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ABSTRACT : The mushrooming costs of urban public transport and
prevailing Ffiseal conditions should Precipitate g
major reappraisal of urban public transport in
Australia., Throughout the world a number of citiag
are questioning the relevance of traditional wrban
public tramspore arrangements (e.g. the 'Big Bus Bang"*
in the United Kingdom). Stemming from thig pProcess in
the United States are a wealth of irnovative ideas
that promise top increase resource efficiency (with or
without subsidies}. Thesge ideas for redesigning and

ublic transport invelve changes
ovel ways of financing systems.
How relevant are they to Australjian cities?
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INTRODUCTION
resiosia L L0l

Whe'll come a=waltzing Matilda,

my darling,
Who'll come a~waltzing with me?

4«B. [ Banjo ] Paterson

Cities in Australia and the United States have much in common
—= the 15 per cent difference {in car ownership in favour of the latter
is barely noticeable. destinations in both sets of
i largest residential shopping
the outer suburbs. Observers

evance of conventional urban
publie transport arrangements focused on the Central

District; they are also taking note of the fal
Bang' in Great Britain (Baylisgs, 1986;

London Transport International, 1986). This reappraisal hag been
prompted by the diminishing market for conventional transport
services. Buses, - trains and tramg operating on fixeqd Toutes, set

schedules and fixed fares worked well whepn most jobs and homes were
located in the inner cities,

Business
I-out from the *Big Bus
Blundred, 1986; Brown, 1986;

a large proportion of the population
lived within easy reach of bus, train and tram routes, and trip
destinations were focused on the central arsa

« A8 exemplifiag by the
gY employment to pew suburban
apply.

relocation of office and high technolo
megacentres, thege conditions no longer

Emerging from this r'eappi'aisal in the United

States of
interest to Australians 1s 4 hew conception of how urban public
transport systems should function in the future. Central to thig
conception are the principles of choice, diversity and competition.
This new Perspective recogniges that the yr

ban transport market ig not
highly Segmented, requiring different types of
services for different client greups ({.a. by destination, rige of
day, age group, price elasticity of demand and level of comfort) (cf.
Commonwealth Bureau of Roads, 1976). The view also acknowledges that
in an environment isolated from 1iocal control and Ccompetition,
centralised public Lransport systems are incteasingly being challenged
48  unresponsive, inefficient and inflexible. In respoase ro this
situation in the United States, prompted by the phaged withdrawal of
federal funding and practical limits to 8Cate and loeal government
finance, there is Fecognition that urbanp transport will have to depend
On  partnerships Dbetween the public ang private sectors. These
public-private Partnerships have generated wealth of innovative ideas

that promise to increase resource efficiency {with or without
subsidy). As shown in Table 1, these ideas for redesigning  urbap
public tramsport involve:

monolithic but is

{a) changes in organisation;

(B) novel ways of financing Systems;

and
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Table 1 Forging public-
government sgenciesg

private Partnerships batween
and the privata sactor

Decision procesg Toint aetion Results
Restructured * Separating policy * organfsation to
institutions

from operation address mobility

goals
* organisation * goals that
in the private include the
sector private sector
Flaancing * shared risk-taking * quality Cransport
= the joint venture System
'Delivery * performance * improved mobility
contracts
* treating more * efficient &
than a ride effective
services

Scurce: Adapted from Rice Center (mn.d.).

(¢) an expansion in the private operation
of transport services.

Our intention is to summarise these ideas by drawing heavily on the
liferature on  public~private Partunerships. Particular attention ig
focused op Papers produced by the Joint Center for Urban Mobility at
the Houston-based Rice Centar (n.d., 1982, 1983, 1985a,b), Lave
{1985), oOrski {1985a, b, 1986) and Hoel (1986) and d1
relevance, albetr briefly, to redesigning urban public transport in
Australig which is similarly "

subsidigs for all modeg reaching $890 miliion in 1984~85 (gae Amos,

1985; Scrafton and Starrs, 1987). The end-resul: may contribute to a
. broader discussion of how to Testructure urban public transport

Systems in ga way that better responds to current needs and figeal
. realities.
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QRGANISATIONAL CHANGES

Suggested organisational changes have focused on three
questions: (i) 1is it desirable to incorporate witrhin a single agency
both spomsorship (planning, financing, arranging) and the supply
(operation) of public transport; (il) should a single organisation be
the sole supplier for a metropolitan area; and (iii) what should be
the relationship between the public and private sectors?

A Single Agency?

The general view now propagated in the United States is that
government transport agencies should function as policy-makers that
decide which services are required and determine that they are
delivered by others in the most cost-effective manner. Such an
arrangement would overccome the conflicts of interest where the private
sector 1is controlled by a government agency which, in turm, 1s an
operator. This conflict occurs in Australian cities where public
agencies function as both policy-maker and operator. A division
between arranging for services and supplying them is perhaps long
overdue in Australia. Although attention in the United States, notably
Chicago, Newport News (Penn.), San Francisco, San Diego and
Minneapelis—St Paul, has been focused on bus operations there iz no
reason why state-run rallways and tramways should not be considered
candidates for organisational restructuring.

A Sole Provider?

There 1s now a widely—held belief in the United States, as
instanced in Minneapolis—-S5t Paul, Kansas City and the District of
Columbia, that regulations designed to preserve a transit monopoly
for an entire metropolitan area should be waived to permit community
transit by local government as a way of improving responsiveness and
quality of service. Large—scale, government—owned bus systems in the
United States are seen to be less efficient and more costly to operate
than smaller—scale, decentralised systems. Within Australia, State
‘Governments are the sole providers of urban mass transit in Adelaide,
Perth and WNewcastle, and the Federal Government in Canberra.
{Brisbane 18 the only centre with an elected metropolitan government
though the State operates the railways). The substitution of these
centralised services by a patchwork of uncoordinated systems in
Australian cities would be controversial. Even if there 1is no
fragmentation of ownership, however, there is an opportunity for a
single government-owned organisation to be run on regional lines as
smaller-scale systems are generally more efficient, 1less costly to
operate and more sensitive to community needs.
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Public or Private?

Finally, there is the question of chan
between the public and private sector
of the provision of public transport
prompted the conviction in the United Staces that urban transport is a
cooperative task. By contracting for service with private operators
there is scope for improving the efficiency and lowering the cost of
some services. Besides providing a more competitive and market—
oriented environment for public transport services private sector
involvement also raises the poeslbility of a greater variety of
financing arrangements and funding sources. Unlike the United States,
the private sector has been retained in some Australian cities notably
in Wollongong, where ir is the sole supplier of bus transport, and in
Melbourne, Sydney and, to a lesser extent in Brisbane, where it
provides primarily outar suburban bus services. If United States
practice was sustained in Australia, however, a more active role would
not only be accorded te private transport operators but also to
business leaders and land developers. Advocates for organisational
change in the United States bage their arguments on the premise that
governments will no longer have the required finances to respond to
all transport needs, making it necessary for the private sector to
become a partner in meeting these requirements (see Weiner, 1984).

ges in the relationship
The growing financial burden
by government-operators has

FINANCING

Noval ways of reintroducing private participation in
transport and financing tange from cost saving measures, through debt-
financing techniques to alternative funding sources, including
property-owner involvement in local transport, business involvement in
downtown transport and community-based and cooperative transport. Asg
outlined by Hoel (1986: iii), these innovative techniques concentrate
on  capturing some of the economic benefitsg resulting from public
transport improvements {i.e. user charges, indireet beneficiary

investments and attempts to Increasé private sector involvement wvia
joint venture efforts or by raising capital).

Developer and Property-owner Involvement

Private developers in United States clities are no longer able
to. rely on public funding to underpin their projects and are being
encouraged by local government incentives to assume some transport
investment responsihilities. Developers and property-owner
participation. has involved: impact fees, special benefit assessments,
aegotiated transport agreements, transit improvements and Eransport
System management programs for private suburban centres (Table 2).
These transport commitments by developers are secured by case-by-case
negotiations involving a mixture of: ‘carrots’, such as reduced
parking space in exchange for carpoocling and vanpooling programs;
'sticks' based on discretionary permits requiring plans for adequate
public transport provision; and voluntary initiatives such as
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Table 2 Developer and property—owner involvement
in wurban traansport

Method : Assessment Example
Development Contribution to road San Diego, Ca.
impact improvements adjacent to Palm Beach Co., Fla
fees development sites

affected by generated

traffic
Special Property owners assessed Pedestrian mall
benefit share of total cost of (e.g. Minneapolis)
agsessments specific improvement Miami Downtown

based on front footage, People Mover

lot area & land value

Negotiated Stipulate specific off- Irvine Company,

transport site transport improve— Orange Co., Ca.,

agreements ments to be financed or $US 60 mill. to
provided in~kind by : improve transport
developer

Iransit Financial participation New York

improvements in construction & station
modernisation of transit reconstruction
facilities

I'ransport Handcrafted tramsport South Coast Plaza,

system management program Orange Co., Ca.

Danagement (ineluding carpools, == 'the busiest

in suburban vanpools, shuttle buses, mall in the US'

megacentres circulation services,

. (population parking management &
20-30,000) short-term car remntal)

Source: Based on Rice Center (1985a); Orski (1985a,b).

transport programs on university campuses. Enforcement and monitoering
of developer commitments are achieved by covenants on land, contracts,
occupancy permits, performance bonds and one-time fees. Traditionally,
in Australia private developers have considered urban transport as a
public respomsibility to be financed by local, State or Federal
government. Could developers be convinced in a period of fiscal
restraint for State and local government to play a bigger part in
financing urban public transport in Australia?
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Table 3 Business involvement in managing
downtown transport

Task

Assistance

Example

Clarifying
/identifying
problems :
& solutions

Assisting
public sector
in packaging
projects

Diraect role
role in
implementation

Financial
support

Monitoring
transport
process

Provisions of
infermation to predict
travel demand

Businesses use their
political power

Encouragement of
ride sharing &
parking management

Fitancing of transport
transport improvements
in- part or totally

Representation on
downtown business
committees

Los Angeles
Transportation Task
Force {government &
business)}

Downtown Council of
Minneapolis lobbying for
light rail transit at-
or above grade

Ridesharing program

in Los Angeles fringe
car parking & pedestrian
skyway in Minneapolis

Financing of CBD circular
bus for one year in

Los Angeles; promotion of
value capture on Wilshire
Corridor of 1A Metro Rail
(25% cost)

Santa Clara Co. Manufact-—
uring Group in San Jose,
Ca. funded poll of Bay
Area voters re— gas levy

for local transport revenue

Source: ﬁased.on Rice Center (19835a); Orski (1983a,b).

Business Involvemenr. in Downtown Transport

Self-interest of business organilsations in the United States
has motivated their interest in the transport activities to, frém and
within the Central Business District. Prompted by peak—~hour
congestion generated by tigh-density employment centres the business
sector has been : involved with government agencies in supporting
specific, low-cost improvements within a local . area transport
management . framework that promises to decrease congestion and increase
mobility (e.g. changes to pedestrian movements, light rail transit,
mass tramsit, carpooling and parking). As illustrated in Table 3,
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Table 4 Community-based and cooperative transport

Mechanisms Objectives Example
Civie & Serve targeted groups New York City contract -
neilghbourhood (e.g. handicapped, aged for supplementary
associations or sick) above minimum
Homeosmers' Deed-based covenants Fairfax Co., Va. two
associations ensure all property apartment complexes
owners join self- operate shuttle buses
assessing associations
Cooperative Nom-profit co-ops run Colombia, Maryland,
arrangements commuter buses co~op runs 123 commuter
_ buses
Mobility ¢lubs Organised primarily Ardmore, Penn., Point-
for elderly using to-Point Club (USS 8 per
part-time drivers hour; US$10 amrnual fee)
Iransport Voluntary associations El Segundo/LAX internmat-
management .: formed by employers, ional airport carpool &
associations developers, shopping vanpool for workers, bike
centre managers etc. paths & reversible lanes

Source: Based on Rice Center (1985a); Oréki (1985a,b)

business organisations have assisted government agencies and transport
suppliers in: (a) clarifying or identifying problems areas and
potential solutioms; (&) assisting the public sector with decision—
making and lobbying; (c¢) playing a direct role in implementation; (d)
financial support; and (e) monitoring the transport process. Clearly,
cooperative public—private sector partnerships exist in Central
Business Districts 1Im Australia but their American

. counterpatrts
have demonstrated how these arrangements can be formalised

Community-based and Cooperative Iran.sPort

Community groups and voluntary organisations are now
supplying transport services that were previously the exclusive
preserve of government agenciles. As outlined in Table 4, some city
governments are contracting civic and voluntary associations and
homeowners' associations to provide wider services than those supplied
for the handicapped and elderly. In other cities, community transport
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cooperatives are forming 'ciubs' to provide downtown services and
businesses are creating voluntary associations to provide transport
services to major suburban centres and ex—urban arsas without public
transport. Within Australia there are several examples of civie and
neighbourhood assocfations and 'mobility clubs' providing services
for the handicapped and elderly but instances of homeowner
associations, commuter buses and Lransport management associations are
difficult to find.

Private Participation im Iransport Financing

As traditional revenue sources in the United States are not
generating sufficient funds government sources are seeking private
sector participation. Apart from cost-saving measures, attempts are
being made to supplement traditional revenue sources with alternative
funding sources and debt—financing techniques.

Alternative sources. These alternatives are hased on the
principle that the cost of transport improvements should be borse by
the beneficiaries =~— direct users, indirect users (real estate
developers) and the cummunity—in—general Techniques for capturing the
value of economic benefits to these groups involve user charges (e.g.
motor vehicle fees, tolls, commercial parking fees, and taxes on motor
fuels), Indirect beneficiary assessments and attempts to inerease
private participation in public projects by either joint development
efforts or raising private capital (Hoel, 1986: 1ii). As user charges
{and advertising and concessions) are generally well-developed in
Australia actention is focused on indirect users and the possibillties
for increased private sector involvement.

The techniques for capturing the value of benefits “to
indirect users are often difficult to apply (Jobnson and Hoel, 1986).
Nevertheless, local jurisdictions in the United States have imposed
development impact fees on real estate development and placed special
benefit assessments on properties benefiting from their proximity to a
station or shopping mall (e.g. South California Rapid Transit
District) - which are used to finance bonds for transport Iimprovements
(Table 5). In addition, they have used tax incentives derived from
public transport Iiamprovements (e.g. Embarcadere Station i1in San
Francisco) and dedicated taxes to improve transport services (three—-
ninths of 1 per cent beer tax in Birmingham, Alabama, and half of 1
per cent sales tax 1in Los Angeles County). Apart from private
donations and subsidies for the provision of roads and transport
services (e.g. rehabilitation of San Francisco's historic central
areas and Incorporation of transit centre within shopping precinct at
Newport Beach, Califormia), the remaining alternative is to generate
revenve from leasing development rights and facilities: space above,
below or at-grade with railway stations and highways. Of all " these
techniques in the United States the dedicated tax has had the most
revenue potential. Yet, together with the special assessment district
and taxation increment levies, it would probably be the most
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Table 5 Alternative funding sources

Source Mechanism Example

Development Charges or other conditions Transit

fees imposed upon developments development fee
to mitrigate or compensate San Francisco
for impact of project

Special Some or all of costs borme 'Eighteen

benefit by properties benefiting planned

assessment from project districts in

districts San Francisco

Property Projected Increases in _ Embarcadero

tax property tax revenues used Station

increments for bonds to finance public San Francisco
transport improvements

Dedicated ‘Dedicated taxes are Los Angeleé

taxes considered to be a mechanism taxing the County
for community-at-large (e.g. 1/2 % sales tax
sales and property taxes) for rail transit

Private Monetary or property Newport Beach, Ca.,

donations donations for capital

& subsidies

Leasing

development

rights & .
facilities

improvements or extension
of services

Eminent domain power
of public entities used to

‘obtain air & subsurface

rights in excess of those
for which land was condemned

land for transie
centre & donmation
for shuttle bus

Leasing-joint
development
project for
Southern California
Rapid Transit
Distriet

Source: Based on Rice Center (1985),_Hoe1 (1986).

difficult  to épply in Australia. Indeed, the Australian States have

many examples

development
facilities.

of private donations and subsidies,
impact

variants = of

fees and the leasing of development rights and

impertance of land and air rights is illustrated by
the Adelaide Station Environs Redevelopment and the Victoria Central
Project in Melbourne (see Rimmer 1987a for further details). :
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* Adelaide Starion Environs Redevelopment (ASER): As the environs of
the Adelaide railway station were not realising their fyll commercial
potential the South Australian Government used its powers in 1984 o
alienate what wag once parkland and remove the railway Iland from
planning and building controls exercised by the City -of Adelaide
{South Australian Parliament No. 31 of 1984)., 1t has agreed to
$160million redevelopment of the site through a joint’ venture batween
the Japanese construction company, Kumagai Gumi, and: the South
Australian Superannuation Fund Investment Trust (SASFIT).  The
completed project will comprise the 400 room Hyace International
Hotel, a convention centre housing 2500 delegates, a commercial office
tower, rpark and a caginog. Joint ‘venturers
further

years. Project

jeint company  involving Kumagai Gumi and Adelaide~based
congultancy firm Pak~Poy and Kneebone Pty Ltd. The end-result will be
a2 highly commercial development designed to maximise returns from
financial investment. Co

In competitive real estate, as instanced by the Victoria
Central Project 1p Melbourne, developers are leasing air- space in
return for the advantages associated with the particular sita.

Ihe Victoria Central Project, Melbourne: Ihe Victorian CGovernment's
Victoria Central project is anp office-tourism~retail complex that 1ig
being built above t d station by Kumagail Gumi. When
finished the project was intended to rise eighty-four storeys -— the
largest building in the  Southern Hemisphere with a glass atrium
tall enough to éncase a historic shot tower. It was also to include
about 200 specialty shops, a large discount store and a giant ' people
mover' and was expected to employ 7500 people. Although it hag been

scaled down to Seventy-two and then forty-six Ievels the Victo:ia
Central Project i3 one way of providing a steady and dependable Stream
of income during the life of the lease. o

) Debt-financing. Debt-financing involves a government agency
in- attempting to spread payment for major capital improvements over
‘time to wmatch revenue flows. In the United States, for example,
manufacturers provide funds to government agencies to purchasge
equipment by offering attractive loans or loan guarantees from banks
or other financial institutions; foreign suppliers may zlso be able to
draw on low-cost lpang from export~import banks {EF Hutton & Company
Ine., 1986). 8imilar faciljities are available in Australig as
witnessed by mining railways, monorails, road tumnels and the proposed
Darwin~Alice Springs railway and high speed rail links; these
Provide examples of borrowing, equity contributfons (i.e. " joint
development rights discussed above) and current revenues (i.e. pay~as—
you=go). Thus, a brief examination is made of the Sydney Harbour
Tunnel - and the Very Fast train to illustrate the range of private
financing available for constructing transport facilities. o
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* Sydney Harbour Tunmnel: Subsurface rtights and toll financing can be a
significant source of revenue as witnessed by the four—lame Sydney
Harbour +tunnel to be built by Kumagai and its local partner,
Transfield Ltd (with Westpac's Merchant Banking Division acting as
financial adviser and financier). Kumagai and Transfield will be the
only shareholders in the Sydney Harbour Tunnel Co., which will
construct, own and cperate the tunnel for 30 years from completion in
1992 before it reverts at no cost to the State; a separate
Iransfield-Kumagai Joint Venture will build the tunnel for the Sydney
Harbour Tunnel Co. for §$408 million at 1986 values {(which over the
five year 1life of the project will increase at 8 per cent to total
$530 million). The joint venturers will put $7 million equity in the
Sydney Harbour Tunnel Company and subscribe A$40 million in capital
loans. The major source of funds will come from the New Scouth Wales
Government which will be lending A$223 million (equivalent to the
tolls pajd on the Sydney Harbour Bridge over the construction period
between 1987 and 1992). The interest-free loan will be paid in monthly
ingtallments and will not be repayable wntil the end of the thirty-
year comstruction period ia the year 2022. In addition, Westpac has
agreed on behalf of the Sydney Harbour [unnel Company te underwrite
the 1issue of inflation-indexed, thirty-year tunnel bonds for 5394
million at intervals over the construction period. An additional $113
million for servicing the bonds will be added to the total cost of
5665 million when the tunnel is opened (a figure that includes start-
up costs of $22 milliom).

An 'ensured revenue stream agreement' will provide the Sydney Harbour
Tunnel Company's project revenue. Under this arrangement the Tunnel
Company will not only keep tunnel receipts but will receive a
guaranteed cash flow based on agreed projections of tumnel and bridge
traffic (minus tunnel receipts). . Initially, the $0.20 southbound
bridge toll will be increased to $1 inflation-indexed in 30 cents
increménts from 31 May 1987 (prompting fears that the toll could
reach an estimated A$30 by the time the tunnel reverts to the State
in thirty years). By 1992, when the bridge is completed, the toll is
expected to be $1.50 for both the bridge and the tunnel. This
"agreement Is renegotiable 1f inflation.exceeds set. limits: 6.5 - 8
per cent annually between 1987 and 1991; .2.5 - 5 per cent 1992-2001;
and 1 - 4 per cent 2012-21 (McDonald, - 1987). Although the Tunnel
Company would not be able to realise a surplus at the lower levels of
inflation established under this agreement it would be able to meet
cost and repay bonds as it would not have to repay the $223 million
loan. At the upper level of inflation the Funnel Cowmpany would make a
gross surplus of $1.2 billion on 1986 values but would net $18
million after repaying the loams and servicing the bonds. These
prospects suggest that the joint venturers may endeavour to dispose
of the tunnel to other interests after its completion. The State,
however, would gain considerable revenue if high levels of inflation
occur and tolls are indexed to inflation but may have to pay §4
million per year if cross—harbour traffic falls below 10 per cent of
forecast demand. .
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The next example carries ug beyond
illustrates how the private
coatemplating funding Projects
projects ig virtually over.

* Very Fast Train: 7he 'Very Fast Traip’ wDuld‘liak-Sydney and- Canberra
in one hour and and Canberra and Melbourne in twe . hours.,- : Kumagai
: Gumi, through its subsidiary Kumagai (NSw) Pty Ltd, is also: involved
in this massive $3.6 billion Project. On this occasion, - it:is ip -1
Joint venture with TNT Management Pty Led and Elders IXI - Ltd: “that
‘promises to change the Austraiian urban 8ystem.  Although the initial
feasibility study 1z still ig Progress
Japanese financiaj and engineering community which hag
propagating high speed traing {e.g. Sumitomo have
between Los Angeles and San Diego). No doubt,
tapped to support urban public transport.

urban transport byt
Sector may be galvanised inteo
in an era when federally—financed rail

suggested " one
these sourceg could be

These examples gsuggest that the privare
convinced that they should share some of the
transport Infrastructyre In Australia.
the private sector will want a gTeater
process before decigiong are made.

‘seCtoT " can  bhe
burden of providing
The corollary, however, is' that
say in the transport"planning

DELIVERY

As the organisatrional changes and nova} ways of[;financing
transport systems in the United States have been described attention
can  be focused on the private operation of transport  -in American

cities as it holds further Suggestions for restructuring Australian
public transport. Although gome relief has been afforded - by
' conventional strategies, such ag cutbacks in seérvices, fare increases,
advertising apd increases in labour productivity, QOrgki {1985a) - ‘has
highlighted contracting as a means of redesigning uyrbanp “transport
services. If these were adopted the -urban public transport system of
- the future would comprise a network of conventional buses and trains

- operating along densely populated corridoers with more flexible
alternatives meeting particular needs. . .

Contracting

Instead of trying to be the exclu
“transport services much emphasis has heep

» Gluliano and Morlok, 1986) and taxis (Rosenbloa
1985). Incidentally, work by Waliis (1983) on the relative ‘cast
" advantages of private buses over Public buses in Australia is ’gften
quoted to lend international support to contracting in American
cities. An analysis of peak-hour private bus operations in seven major
Detropolitan areas ia the United States by the Urban Mobility
Corporation (1985) also paints to significant oppeortunities for
converting publicly-operated transit services ipte unsubsidised
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operations (see alsgo Kemp and Kirby, 1985). A scheme in Los Angeles
inveolves transferring publicly-operated vehicles to major corridors
from eighteen routes and allowing private buses to operate on them.
Drawing its inspiratiomn from United Srates experience, the Victorian
Ministry of Transport and later the Metropolitan Transit Authority
negotiated with the Bus Proprietors' Association of Victoria to
develop a contract arrangement (though a tendering process has yet to
be established). Further progress in contracting could be made in
Australian cities by relaxing regulations governing taxicabs te permit
greater use of shared-ride taxis, fixed route taxis and taxipooling --—
a step towards taxi-buses and bus-taxig that bridge the gap between
the two modes. In charting out America's future Orski (1985a) has

drawn specific attention to the pivotal reles that could by played by
the commuter bus and paratransit services.

Comruter bus

'Club buses' in Chicago, Los Angeles, WNew York and San
Francisco 1illustrate contracting for peak hour express commuter
services. Each club specifies the pick-up and delivery points,
collects dues and makes monthly .payments to the transport agency.
Other jurisdictions purchase the buses and lease out .the . buses to

private operators. Alcthough there are few Australian equivalents it
could be an ares for experimentation.

Paratransit

The replacement of fixed route buses with small privately—
operated vehicles (taxls or minibuses) is another strategy that has
gained widespread acceptance in the United States from Lexington in
Massachusetts to Santa Fe in New Mexico. Such paratransit systems
have been touted as practical solutions for satisfying the off-peak
and low density needs of Australia's major cities. These paratransit
systems, however, have far greater potential and could be: (i) a
metropolitan-wide service; (ii) a supplier of high quality services
during peak periods; (iii) a complement to conventional transit (i+e.
a feeder service); and (iv) a specialised service for particular
market needs (Bureau of Iransport Economics and Director General of
Transport South Australia, 1980; Rimmer, 1987b).

A major barrier to the growth of private transport ia the
United States, however, has been the contractural obligations to
labour. Any contraction of the public sector has had to be managed in
way that has been sensitive to the rights of workers and avoided
massive lay-offs. Worker cooperatives have been highlighted in the
United States as omne way of converting public monopolies irto
competitive employee~owned private corporations. Will labour bhe an
insurmountable - barrier to the testructuring of urban public transport
in Australian cities or can some similar accomnodation be made?
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CONCLUSION

The development of public-private partnerships in the Unitad

States has produced an array of techniques for organising, financing
and delivering services. In particular, they have: highlighted the
potential role of the real estate developer in sharing the costs of
land use—transport development with government agencies; pinpointed
the possible functien of the busineasman resolving transport
management problems within the Central Business Digtrice; emphasised
the scope for further community involvement in supplying neighbourhood
services; and the opportunities for bankers to finance transport
infrastructure operators. these public-private
partnerships ' ' agencies.
trangport

more sensitive to the disparate

Many of the tacimiques uged In the United States are not
new 1In an Australiap context — there are several Parallels or close
variants. The lessons from the United States, however, is that a
mechanism has been established to codify and detail  thege public-
private partnerships. The .Joint Center for Mobility Researceh -- a
program of the Rice Center in Houston — was established in 1982 4o
develop public~private partnerships aimed at resolving mobility
problems. In the brocess the Joint Center hag documented %any examples
in its regearch Teports of how services and facilities been
supplied by public-private partnershipg.. Sinpce 1985, these eXamples

ted in Private Sactor Briefs =- ap ongoing series

iles (Rice Center, If this mechanism was
applied in Australia we would not only learn from each other... about
innovative techniques but, return, offer ideasg for . overgeas
consumption. .
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