on Proximate
Commercial Property Values: 
A Hedonic Price Model” 
2002 Diss 100

Weinstein, Asha Elizabeth
“The Congestion Evil: Perceptions of
Traffic Congestion in Boston in the
1890s and 1920s”
2002 Diss 74

✹ Yan, Jia 
“Heterogeneity in Motorists’
Preferences for Time Travel and Time
Reliability: Empirical Finding from
Multiple Survey Data Sets and Its
Policy Implications” 
2002 Diss 79

Yang, Chun-Zin
“Assessing Motor Carrier Driving
Risk Using Time-Dependent Survival
Models with Multiple Stop Effects”
1994 Diss 71

✹ Zhang, Ming 
“Modeling Land Use Change in the
Boston Metropolitan Region
(Massachusetts)”
2000 Diss 84



A C C E S S  B A C K  I S S U E S

ACCESS NUMBER 1,  FALL  1992

Cars and Demographics
Charles Lave 

Compulsory Ridesharing in Los Angeles
Martin Wachs and Genevieve Giuliano 

Redundancy: The Lesson from the Loma Prieta
Earthquake
Melvin M. Webber 

Environmentally Benign Automobiles
Daniel Sperling, et al.

Pavement Friendly Buses and Trucks 
J. Karl Hedrick, et al.

Commuter Stress 
Raymond W. Novaco

ACCESS NUMBER 2,  SPRING 1993 (Out of Print) *

Cashing Out Employer-Paid Parking 
Donald C. Shoup

Congestion Pricing: New Life for an Old Idea?
Kenneth A. Small

Private Toll Roads in America—The First Time Around
Daniel B. Klein

Investigating Toll Roads in California 
Gordon J. Fielding

Telecommuting: What’s the Payoff? 
Patricia L. Mokhtarian

Surviving in the Suburbs: Transit’s Untapped Frontier
Robert Cervero

ACCESS NUMBER 3,  FALL  1993

Clean for a Day: California Versus the EPA’s Smog 
Check Mandate
Charles Lave

Southern California: The Detroit of Electric Cars?
Allen J. Scott 

The Promise of Fuel-Cell Vehicles 
Mark Delucchi and David Swan 

Great Streets: Monument Avenue, Richmond, Virginia
Allan B. Jacobs 

Why California Stopped Building Freeways 
Brian D. Taylor 

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Trends in Our Times 
Charles Lave

ACCESS NUMBER 4,  SPRING 1994

Time Again for Rail? 
Peter Hall 

No Rush to Catch the Train 
Adib Kanafani 

Will Congestion Pricing Ever Be Adopted? 
Martin Wachs

Cashing in on Curb Parking
Donald C. Shoup 

Reviving Transit Corridors and Transit Riding
Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Love, Lies, and Transportation in LA
Charles Lave

ACCESS NUMBER 5,  FALL  1994

Highway Blues: Nothing a Little Accessibility 
Can’t Cure
Susan Handy 

Transit Villages: From Idea to Implementation
Robert Cervero

A New Tool for Land Use and Transportation Planning
John D. Landis

It Wasn’t Supposed to Turn Out Like This: Federal
Subsidies and Declining Transit Productivity
Charles Lave 

The Marriage of Autos and Transit: How to Make 
Transit Popular Again
Melvin M. Webber

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: The CAFE Standards Worked
Amihai Glazer

ACCESS NUMBER 6,  SPRING 1995

The Weakening Transportation-Land Use Connection
Genevieve Giuliano 

Bringing Electric Cars to Market 
Daniel Sperling 

Who Will Buy Electric Cars? 
Thomas Turrentine

Are HOV Lanes Really Better? 
Joy Dahlgren 

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Slowdown Ahead for the 
Domestic Auto Industry
Charles Lave

ACCESS NUMBER 7,  FALL  1995

The Transportation-Land Use Connection Still Matters
Robert Cervero and John Landis

New Highways and Economic Growth: Rethinking 
the Link 
Marlon G. Boarnet 

Do New Highways Generate Traffic? 
Mark Hansen

Higher Speed Limits May Save Lives
Charles Lave 

Is Oxygen Enough? 
Robert Harley

ACCESS NUMBER 8,  SPRING 1996

Free To Cruise: Creating Curb Space for Jitneys
Daniel B. Klein, Adrian T. Moore, and Binyam Reja

Total Cost of Motor-Vehicle Use 
Mark A. Delucchi

Are Americans Really Driving So Much More?
Charles Lave

SmartMaps for Public Transit 
Michael Southworth

Decision-Making After Disasters: Responding to 
the Northridge Earthquake
Martin Wachs and Nabil Kamel

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Autos Save Energy 
Sharon Sarmiento

ACCESS NUMBER 9,  FALL  1996

There’s No There There: Or Why Neighborhoods Don’t
Readily Develop Near Light-Rail Transit Stations 
Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris and Tridib Banerjee

The Century Freeway: Design by Court Decree
Joseph DiMento, Drusilla van Hengel, and Sherry Ryan

Transit Villages: Tools For Revitalizing the Inner City
Michael Bernick

Food Access for the Transit-Dependent 
Robert Gottlieb and Andrew Fisher

The Full Cost of Intercity Travel
David Levinson

The Freeway’s Guardian Angels
Robert L. Bertini

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Travel by Carless Households 
Richard Crepeau and Charles Lave

ACCESS NUMBER 10,  SPRING 1997

The High Cost of Free Parking 
Donald C. Shoup

Dividing the Federal Pie 
Lewison Lee Lem

Can Welfare Recipients Afford to Work Far From Home? 
Evelyn Blumenberg

Telecommunication vs. Transportation 
Pnina Ohanna Plaut

Why Don’t You Telecommute?
Ilan Salomon and Patricia L. Mokhtarian

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Speed Limits Raised, Fatalities Fall
Charles Lave 

ACCESS NUMBER 11,  FALL  1997

A New Agenda
Daniel Sperling

Hot Lanes: Introducing Congestion-Pricing One 
Lane at a Time
Gordon J. Fielding and Daniel B. Klein

Balancing Act: Traveling in the California Corridor
Adib Kanafani

Does Contracting Transit Service Save Money? 
William S. McCullough, Brian D. Taylor, and Martin Wachs

Tracking Accessibility
Robert Cervero

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: The Pedigree of a Statistic
Donald C. Shoup

ACCESS NUMBER 12,  SPRING 1998

Travel by Design? 
Randall Crane

Traditional Shopping Centers
Ruth L. Steiner

Simulating Highway and Transit Effects
John D. Landis

Cars for the Poor
Katherine M. O’Regan and John M. Quigley 

Will Electronic Home Shopping Reduce Travel?
Jane Gould and Thomas F. Golob

*Photocopies of ACCESS number 2 can be obtained for $10, payable to UC Regents.
39 A  C  C  E  S  S

N U M B E R  2 2 ,  S P R I N G  2 0 0 3



40A  C  C  E  S  S

A C C E S S  B A C K  I S S U E S

ACCESS NUMBER 13,  FALL  1998

Congress Okays Cash Out 
Donald C. Shoup

Global Transportation
Wilfred Owen

Taxing Foreigners Living Abroad
David Levinson

Parking and Affordable Housing
Wenyu Jia and Martin Wachs

Lost Riders
Brian D. Taylor and William S. McCullough

ACCESS NUMBER 14,  SPRING 1999

Middle Age Sprawl: BART and Urban Development
John Landis and Robert Cervero

Access to Choice
Jonathan Levine

Splitting the Ties: The Privatization of British Rail
José A. Gómez-Ibáñez

Objects in Mirror Are Closer Than They Appear
Theodore E. Cohn

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Gas Tax Dilemma
Mary Hill, Brian Taylor, and Martin Wachs

ACCESS NUMBER 15,  FALL  1999

Requiem for Potholes
Carl Monismith as told to Melanie Curry

Instead of Free Parking
Donald Shoup

Partners in Transit
Eugene Bardach, Timothy Deal, and Mary Walther

Pooled Cars
Susan Shaheen

Travel for the Fun of It
Patricia L. Mokhtarian and Ilan Salomon

ACCESS NUMBER 16,  SPRING 2000

What If Cars Could Drive Themselves?
Steven E. Shladover

Power From the Fuel Cell
Timothy E. Lipman

Should We Try to Get the Prices Right?
Mark Delucchi

An Eye on the Fast Lane: 
Making Freeway Systems Work
Pravin Varaiya

On Bus-Stop Crime
Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris and Robin Liggett

ACCESS NUMBER 17,  FALL  2000

Brooklyn’s Boulevards
Elizabeth Macdonald

A Question of Timing
Rosella Picado

Taking Turns: Rx for Congestion
Carlos Daganzo

What Can a Trucker Do?
Amelia Regan

The Road Ahead: Managing Pavements
Samer Madanat

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: The Parking of Nations
Donald Shoup and Seth Stark

ACCESS NUMBER 18,  SPRING 2001

R&D Partnership for the Next Cars
Daniel Sperling

How Federal Subsidies Shape Local Transit Choices
Jianling Li and Martin Wachs

Informal Transit: Learning from the Developing World
Robert Cervero

The Value of Value Pricing
Kenneth A. Small

Why Bicyclists Hate Stop Signs
Joel Fajans and Melanie Curry

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Census Undercount
Paul Ong

ACCESS NUMBER 19,  FALL  2001

A New CAFE
Charles Lave

Reconsider the Gas Tax: Paying for What You Get
Jeffrey Brown

Clean Diesel: Overcoming Noxious Fumes
Christie-Joy Brodrick, Daniel Sperling, and 
Harry A. Dwyer

High-Speed Rail Comes to London
Sir Peter Hall

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: Unlimited Access: 
Prepaid Transit at Universities
Jeffrey Brown, Daniel Baldwin Hess, and 
Donald Shoup

ACCESS NUMBER 20,  SPRING 2001

The Path to Discrete-Choice Models
Daniel L. McFadden

Reforming Infrastructure Planning
David Dowall 

In the Dark: Seeing Bikes at Night
Karen De Valois, Tatsuto Takeuchi, and Michael Disch

Roughly Right or Precisely Wrong
Donald Shoup

Transforming the Freight Industry: From Regulation to
Competition to Decentralization in the Information Age
Amelia Regan

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: The Freeway-Congestion Paradox
Chao Chen and Pravin Varaiya

ACCESS NUMBER 21 FALL  2002

Are SUVs Really Safer Than Cars?
Tom Wenzel and Marc Ross

Rethinking Traffic Congestion
Brian D. Taylor 

On the Back of the Bus
Theodore E. Cohn

Location Matters
Markus Hesse

Complications at Off-ramps
Michael Cassidy

THE ACCESS ALMANAC: 
Travel Patterns Among Welfare Recipients
Paul Ong and Douglas Houston



41 A  C  C  E  S  S
N U M B E R  2 2 ,  S P R I N G  2 0 0 3

ACCESS  NUMBER  22 ,  SPR ING  2003

Cen te r  D i rec to r

E l izabeth  E .  Deakin

Ed i to r

Melv in  M.  Webber

Assoc ia te  Ed i to r

Char les  Lave

Managing Ed i to r

Melanie  Curr y

Des ign

Mitche Mani tou

Webmas te r

Michae l  Har vey

Program Admin i s t ra to r

Diane Sutch

Univers i ty  of  Ca l i forn ia

Transpor tat ion Center

P r i n t e d  o n  r e c y c l e d  p a p e r .

U C T C  # A U T H O R T I T L E Q U A N T I T Y

Try our website first: Many papers are available
for downloading (www.uctc.net)

Papers  and ACCESS back  i s sues  a re  f ree ,  bu t  p lease  

l im i t  your  reques t  to  sub jec t s  o f  genu ine  in te res t  to  you

Dis se r ta t ions  and theses  a re  $15,  payab le  to  UC Regen t s

To  rece ive  fu tu re  i s sues  o f  ACCESS ,  p lease  check  here ❑  

N A M E  __________________________________________________________________________________________

A F F I L I A T I O N  _________________________________________________________________________________

A D D R E S S  _____________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

P H O N E  ________________________________________________________________________________________

Send to :  

Publications, University of California Transportation Center 

University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720–1782 

Fax (510) 643-5456

postmaster@uctc.net

O R D E R  F O R M

Attach incorrect mailing label here

❑ Delete name from ACCESS mailing list

❑ New address provided on order form above

A D D R E S S  C O R R E C T I O N
V I S I T O U R W E B S I T E A T

www.uctc.net

PHOTO CRED I TS

cover: Courtesy of Space Imaging

pp. 2, 4, 5, back cover: Courtesy of Arroyo
Seco Foundation, www.arroyoseco.org

p. 7: Brent Boyd and Melissa Chow

pp. 9 (bottom), 29, 32: Mitche Manitou

pp. 16, 18, 19, 21: Peter Hall

pp. 31, 33: Melanie Curry

Figures on pages 5 and 7 by Brent Boyd 
and Melissa Chow.



U
N

IV
E

R
S

IT
Y

 O
F

 C
A

L
IF

O
R

N
IA

 

T
R

A
N

S
P

O
R

T
A

T
IO

N
 C

E
N

T
E

R

B
E

R
K

E
L

E
Y

, 
C

A
 9

4
7

2
0

–
1

7
8

2

A
D

D
R

E
S

S
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
 R

E
Q

U
E

S
T

E
D

N
O

N
-P

R
O

FI
T 

O
R

G
A

N
IZ

A
TI

O
N

U
.S

. 
P

O
S

TA
G

E
 P

A
ID

U
N

IV
E

R
S

IT
Y

 O
F 

C
A

LI
FO

R
N

IA




