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Why the Difference ? – Informed 
Policies and Investments Reflecting:

• Structured, formalized planning and 
implementation processimplementation process  

• Transportation, economic and financial analysis

• Coordination among entities with transportationCoordination among entities with transportation 
investment, operations, management 
responsibility



Why the Difference? Informed Policies  
- Or Lack Thereof ?

• Each mode advocating for its own projects and 
funding priorityfunding priority

• No regulatory institutions to oversee and 
rationalize competitionp

• No planning process to provide analytical 
underpinning for decision making



Methodology

• 6 case study countries
Selected because of Federal structure of governmentSelected because of Federal structure of government 
(except France) and geographic diversity

• Consistent evaluation template 
Role of the central or federal governmentRole of the central or federal government
Structure of metropolitan institutions
Degree of integration between land use and transport 
planningplanning
Sources of funds for capital investment in infrastructure, 
operations and maintenance 
Responsibility for system (e g congestion) managementResponsibility for system (e.g., congestion) management

• Focus on unique or innovative aspects of the 
given case



The French Case Study: an Illustration



The French Case Study: an Illustration

• Clearly defined roles laid out by national  laws 
laying out the framework for the creation oflaying out the framework for the creation of 
Autorités Organisatrices (AO)

• Local bodies (communes) given the authority to 
join together and finance plan and deliver theirjoin together and finance, plan and deliver their 
own transport services through AOs

• Financing includes an employee based tax that 
id i ifi h f bliprovides a significant share of public transport 

funding
• Central government involvement limited to grants g g

for specific projects, and capital funding has 
virtually disappeared since 2003



The French Case Study: an Illustration

A l d f• Analyzed sources of 
funds for public 
transport operating p p g
expenses and 
infrastructure 
investmentsinvestments



Other cases (see report)

Sydney, Australia Stuttgart, Germany Lyon, France

Vancouver, Canada Portland, Oregon



Findings from Case Studies

• No national approach is a perfect model for 
everyoneeveryone

There are many examples of successes in some 
dimensions
There are many examples of policies to be avoided.

• See the full report for details.



Keys to Success

• Coordination and cooperation among levels of 
government with transportation functionsgovernment with transportation functions. 

• Coordination and cooperation between modes 
regarding investment and g g
operations/management policies, formalized in 
organizational structure or binding memorandums  
of understandingof understanding.  

• Integration between planning agencies and the 
implementing or operating agencies.  

• Stable, predictable funding for transportation 
investment projects, operations, management 
and metropolitan planning/priority settingand metropolitan planning/priority setting.



Keys to Success

• Well defined planning process that combines 
inputs from local government metropolitaninputs from local government, metropolitan 
agencies and funding agencies 

• Coordination between transportation decision p
making and land use planning and regulation

• Executive leadership combined with staff 
competencecompetence

• An established process for citizen involvement



India

• Excellent start through National Urban Transport 
PolicyPolicy

• Very good initial Unified Metropolitan Transport 
Authorities



Challenge

• Build on India’s experience to date
B f i t ti l i• Borrow from international experience

• Expand effective Metropolitan Authorities to all 
areas over one million populationareas over one million population









Other cases (see report)



Australia



Australia
• Federal role is limited but sometimes increases 

with government funding of specific projects. 
Nevertheless, federal funding  is always ad hoc , g y
and not part of a permanent long term strategy

• Federal policies encouraging private sector 
titi i th i i f bli icompetition in the provision of public services 

have played an important role in shaping the 
transportation procurement by the states

• States play the dominant role in planning, funding 
and operating transport services

• State strategies, although not structured by 
federal policy, are often similar due to shared 
research and expertisep

• Cities have virtually no formal, legally mandated 
role (there are some exceptions)



Australia



Canada



Canada
• No mandated federal structure for metropolitan transportation 

planning

• Provinces play the dominant role by creating and defining theProvinces play the dominant role by creating and defining the 
responsibilities of Metropolitan Transportation Agencies

• These Agencies show a wide degree of experimentation in 
responsibilities funding sources integration with land use etcresponsibilities, funding sources, integration with land use, etc

• Successful examples have emerged, like Vancouver, where stable 
funding sources exist, governing boards are integrated with local 
bodies and land use and transport plans are developed togetherbodies, and land use and transport plans are developed together

• Transit agencies can either be tied to a municipality (as in Toronto) or 
run through the Metropolitan Transportation Agency (as with 
Translink in Vancouver)Translink, in Vancouver)



Canada



Germany



Germany

• Virtually all levels of government are involved in the provision of 
transport services and infrastructure, but their involvement is p
mostly coordinated through the Vergers-und Tarifverbund Stuttgart 
(VVS) and the Verband Region Stuttgart (VRS).

• Strong regional land use planning mandate controlled by the g g p g y
Verband Region Stuttgart (VRS), an elected regional governance 
body.  The VRS also organizes long range transportation planning.

• Despite being procured by many different agencies, publicDespite being procured by many different agencies, public 
transport fares and service is coordinated by the VVS.  This so-
called traffic and tariff association has a board of governors evenly 
divided between procuring agencies (government agencies), and 
t t id ( i f bli d i t t )transport providers (a mix of public and private actors).



Germany



United States



United States

• Strong federal role mandating a planning process and a planning 
institution, the MPO, but essentially no role in MPO decision 

kimaking 

• MPOs create plans for highways and public transport, incorporate 
air quality conformity provisions, and have responsibility/ability to 
shift some federal funds apportioned to their area betweenshift some federal funds apportioned to their area between 
highway and transit projects

• Large amount of transportation funds contributed by federal 
governmentgovernment

• States have an historically strong role in highways and an 
increasingly strong role in transit

O• Operating and Implementing agencies, typically state created 
transit agencies and state departments of transportations, are not 
the same body as the MPO

• Cities participate in the MPO process and have jurisdiction over• Cities participate in the MPO process and have jurisdiction over 
local roads




