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Workshop on Long-Range Urban Systems Planning 

Workshop Summary 
DARWIN G. STUART, Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc 
and JOSEPH L. SCHOFER, Northwestern University 

The principal finding of this workshop is that the 
rate of development of new techniques for travel 
forecasting has outstripped the rate of innovation 
in planning and policy analysis practice, which has 
resulted in the use of inappropriate, ineffective, 
and inefficient procedures in some (perhaps many) 
aspects of practice. Particularly at a time when 
issues and resource availability are changing 
rapidly and difficult decisions with implications 
for the long-term future of transportation systems 
and their users are being faced, more responsive and 
effective tools are needed to support policy choices. 

The gap between state of the art and state of the 
practice appears to be larger in the United States 
than in some European countries. 

Most members of the workshop believe such supe-
rior tools are available. Some doubt the accuracy 
of such tools in forecasting, although what is known 
of the accuracy of traditional methods is both 
limited and discouraging. Resources are not being 
applied to answer such critical questions regarding 
accuracy. The very agencies that supported develop-
ment of the innovative tools have not supported 
their testing or routine implementation but instead 
promote traditional and often unresponsive ap-
proaches. 

It was agreed that the essential problem with re-
spect to travel forecasting in long-range planning 
is this failure to implement potentially more effec-
tive tools. in today's planning environment in the 
United States, the policies of federal, state, and 
local governments provide no incentives for fore-
casts to be right, no penalties for being wrong. 
Since the marginal cost of innovation is greater 
then zero, professionals have a clear incentive to 
continue using old, often unresponsive travel-fore-
casting tools. Federal support for these tools, the 
unwillingness or inability of professionals to keep 
current, and the pressures of planning in a re-
source-constrained environment lead to a failure to 
use available, potentially better procedures. 

It is noted that precisely the same issues were 
raised at the 1972 Williamsburg conference on travel 
demand forecasting. Many research ideas stated 10 
years ago, through U.S. government funding, have 
borne fruit, which in the United States remains 
largely unharvested (although the European experi-
ence seems to have been better). Therefore, the 
conclusion is that the primary need in the area of 
concern is to move improved techniques into prac-
tice: technology transfer is the main issue. 

Unfortunately, achieving this transfer is not 
easy, nor is it even clear how to go about it. How-
ever, many members of the workshop felt that sig-
nificant institutional change is required, not only 
to encourage innovation, but to provide incentives 
and resources for it and to eliminate barriers to it 
caused by fostering the use of status quo approaches. 

Emerging transportation issues and options call 
for improved methods--and better use of existing 
methods--to predict their implications. These in-
clude the following: 

1. External trends 
Increasing resource prices 
Decreased system revenues 
Changes in economic structure  

Changes in life-styles 
Changes in the labor force participation 

rates by age and sex 
Changes in land development patterns 

2. Policy options 
Pricing changes 
Service cutbacks 
Regulatory reform 
Work-time rescheduling 
Improved technology 

Changes in key exogenous variables, not well pre-
dicted by other (nontransportation) forecasters, de-
mand that we have better input data. This may re-
quire that transportation planners expand the purvue 
of their concern. It is clear that many of the 
improved forecasting tools available require better 
(more precise, more diverse, more timely) data than 
are now available. 

Tools also need to change as the nature of op-
tions changes significantly. Emerging policy op- 
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The degree to which forecasts are understood and 
used in the decision process seems limited, perhaps 
because of ineffectiveness at communicating results 
and the unresponsiveness of tools to the problems at 
hand. For example, more sensitivity to the informa-
tional needs of state and local decisionmakers, 
particularly for dealing with project-level ques-
tions and issues (in a long-range setting), is 
needed. 

Furthermore, the uncertainty associated with 
forecasts seems to be increasing, yet the ability to 
define that uncertainty and to communicate it to 
clients (especially in the context of traditional 
forecasting models) is exceedingly poor. Uncer-
tainty is covered up or ignored, in part because 
there is little incentive to do otherwise. Clients 
and decisionmakers tend to prefer oversimplified, 
single-valued forecasts and to have difficulty with 
forecast ranges and associated probabilities or un-
certainties. 

Three areas need action. First, there is a need 
to implement improved but existing (or available) 
methods. This is termed technology transfer. There 
appear to 'be many good targets for such implementa-
tion, including the following: 

Sketch-planning methods, 
Cost and revenue forecasting techniques, and 
Planning methods for urban goods movement. 

Technology transfer is critical, although it is 
unlikely to work without institutional change. What 
is needed is a useful, improved product, a receptive 
customer, and the resources to change. Existing 
theories of learning and communications can be ap-
plied to facilitate this process. This applies par-
ticularly to understanding decisionmaker behavior 
and seeking change through education on key trans-
portation issues. There is a marketing dimension 
here that involves convincing decisionmakers of the 
utility of travel analysis tools and their outputs. 
Promising methods may include the following: 

"Road shows," 
Professional seminars, 
How-to manuals, 
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On-site demonstrations and "turnkey" delivery 
of new methods, 

NCHRP and NCTRP syntheses, 
Short courses, and 
More effective use of nearby academic insti-

tutions. 

The European experience with innovation of im-
proved forecasting methods is rather better than 
that in the United States. It may be worthwhile to 
compare the contexts and determine what can be 
learned from non-U.S. colleagues. 

Second, there are important needs to demonstrate 
the application of new methods to show their utility 
to potential users and to test their efficacy. 
Where appropriate (probably not in the long-range 
context, because of problems of measuring outcomes 
and comparing with predictions), such formal tests 
are desirable to show potential users that the use 
of such techniques is feasible, cost-effective, and 
likely to lead to more useful products than those 
available from traditional methods. This activity 
needs strong support, careful planning, and compre-
hensive documentation. This activity could be a 
program of well-designed experiments, perhaps in the 
context of several field-test sites. Candidates for 
such demonstrations include the following: 

Market segmentation analysis methods, 
Improved survey techniques (small samples, 

panel methods, etc.) for updating origin-destination 
surveys, 

Attitudinal analysis methods and choice ex-
periments, 

Behavioral games and traveler decision simu-
lation, 

Trip generation and mode-choice modeling, and 
Nested logit techniques, e.g., to analyze 

travel impacts of service cutbacks. 

Comparative assessment of available travel anal-
ysis techniques by using site-specific demonstrative 
applications is also needed. Criteria, procedures, 
and specification tests for choosing among both 
traditional and newer analysis techniques should be 
developed to assist practitioners in application. 
For example, guidance regarding choice of available 
sketch-planning techniques is needed, showing under 
what conditions they are best utilized. 

While other, more focused research is also needed 
and desired, the first priority must be technology 
transfer, so that the backlog of new ideas moves 
into practice. 

Third, some key additional research needs rele-
vant to long-range planning are as follows: 

Improvement of methods of forecasting exogen-
ous variables to capture and anticipate important 
changes; 

Development of appropriate data bases for us-
ing responsive models to analyze emerging policy op-
tions and exogenous changes; 

Development of improved, capabilities to pre-
dict commodity movements, urban and intercity, given 
changes in facilities, policies, and the economy; 

Characterization and communication to dcci-
slonmakers of uncertainty associated with forecasts; 

Development of methods to utilize activity 
analysis and attitudinal data in improved travel-
forecasting models, both passenger and freight; 

Analysis of relationships between life-style 
and life-cycle trends and travel needs and behavior 
for use in improved travel models; and 

Development of methods to analyze demand-re-
duction policies, going beyond mode choice toward 
understanding more* fundamental changes in travel 
behavior. 

Long-Range Urban Transportation Planning: Are We Creating 
New Life or Resuscitating a Dinosaur? 
JOSEPH L. SCHOFER, Northwestern University 

Specifying future needs for long-range transporta-
tion planning is a challenge not easily met. This 
is because it is not at all clear what real needs 
long-range planning does, and can, meet in today's 
environment. True, this form of planning has been 
around a long time, and many exciting and lasting 
ideas and proposals have come from it (1). The idea 
of planning in general, and particularly long-range 
planning, is rich in logic. We need to prepare for 
the future by anticipating its attributes, explorinq 
alternative ways to meet them, recommending pre-
ferred system development schemes, and specifying 
the resources required to implement them. Uncer-
tainty about the future, the likelihood of major 
changes, and the high costs, large impacts, and lonq 
lead times associated with many options demands that 
we be cautious, exploratory, and prepared. 

Indeed, the original long-range transportation 
plans took up this challenge, developed new methods 
and models, tested• many interesting ideas, and pro-
duced reports that were rich with proposals, excit-
imp, and sometimes influential. This was particu-
larly true of the grand old studies such as those  

done in Chicago, Detroit, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, 
and New York; many important methodological bells 
and whistles, not to mention policy-development con-
tributions, have been added by later studies. 

The federal government, responding to the suc-
cesses of early long-range transportation planning 
efforts (and particularly to the availability of 
tools) as well as to the enlightened philosophy that 
planning, as exploration of and preparation for the 
future, makes sense, seemed to agree that long-range 
comprehensive transportation planning was good for 
almost everyone. Hence, an expanding, seemingly in-
finite series of regulations was promulgated that 
mandated this kind of planning for all major cities 
desiring federal capital grants, first for highways 
and later for transit. 

With no dispute as to the methodological, concep-
tual, and pragmatic contributions of long-range 
transportation planning, it appears that somewhere 
along the way things changed. Although planning was 
to be an analysis process in support of decisionmak-
ing, long-range planning, like a campus barbershop 
in the 1960s, began to appear increasingly like a 
service without a market. The reason? Although 
there was support for long-range planning, there ap- 


