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The first version of this document was produced in April 2005. Its prepara-

tion was funded by The Ontario Trillium Foundation, an agency of the On-

tario Ministry of Culture. The Foundation receives annually $100 million of 

government funding generated through Ontarioôs charity casino initiative. It 

provides grants to eligible charitable and not-for-profit organizations in the 

arts, culture, sports, recreation, environment and social service sectors.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
During 2007-2009, the Public Health Agency of Canada (PHAC) supported 

production of versions of the Ontario guidelines document for each of the 

other provinces. This update of the Ontario version was produced in the 

course of that work. Its production was funded partly by PHAC and partly 

by a subsequent grant from The Trillium Foundation for dissemination of the 

Ontario guidelines.  

 

 

 

 

 

Apart from inclusion of new sources and data, the main difference between 

this and the 2005 version of the Ontario Guidelines  is a reduction in the 

number of guidelines from 27 to 21, in response to feedback on the  

guidelines from Ontario and elsewhere in Canada. The differences between 

the sets of 27 and 21 guidelines are specified in Part II of this document, 

where the 21 guidelines are set out.    
 

 

 

 

Other acknowledgements are on Page 74 
  



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 3 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Summary ......................................................................................................................... 7 

Part I. Towards guidelines ............................................................................................... 9 

1. Why have these guidelines ............................................................................... 10 

1.1. Arguments for guidelines .........................................................................................................10 

1.2. Rural children and youth need guidelines too ..........................................................................13 

2. Transport and land use ..................................................................................... 14 

3. Transport and young peopleôs health ................................................................ 16 

3.1. Young people are especially vulnerable ..................................................................................16 

3.2. Links among transport, physical activity, overweight, and ill health in young people ...............16 

3.3. Traffic-related fatalities and injuries .........................................................................................17 

3.4. Effects of traffic-related poor air quality, including poor in-vehicle air quality ...........................18 

3.5. Effects on emotional and behavioural development ................................................................20 

3.6. Links with land use ..................................................................................................................22 

3.7. Concluding comment ...............................................................................................................23 

4. Factors determining young peopleôs walking and cycling .................................. 24 

5. Identifying the travel needs of children and youth ............................................. 25 

Part II. The guidelines ................................................................................................... 27 

6. General considerations in guideline development ............................................. 28 

7. Putting children and youth first .......................................................................... 29 

Guideline 1. In transport and land-use planning, the needs of children and youth should 

receive as much priority as the needs of people of other ages and the requirements of 

business. ................................................................................................................................. 29 

Guideline 2. Within each municipality, designate a staff member or council member, or both, 

as responsible for bringing the perspectives of young people to consideration of transport 

and land-use planning issues. ................................................................................................. 29 

Guideline 3. As may be appropriate, establish or adapt one or more forums for children and 

youth to ensure that their perspectives are considered by land-use and transport 

planners. .................................................................................................................................. 32 

8. Providing for children and youth as pedestrians ................................................ 33 

Guideline 4. Identify where children and youth want to go or need to go and, to the extent 

possible, provide ways of getting there by foot. ....................................................................... 33 

Guideline 5. Assess pedestrian routes used or to be used by children and youth to ensure that 

they are as safe and suitable for them as possible. [this guideline combines what were 

Guidelines 5 and 6 and their texts] .......................................................................................... 34 



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 4 

Guideline 6. Align sidewalks used by children and youth away from heavy traffic, perhaps with 

trees and other vegetation. [was Guideline 8; for what was Guideline 7, see Guideline 17 

below] ...................................................................................................................................... 35 

Guideline 7. Ensure that sidewalks are always cleared of ice and snow. [was Guideline 9] ............ 36 

9. Providing for children and youth on bicycles (and other wheels) ....................... 37 

Guideline 8. For older children and youth, ensure that destinations that cannot be a walk away 

are no more than a bicycle ride away. [was Guideline 10] ....................................................... 37 

Guideline 9. For younger children, ensure that sidewalks are suitable for their tricycles and 

bicycles. [was Guideline 11]..................................................................................................... 37 

Guideline 10. For destinations to be reached by bicycle, provide separate bicycle paths or 

trails or, if not possible, install bicycle lanes on regular roads. [was Guideline 12] .................. 39 

Guideline 11. Ensure that bicycle riders are well provided for at intersections and have 

sufficient priority for forward movement. [was Guideline 13].................................................... 40 

Guideline 12. At destinations, provide secure, convenient bicycle parking. [was Guideline 14] ....... 40 

10. Providing for children and youth as transit users ............................................... 41 

Guideline 13. Ensure that every part of a transit system is safe and welcoming to young 

people, and affordable. [combines what were Guidelines 16 and 18; what was Guideline 

15 is no longer included] .......................................................................................................... 41 

Guideline 14. Avoid transfers by routing vehicles where children and youth want to and need 

to go; make transfers easy where necessary. [was Guideline 17] ........................................... 42 

Guideline 15. Examine every aspect of a transit system from the perspective of a parent with a 

child in a stroller, and make adjustments to meet such a travellerôs needs. [was Guideline 

19; note that what was Guideline 18 is now part of Guideline 13] ........................................... 43 

11. Providing for journeys to and from school ......................................................... 44 

Guideline 16. Act to ensure that school policies and practices favour walking and cycling to 

and from school and other modes of active transport, or, where appropriate and possible, 

regular public transport. [this is a new guideline; its text is mostly that of the previous 

introduction to this group] ........................................................................................................ 44 

Guideline 17. For younger children, help arrange walking school buses and other means of 

supervision. [was Guideline 7] ................................................................................................. 44 

Guideline 18. Act to reduce the time children spend in school buses to a maximum of no more 

than 40 minutes per day. [was Guideline 20] ........................................................................... 45 

12. Reducing transportôs adverse impacts on children and youth  [this section 

includes material that was in a group of guidelines entitled óConcerning children and 

youth in automobilesô, which is no longer a separate group] ..................................... 48 

Guideline 19. Where destinations cannot be reached by foot, bicycle or transit, arrange land 

uses so that in-car time is reduced. [combines what were Guidelines 21 and 22, and their 

texts] ........................................................................................................................................ 48 

Guideline 20. Particularly in urban areas, post and enforce much lower speed limits. 

[combines what were Guidelines 23 and 25, and their texts] ................................................... 50 



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 5 

Guideline 21. Do what is possible to reduce amounts of motorized road traffic generally and 

reduce its impacts. [combines what were Guidelines 24, 26, and 27, and their texts] ............. 51 

Part III. Applying the guidelines ..................................................................................... 54 

13. Challenges, barriers, and actions to overcome the barriers ............................... 55 

14. Involving children and youth in identifying and resolving problems .................... 59 

15. Towards implementation of the guidelines ......................................................... 61 

Appendix A: Overview of Transit-Supportive Land Use Planning Guidelines (IBI 

Group, 1992) ....................................................................................................... 63 

Appendix B: Trends in weekday travel by young people in  south-central Ontario, 

1986-2006........................................................................................................... 65 

Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................... 74 

End Notes ..................................................................................................................... 79 

 

  



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 6 

 

If we can build a successful city for children we will  have a suc-

cessful city for all people.  

Enrique Peñalosa, former mayor of Bogotá, Colombia
1*

 

 

 

An epidemic of overweight and obesity is threatening Ontarioõs 

health. é We are now living in ôobesogenicõ environments: communi-

ties, workplaces, schools and homes that actually promote or  

encourage obesity . 

Dr. Sheela Basrur, Ontario Chief Medical Officer of Health
2
 

 

 

What is not so good for children is the complete loss of autonomy 

they suffer in suburbia. In this environment where all activities are 

segregated and distances are measured on the odometer, a child õs 

personal mobility extends no farther than the edge of the subdiv i-

sion. Even the local softball field often exists beyond the childõs 

independent reach.  

 

The result is a new phenomenon: the ôcul-de-sac kidõ who lives as a 

prisoner of a totally safe and u nchallenging environment. While this 

state of affairs may be acceptable, even desirable, through about 

age five, what of the next ten or twelve years? Dependent always 

on some adult to drive them, children are unable to practice being 

adults. They cannot r un so simple a household errand as picking up a 

carton of milk. They cannot bicycle to the toy store and spend 

their money on their own. They cannot drop in on mother at work. 

Most cannot walk to school. Even pickup baseball games are a thing 

of the past, with pare nts now required to arrange car -pooling with 

near-military precision, to transport the children at the appointed 

times. Children are frozen in a form of infancy, utterly dependent 

on others, bereft of the ability to introduce variety into their ow n 

lives, robbed of the opportunity to make choices and exercise 

judgement.  

Andres Duany, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, Jeff Speck
9
 

 

                                                 
 

* Superscript numbers throughout this document point to 129 reference and other notes that begin on Page 79. 
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Summary 

This document is in three parts. The first part provides reasons as to why land-use and 

transport
*
 planning should be made more child- and youth-friendly. The second part sets 

out 21 guidelines that could be applied in the course of a municipality or other agency 

becoming more child- and youth-friendly in its transport and land-use planning. The third 

part provides some discussion of implementation issues. 

 

The guidelines are prompted by disturbing trends in young peopleôs transport activity and 

related matters. They appear to be travelling much more by car, taking time that could be 

dedicated to exercise, including walking or bicycling to the destinations of the car jour-

neys. As well as exercising less, and weighing more, other effects may be associated with 

the lost exercise associated with the increased automobile use. They include reduced aca-

demic performance and compromised emotional development.  

 

Young people are especially vulnerable to adverse effects of motorized traffic. Notable 

are the effects of poor air quality, including poor air quality inside the vehicles they travel 

in and poor air quality arising from the overall level of motorized traffic in the commu-

nity.  

 

The transport needs of young people differ from those of adults, partly because their des-

tinations are different and partly because they travel differently. On schooldays, for ex-

ample, the majority of walking and cycling trips are made by young people notwithstand-

ing the recent large increase in travel by car. Thus, facilities for non-motorized modes are 

much more important for young peopleôs travel than they are for adults.  

 

Overall, about 20 per cent of all local trips may be made by young people, a significant 

share that impels attention to their transport needs.  

 

The proposed guidelines concern land use as well as transport because land use is a key 

factor in determining the transport patterns of young people as it is for adults. 

 

The 21 guidelines are grouped into six categories: putting young people first in land-use 

and transport planning; providing for them as pedestrians, as cyclists, and as transit users, 

providing for journeys to and from school, and reducing the impacts on young people of 

all transport activity on young people. 

 

Several barriers to addressing concerns about young people and transport are noted, and 

how they might be overcome. Opportunities for including young people in decision-

making about transport and land use are noted, and other pointers towards application of 

the guidelines are elaborated. 

                                                 
 

*  Except when quoting other documents, the shorter word transport is used here rather than transportation. This fol-

lows the use of the federal government in naming a department Transport Canada rather than Transportation Canada. 
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The guidelines have been prepared chiefly for use by municipalities and their agencies as 

a resource in making their land-use and transport planning more child- and youth-

friendly. They may well find application in other contexts including the work of school 

boards and relevant parts of provincial governments. The guidelines could be used to 

complement planning for active transport (i.e., non-motorized transport) and efforts to-

wards attainment of more sustainable communities. 

 

Use of the guidelines could result in communities that are not only more child- and 

youth-friendly but are more agreeable for persons of all ages, andðthrough their empha-

sis on active transportðmore sustainable. 



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 9 

PART I. TOWARDS GUIDELINES 
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1. Why have these guidelines 

 

1.1. Arguments for guidelines 

There are several reasons to be concerned about young people and todayôs transport, and 

about the related matter of how land is used. Here are some of them: 

ü Young people appear to be spending growing amounts of time in cars. 

ü Some of this car travel has replaced walking and bicycling, removing needed opportu-

nities for physical exercise. 

ü Some car travel has replaced transit use, reducing the present and the future viability 

of transit systems, and further reducing young peopleôs opportunities for exercise. 

ü Growth in young peopleôs travel by car may contribute to growth in the overall 

amount of motorized transport activity and thus increased emissions of globally active 

pollutants, including those associated with climate change. 

ü Being in cars can be harmful to occupants, because in-car air quality can be poor and 

because the view of the passing world through a windshield can be limiting. 

ü Young people travel to where young people gather, meaning that if they travel by car 

pollution from traffic in the vicinity of these placesðe.g., schoolsðwill be higher. 

ü Whether or not young people travel by car, they are especially susceptible to pollution 

from traffic and thus from the increased pollution that results from traffic growth. 

 

Section 3 below expands on these and other concerns.  

 

We discussed these concerns with several hundred people while conducting a project en-

titled Kids on the Move in Halton and Peel.
3
 Among them was the president of the Urban 

Development Institute of Ontario.
4
 We asked him why much suburban development, 

promoted as being for families, is not particularly child-friendly.  

 

The presidentôs response was illuminating. He said that producing child-friendly devel-

opment costs money or effort or both, and that unless developers were required to con-

struct such development they would be inclined not to do it. But, if there was a ólevel 

playing fieldô, with all the municipalities in a region requiring all residential development 

to be child-friendly, developers would do it, and even welcome doing it. Someone in each 

municipality could be responsible for ensuring that childrenôs needs were met, similar to 

the way in which the fire chief has to agree that every part of a development has good 

access to emergency vehicles. He put the ball clearly in the municipalitiesô court. 

 

We talked with municipal land-use planners. They could see the need for action, and they 

proposed production of a set of guidelines for child-friendly development. Ideally, the 

guidelines would be endorsed by the Ontario government, which would help ensure their 
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use. Some or all of them might even find their way into the Planning Act or into provin-

cial policy statements that municipalities are required to have regard to or follow.
5
 

Land-use arrangements are a key part of the context for concerns about transport and 

young people. They determine how far things are from each other, how much space is 

available for transport purposes, and whether transit can be viable. Transport arrange-

mentsðsuch as whether transit is available, and whether roads can be safely crossedð

are an equally important concern, and they are also mostly the responsibility of munici-

palities. (The link to land use is elaborated in Section 2.) 

 

We spoke to municipal transport planners. As with the land-use planners, the transport 

planners became convinced during our discussions that there are important issues con-

cerning transport and young people that should be addressed. They agreed that availabil-

ity of a set of child-friendly and youth-friendly transport planning guidelines would help. 

 

A model for the present guidelines is the document Transit-Supportive Land Use Plan-

ning Guidelines prepared for the Ontario government by the IBI Group in 1992, and 

available at a provincial government Web site.
6
 Some details about the document are in 

Appendix A, beginning on Page 63. The document is consulted and referred to by land-

use and transport planners concerned with facilitating the provision and use of transit, in 

Ontario
7
 and elsewhere.

8
  

 

However, this otherwise excellent guide may be considered to give too little considera-

tion of the needs of children and youth. It refers several times to the travel needs of very 

young children and their care-givers (e.g. managing strollers on transit vehicles, travel to 

and from daycare centres) but not to the special needs of older children and youth, even 

though theyðin particular youthðcan be major users of transit. An assumption of the 

document seems to be one we encountered in discussions with land-use and transport 

planners: children and youth have essentially the same needs as adults, and if adults are 

provided for so will be children and youth. It was written before children, youth, and 

transport began to be of concern. We will suggest in Section 5 that children and youth 

have different needs, including different destinations. 

 

Just how much children and youth travel by car, use transit, and walk and bicycle is illus-

trated in Appendix B, which begins on Page 65. The data presented there mostly concern 

travel on weekdays by young people aged 11-20 in the Toronto region, because available 

data only allow these parts of young peopleôs travel to be well characterized. There are 

indications too of travel at other times, in other places and by other age groups. The con-

clusions drawn in Appendix B apply strictly to specific circumstances only, but they may 

well hint at features of travel by young people in other parts of Ontario and perhaps other 

parts of Canada.  

 

The main conclusions drawn in Appendix B are these: 
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ü The average 11-15 year-old in 2006 made twice as many weekday trips by car as did 

the average person of this age group in 1986. Just over half of the additional trips by 

car were to and from school, replacing walking or bicycling, or trips by transit. The 

remaining added car trips were new trips, i.e., trips made in 2006 that were not made 

in 1986 (e.g., to a distance recreation centre or mall). 

ü Young people under 11 years may make even more weekday trips by car than young 

people aged 11-15.  

ü Young people aged 16-20 years also made more trips by car than 11-15 year-olds. 

However, the number of these trips per capita changed little between 1986 and 2006. 

Trips as car driver fell by about 40%, but this decline was offset by an increase in trips 

as car passenger. 

ü Travel by transit was lower among 11-15 year-olds in 2006 that in 1986; transit use by 

16-20 year-olds was slightly higher. Overall in 2006, young people made at least one 

fifth of all transit trips, perhaps enough to justify special consideration. 

ü As in the case of transit, 11-15 year-olds made fewer trips by active transport in 2006 

than 11-15 year-olds did in 1986; 16-20 year-olds made more such trips. Overall, 

young people made well over half of trips by active transport, again perhaps enough to 

justify special consideration.  

ü To the extent U.S. national data reflect Canadian conditions, there may be more car 

travel at weekends that during the week. Also, children under 6 years may travel more 

than older children and youth, particularly youth aged 11-15 years. 

 

The 21 guidelines set out and explained in Part II of this document are grouped into six 

categories: putting young people first in land-use and transport planning; providing for 

them as pedestrians, as cyclists, and as transit users, providing for journeys to and from 

school, and reducing the impacts of all transport activity on young people. They point to 

how neighbourhoods, transit systems, and other features of our environment and transport 

systems can be changed so as to better accommodate young peopleôs travel needs and 

protect their health. 

 

The guidelines have been prepared primarily for use by municipal transport and land-use 

planners. We hope the document will also be of use to numerous other people whose 

work and interests touch on the important matters to do with children, youth, and trans-

port, including how Ontario children and youth travel and how they are affected by all 

transport and land-use in Ontario. Others who might have an interest in this document 

include public health and recreation officials, many educators including teachers, admin-

istrators, and facility planners, and, not the least, parents. 

 



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 13 

1.2. Rural children and youth need guidelines too 

Because of their provenance, the guidelines may have the most application in the larger 

urbanized communities of southern Ontario. They may also be of value to planners work-

ing in rural and northern communities. Residents of rural communities in particular are 

likely to be more car-dependent, travelling longer distances for most purposes including 

attendance at school.
10

 Young rural residents are less likely to walk or bike to school than 

their urban or suburban counterparts.
11

 Transit services are generally unavailable in rural 

areas. Nevertheless, most of the 21 guidelines could be helpful in refashioning rural 

communities to be more child and youth friendly.  

 

In many respects, children and youth in rural areas may be more in need of guidelines 

such as those presented in Part II. Although young people in rural areas may not have 

lower physical activity overall than young people in non-rural areas,
12

 they may travel 

more by car and suffer more the already-noted effects of car travel. Data are clear on one 

matter. Several studies have shown that young people living in rural areas have much 

higher than average rates of traffic-related fatalities and injuries.
13

 

 

The case is sometimes made that rural communities are less interested that other commu-

nities in making arrangements for walking and bicycling and other forms of active trans-

port. Several rural communities have the goal of raising their residentsô levels of active 

transport. A good example is the Village of Minden, Ontario (230 kilometres north-east of 

Toronto), which has produce An Active Transportation Plan for Minden.
14
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2. Transport and land use 

Land use features almost equally with transport as a topic of the guidelines set out here. 

How land is used is a key factor in how people and freight move. The more settlement is 

spread out, the more cars are likely to be used, for two reasons. The first, which applies to 

most communities, is that when settlements are spread out distances can be too far for 

practicable access other than by motorized means. The second is that low densities in lar-

ger urban areas make transit alternatives financially difficult to sustain.  

 

Also in play are two processes whereby car use reinforces itself. One is the fundamental 

synergy between the automobile and low-density development. The car makes low-

density development possible; otherwise there would be no ready access to the develop-

ment. Once constructed, such development encourages car use that in turn reinforces the 

place of the car in society, making more low-density development feasible and likely. The 

second mechanism of self-reinforcement arises from the way the car takes over the land-

scape. Where there is much car traffic, travel by foot or bicycleðand even access to tran-

sitðcan be challenging, less secure, and less enjoyable, thereby reinforcing further use of 

the car and further provision for the car, reducing more the likelihood of travel by foot, 

bicycle or transit. 

 

One result is the not surprising relationship of the kind illustrated in Figure 1,
15

 which 

shows how the amount of car travel within large affluent urban regions varies with the 

regionôs density. Further 

analysis shows there are two 

factors at play in the differ-

ences among urban regions. 

Residents of lower-density, 

sprawling regions make 

more trips and they make 

longer trips, with the former 

factor being somewhat 

more important.
16

 

 

Density may be the most 

important factor influencing 

car use, but there are others. 

How land uses are mixed 

can be important. If 

schools, workplaces, and 

stores are near residences, 

the result may be that resi-

dents engage in more walk-

ing and bicycling, other 

Figure 1. How car travel varies with gross residential density,  
52 urban affluent regions, 1995 (note log scale for density) 

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

1 10 100 1000

Residential density of developed part of urban region (persons/ha)

A
n
n
u
a
l m

o
to

ri
z
e
d
 k

m
 b

y
 p

ri
v
a
te

 v
e
h
ic

le
 p

e
r 

re
s
id

e
n
t 
  
  
 

Affluent Asian Canadian U.S. Australian Western European

ATLANTA

HOUSTON

BARCELONA

TORONTO

HONG KONG



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 15 

things being equal. If uses are clustered into nodes, transit may be viable along connect-

ing corridors, even though overall urban densities are low. 

 

As well as more general factors influencing overall use of the different modes, there can 

be local features that help favour one mode over another. An example is provision of 

sidewalks and bicycle lanes and paths. Another is the particular positioning of schools 

and community facilities, which can be on main roads to facilitate access by motorized 

vehicles, or within neighbourhoods to facilitate access by pedestrians and cyclists. 

 

In summary, land use and transport affect each other powerfully. It makes sense to have 

guidelines that address both factors. 
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3. Transport and young peopleôs health 

The strongest reason to provide special attention to childrenôs needs in relation to trans-

port is the possibility that current arrangements are harming them more than they might 

be harming adults. 

 

3.1. Young people are especially vulnerable 

Evidence of special harm need not be surprising. Hereôs what the Canadian Institute of 

Child Health has said about the physical vulnerability of children. 

The developing body systems of the child, particularly tissues and organs, are 

more sensitive to environmental toxicants. Tissues that are under development 

are more susceptible to toxic effects because they rely on chemical messengers 

for growth. Organ development begins during early foetal life and continues into 

adolescence. 

Children receive greater exposures than adults because they eat more food, drink 

more water, breathe more air per unit of body weight than adults. Furthermore, 

depending on their age, childrenôs ability to metabolize, detoxify and excrete 

many toxicants is different from that of adults.
17

 

 

Many of these observations would likely apply also to growing adolescents. They suggest 

strongly that young people are more affected than adults by transport-related impacts. 

 

Children and youth in poverty can be additionally vulnerable. They may have greater 

ópassiveô exposure to traffic-related pollution because they are more likely to live near 

high traffic areas.
18

 An additional vulnerability arises too when distances are large, facili-

ties are centralized, and transport opportunities are limited. Access to health care can be 

especially compromised for poorer people including children and youth.
19

 

 

3.2. Links among transport, physical activity, overweight, and ill health in young people 

Poor nutrition and sedentary lifestyles that revolve around television and video games 

have been blamed for young peopleôs reduced physical activity and rising average body 

weights.
20

 Recent evidence from Canada,
21

 the United States,
22

 and the United King-

dom
23

 suggests that dependence on automobiles to transport children to school and lei-

sure activities may also be a factor. These are some relevant findings: 

ü ñOver 50% of Canadian children and youth rely solely on inactive modes of transpor-

tation to travel to and from school, with a further 21% using inactive modes for at least 

part of the journey. Adolescents are more likely than children to commute to school 

using sedentary forms of transport.ò
24

. These data are reinforced by those reported 

here in Appendix B, which show among other things that even in the City of Toronto 

less than half of 11-15 year-olds walk or cycle to school, and this share has been de-

clining. 
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ü ñIn Canada, the average amount of time in a school week devoted to physical educa-

tion is less than one hour; this is among the lowest in the world and is less than 40% of 

the 150 minutes recommended to meet standards for Quality Daily Physical Education 

(QDPE). Fewer than 5% of schools in Canada meet standards of QDPE.ò
25

 The low 

level of formal physical education contributes to the finding that 73% of Canadian 

children aged 2-15 years do not exercise enough to maintain a healthy body weight 

and only 9% meet Canadaôs exercise guidelines for children and youth.
26

 

ü Over a quarter of Canadian young people aged 2-18 years were found in 2004 to be 

overweight. The share for Ontario (28%) was above the national average (26%) but 

not significantly so.
27

 

ü A US study found that ñadolescents living in sprawling counties were more likely to 

be overweight or at risk of overweight than those living in compact counties.ò
28

 

ü A UK study demonstrated that children who walk to school burn more calories than 

those who are driven. The number of calories burned weekly through walking to 

school is the equivalent of two hour-long classes of physical education. Also, children 

who walked to school were found to be generally more active than children who did 

not walk.
29

 

 

The World Health Organization (WHO) has published a comprehensive document on this 

subject: A Physically Active Life through Everyday Transport. It includes the following:
30

  

A systematic review of strategies that promote physical activity concluded that walking is 

the most important form of physical activity that should be encouraged to improve public 

health given that it is the activity most widely available.  

 

3.3. Traffic-related fatalities and injuries 

The rates of traffic-related injury and fatality are generally lower for children than for 

adults. Nevertheless, the following should be considered: 

ü Road traffic crashes are the leading cause of injury death in Canada for children over 

the age of one year.
31

 

ü The risk of harm to a child from traffic is considerably higher than the risk of harm 

from a stranger.
32

 

ü A study in the UK found that one third of children who survive traffic crashes may 

suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder. Symptoms include depression, recurring 

nightmares, difficulty attending to school work, and fear of cars.
33

 

 

Injuries and fatalities resulting from traffic crashes increase dramatically with the speed 

of the vehicle at the time of impact. For example, one U.S. study reported that compared 

with crashes involving a vehicle travelling 16-31 kilometres/hour, the risk of serious in-

jury or death to a pedestrian aged under 20 years was 2.1, 7.2, and 30.7 times higher at 

vehicle crash speeds of 32-47, 48-63, and 64 km/h or more, respectively. For any given 
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vehicle speed, children appear more able than adults to survive crashes without serious 

injury or death.
34

 However, as noted in Section 1 and Appendix B of this document, chil-

dren are also much more likely to travel by foot. The relationship between vehicle speed 

and crash outcome has been summarized by one source in the chart in Figure 2.
35

 

 

Keeping Children Safe in Traffic,
36

 a report by the Organization for Economic Coopera-

tion and Development, outlines risks for children in traffic, progress made towards creat-

ing safer environments, and the best practices of countries that have made concerted ef-

forts to reduce the risk to children from traffic. Some of the best practices include meas-

ures to reduce traffic speed, and public education for children, parents and drivers.  

 

 

3.4. Effects of traffic-related poor air quality, including poor in-vehicle air quality 

Road traffic is the main cause of poor air quality in most of the urban areas of the world 

and many rural areas, including in Canada. There is considerable evidence that this poor 

air quality harms children, including the following:  

ü Work for the World Health Organization (WHO) has found that children may be more 

vulnerable to airborne pollution because their airways are narrower than those of 

adults.
37

 

ü The same work for WHO reported that there appears to be no threshold for ozone lev-

els that are safe, and children are particularly susceptible.
38

 

ü Other work for WHO and for the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 

(UNECE) reviewed numerous reports of significant associations between respiratory 

symptoms or hospital attendance and exposure to particulate matter or nitrogen diox-

Figure 2. Schematic relationship between vehicle speed and accident severity 



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 19 

ide, or both (two products of vehicle exhaust) in healthy children and in children with 

asthma or other chronic respiratory disease.
39

 The same work reviewed studies of non-

respiratory effects, including childrenôs mortality and adverse pregnancy outcomes.
40

 

ü Work in Denver, Colorado, found that children who live near high-traffic areas 

(20,000 cars per day) may be six times more likely to develop childhood leukemia and 

other cancers.41 

ü Children living in areas of Europe and California with poor air quality have been 

found to have reduced lung function growth that places them at risk for future respira-

tory illness.
42

 

ü Children in low income areas may experience multiple adverse health impacts from 

transport. This has been raised as an issue of environmental injustice.
43

 

ü A Finnish study found that preschool children who were taken to day-care centres by 

car or bus had higher peak exposures to carbon monoxide than children who walked or 

who were taken by bicycle.
44

 

 

The immediate cause of the higher exposures in the last finding was not clear, It could 

have been because car and bus journeys are longer, or because in-vehicle air quality was 

particularly poor. According to another report, ñElevated in-car pollution concentrations 

particularly endanger children, the elderly, and people with asthma and other respiratory 

conditions. While it receives little attention, in-car air pollution may pose one of the 

greatest modern threats to human health.ò45  

 

Other work on in-vehicle air quality and its potential impacts includes the following: 

ü A study of childrenôs exposure to diesel exhaust on school buses in the United States 

indicated that concentrations of fine particulates were often 5-10 times higher than av-

erage levels measured at fixed-site monitoring stations.
46

 

ü Another such study, conducted in California, found that ñA child riding inside of a die-

sel school bus may be exposed to as much as four times the level of toxic diesel ex-

haust as someone riding in a car ahead of it. é these exposures pose as much as 23 to 

46 times the cancer risk level considered significant under federal law. Whatôs more, 

these troubling results suggest that diesel exhaust on school buses could contribute to 

respiratory problems among sensitive children, such as asthmatics.ò
47

 

ü One author reviewed relevant data and concluded, ñDrivers and passengers in cars 

may inhale up to 18 times as much pollution as people outside their vehicle, the worst 

occurring in slow-moving driving conditions in urban areas. Levels of benzene were 

found to be two to 18 times higher than ambient air and levels of carbon monoxide 

two to 14 times higher. Nitrogen dioxide is also higher (1-2.5 times), especially during 

high-speed driving on motorways and during afternoon rush hours.ò
48
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Additional matters that may deserve more attention than they have been given are the 

higher-than-average concentration of vehicle-related pollution at sidewalks and the loca-

tion of vehicle tailpipes in relation to pedestrian traffic. Several studies have shown that, 

for example, ñroadside and in-vehicle and out-of-vehicle concentrations were typically 

several times higher (in congested roads) than those measured at a background monitor-

ing station.ò
49

 

 

An Australian study reported that pollution concentrations in pedestrian ñbreathing 

zonesò resulting from passing vehicles (travelling less than 45 kilometres/hour) were on 

average six times higher when tailpipes were located on the curb side of the vehicle than 

when they were located on the other side.
50

 Walking children and children in strollers are 

generally closer to tailpipes and for them the adverse effects of curbside tailpipe location 

may well be greater. In North America, vehicle tailpipes appear to be more often located 

close to rather than away from the curb.  

 

3.5. Effects on emotional and behavioural development 

A road traffic crash can have an extreme impact on a childôs development, even if the 

child is not directly injured. There are more subtle effects from being in an automobile 

and from the effects of road traffic generally, including the effects of traffic noise. Some 

relevant findings include the following: 

ü An Australian study found that heavy traffic reduces the independent mobility of chil-

dren and youth.
51

 

ü An investigation in the UK found that opportunities and locations for spontaneous, 

non-structured play can be severely restricted by traffic.
52

 

ü An Austrian study found that the low-level but chronic noise of moderate traffic can 

stress children and raise their blood pressure, heart rate, and level of stress hor-

mones.
53

 

ü Clear evidence on the effects of road traffic noise on the development and behaviour 

of young people may result from an ongoing major European Commission project 

(RANCH).
54

 In the meantime, work showing an adverse effect of aircraft noise on 

childrenôs cognitive performance can be noted.
55

 

ü There is some evidence from Austrian work that young people who walk to school are 

emotionally healthier than children who travel by motorized means.
56

  

ü The Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute asked youth to rate their quality 

of life and compared this to physical activity levels. Youth who were physically active 

in school and outside of school rated their quality of life higher than youth who were 

less active. 
57

 

ü A Swiss study found that half of five-year-old children who lived on an ñinadequateò 

street ñwhere traffic is a nuisance and menace to children at playò never played out-

side, and only 10 per cent played outside for more than two hours a day, mostly in 
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playgrounds.
 58

 All five -year-olds who lived on an ñadequateò street played outside, 

most for more than two hours a day. (Whether the children were supervised was not 

recorded.) The report on the study concluded that the latter group had ña pool of ex-

perience that is clearly more diverse and richò. The report also noted that parents of 

children who go out leastðmostly those who live on ñinadequateò streetsðhad fewer 

social contacts with other parents and were therefore less able to meet child-care 

needs. 

ü U.S. work on adult social bonds in neighbourhoods found that these were weaker ac-

cording to the extent of automobile dependence of a neighbourhoodôs residents (but 

not according to the extent of sprawl per se, i.e., according to how thinly the 

neighbourhood was populated).
59

 

ü A report on a California Department of Education study suggested that physically fit 

students performed better academically.
60

 

 

On the negative side, common sense might also suggest that being in a car could have 

adverse effects on emotional development. According to the testimony of a psychologist 

before a U.S. Congressional committee,
61

  

Driving and habitual road rage have become virtually inseparable. Road rage is a habit ac-

quired in childhood. Children are reared in a car culture that condones irate expression as 

part of the normal wear and tear of driving. Once they enter a car, children notice that all 

of a sudden the rules have changed. Itôs okay to be mad, very upset, out of control, and use 

bad language thatôs ordinarily not allowed. By the time they get their driverôs license, ado-

lescents have assimilated years of road rage. 

 

However, there does not appear to be good evidence concerning the effect on children of 

exposure to in-vehicle aggression. 

 

There appear to have been few formal studies concerning the impact of mode of travel to 

school on intellectual and emotional development. Common sense may suggest that 

walking in particular, compared with travel by car, provides a richer environment more 

suited to enquiry and exploration and to establishing a sense of neighbourhood identity. 

Furthermore, there is a growing body of research that supports the value for children and 

youth to increase their exposure to the natural environment.
62

 A U.S. author has outlined 

the opportunity for communities to plan for such exposure.  

During the next decade or two, a crush of city and county master plans will be newly 

drawn or updated, determining the future of our open space. All over the country, creators 

of these plans and the public that advises them will have an opportunity to consider 

whether the veins of nature and wildness will be as important as the arteries of transporta-

tion to the future of our neighbourhoods.
63
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3.6. Links with land use 

Two organizations in Ontario responsible for professional accreditation have released re-

ports relevant to the links among land use, transport, and public health, including the 

health of young people. In 2005, the Ontario College of Family Physicians released a 53-

page document, Report on Public Health and Urban Sprawl in Ontario: Review of the 

pertinent literature.
64

 Box 1 contains an extract. Reference is made to this comprehensive 

document for further documentation of matters raised here, particularly documentation 

from a land-use perspective.  

 

Box 1. Extract from Ontario College of Family Physicians report on sprawl 

7. High Risk Groups 
 
7.1 Children 

Childhood obesity and asthma have increased dramatically in the last 30 years and the 
built environment, particularly that of sprawl, is certainly a factor in the equation. Children 
are becoming habituated to a sedentary lifestyle and childhood obesity has reached epi-
demic proportions. Studies have shown a marked decline in the number of children aged 
5 to 15 who are walking or biking to school over the last 20 years (Savitch, 2003). Physi-
cal activity is hindered when there is a lack of opportunity for after school exercise and 
there is a reliance on automobile transportation rather than walking, biking or mass tran-
sit. Obesity is an important predictor of pediatric hypertension and increases the risk of 
adult coronary artery disease, hypertension, dyslipidemia, osteoarthritis, diabetes melli-
tus and some cancers (Must, 1999; Pi-Sunyer, 1991). 

Children are greatly impacted by the effects of sprawl. For children to do their life 
work they need schools, sports fields, friendsô homes, libraries, shops, or places of wor-
ship. They also need privacy, tranquility, safety and community (Frumkin, 2004). There 
are decreased opportunities for children to incorporate physical activity, such as walking 
or biking to school, into their daily lives because of long distances and hazardous 
streets, and lack of safe sidewalks (CDC, 1999). Perceived traffic danger was the sec-
ond leading barrier to children walking and biking to school in the United States (CDC, 
2002). Suburban housing estates are often devoid of sidewalks, pathways and parks, 
and the absence of street lamps in many places discourages evening walks (Savitch, 
2003). Reductions in childhood injury have been directly linked to the introduction of 
safety measures to housing construction, and community and roadway planning (Cum-
mins and Jackson, 2001). 

More highways are built to accommodate more sprawl, which leads to increased 
air pollution. A Denver study showed that children living within 250 yards of a road with 
20,000 or more vehicles per day, were eight times more likely to get leukemia and six 
times more likely to get other cancers. This was due to carcinogenic car exhaust pollut-
ants (VOCs) such as benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, and polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) (Pearson et al. 2000). Aplastic anemia and leukemia have been 
associated with excessive exposure to benzene, especially in children living near high 
traffic density areas (Jermann, 1989). In 1997, another study showed that proximity to 
highways had the greatest impact on cancer risk (Knox and Gilman, 1997). 
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In 2007, the Ontario Professional Planners Institute (OPPI) released a 24-page position 

paper Healthy Communities, Sustainable Communities: The 21st Century Challenge.
65

 

Box 2 provides some extracts from this document. 

 

OPPI has since endorsed the guidelines presented here and recommends that Ontario mu-

nicipalities endorse them 

 

 

3.7. Concluding comment 

All the foregoing taken together may provide more than ample justification for consider-

ing and implementing measures designed to change how children and youth move, and 

move themselves, and to reduce their exposure generally to transportôs adverse impacts. 

Guidelines can provide both a stimulus and a guide to action. 

 

Box 2. Extracts from the Ontario Professional Planners Institute report on Healthy Communities 

é Where we work, live, and play is vitally important to the quality of our lives. Our built 
environments are not addressing emerging public health issues well, and are resulting in a 
less than optimum human environment. These issues are not minor, and for the first time 
in many decades, our childrenôs life expectancy may not exceed our own. We need to re-
consider our built environment expectations to better address emerging public health is-
sues. 

é Community design is not the sole culprit in obesity. Other elements of modern lifestyles 
also play a role. Our technology-dependent lives, concerns about security that keep us 
and our children indoors and inactive, work demands that reduce the time available for 
active recreation ī these and other trends have a great deal to do with our health and 
weight.  

ñIôm going to argue in part that childhood obesity is because of the inability of children to 
walk to school. Nothing in America has gone down except the number of schools ï 70% 
since World War II. Schools have gotten bigger and the number of kids who walk to school 
has decreased. In 1969 half the kids walked to school; now it is less than 15%. Because 
very few children walk to school, it feeds on itself because you donôt want to be the one child 
thatôs out there walking.ò

 
[from Richard Jackson, Solving the public health crisis with smarter 

city planning, The Planning Report, February 2007]. 
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4. Factors determining young peopleôs walking and cycling 

Throughout the year, trips to and from school likely comprise less than half of the local 

trips made by children and youth, but much more is known about school related trips and 

this is thus the focus of this section. Box 3 contains extracts from a recent review of the 

relevant evidence.
66

 It mostly made use of US data but likely has application to Canada 

and to Ontario in particular. It mostly concerned young people under the age of 16 years. 

 

 

é boys are more likely than girls to actively commute to school, [but other] 

child characteristics such as age and enjoyment of walking and physical ac-

tivity are not consistently related to active commuting rates [and] do not 

drive parentsô decisions about childrenôs mode of transport to school.  

Parent and family characteristics, however, are consistently linked with chil-

drenôs active commuting patterns. Children are more likely to walk and bicy-

cle to school when the active commuting does not interfere with parentsô 

work schedules or childrenôs after-school commitments, when parents ac-

tively commuted to school as children or currently walk or bicycle to work, 

and when parents value physical activity and the accompanying social in-

teractions for their children. 

Regarding school characteristics, distance to school is the most readily 

identified barrier to childrenôs active commuting and is the strongest predic-

tor of their mode of transport to school, with larger distances associated 

with lower rates of active commuting.  

Furthermore, research suggests that children are more likely to actively 

commute when the immediate areas surrounding schools are more densely 

populated and when school enrollments are lower. All of these factors re-

flect school siting. 

For environmental characteristics, children are more likely to walk or bicycle 

to school when they live in urban neighborhoods and when road and side-

walk infrastructure (e.g., presence of controlled intersections, a direct route 

to school, few hills) and social norms support active commuting. Inconsis-

tent findings were noted for perceived safety, including traffic safety, per-

ceived crime, and ñstranger danger,ò and no effects were observed for 

weather or the presence of public transportation.  

Finally, when objectively measured environmental characteristics are com-

pared with parentsô perception of environmental attributes, research indi-

cates that parentsô perception of the environment is a stronger predictor of 

childrenôs active commuting patterns. 

Box 3. Factors determining walking and cycling to school. 
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5. Identifying the travel needs of children and youth 

Children and youth can have different needs from adults because they are smaller, grow-

ing and developing, and generally more vulnerable. They also have different needs 

among themselves according to age. Table 1 on the next page sets out an assessment of 

their travel needs and requirements at different ages. 

 

Except for the legal requirement concerning driving, the age grouping in Table 1 is ap-

proximate. What children and youth are expected to do or would like to do varies accord-

ing to circumstance. A child in the inner city, in a family that travels much by transit, 

might begin to use transit without an adult at an earlier age than a comparable child who 

lives in a suburb.
67

 There may also be changes over time. The first unsupervised transit 

use by an inner-city child may occur later today than it did 30 years ago when transit use 

was relatively more common and transit may have been perceived as safer. 

 

The needs identified in Table 1 are considered when the guidelines are developed in Part 

II  of this document. 

 

The fundamental considerations in developing the guidelines in Part II are firstly that the 

needs of children and youth are different from those of adults (although often not so dif-

ferent from senior citizens), and secondly that these different needs deserve as much at-

tention as the needs of adults.  

 

The latter point becomes the first and most important guideline, which sets the scene for 

the other guidelines and for their implementation. 
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Table 1. Age groups of children and youth, their competencies in relation to transport, and their transport needs or requirements 

Age and competences 

Perspectives on transport needs/goals 

Child/youth Parent/caregiver Society 

Children 0-3 years: Require 
carrying or a stroller some or all 
of the time.  

Infants may need to experience the pass-
ing show slowly, even interactively. They 
also need to be transported without harm 
from in-car, curb-side or other pollution. 

Needs to transport child safely, quickly, conven-
iently, and without stress to child. Mostly, this 
means movement by car, and requires conven-
ient parking, lack of congestion, and short dis-
tances. There should be ready accessibility 
where transit is involved, and a good pedestrian 
environment where walking is required. 

Needs the best possible even-
tual adults, and the least impact 
on the present environment. 
Mostly this means transport that 
(a) meets the childôs needs as 
stated to the left, and (b) mini-
mizes travel by car. 

Children 4-7 years: Mobile; 
need constant supervision. 
Never out without an adult ex-
cept perhaps in the immediate 
vicinity of home. 

As for 0-3, and there is also an evident 
need for physical activity.  

As for 0-3, but there can be a stronger empha-
sis on the safety of walking and transit situa-
tions; children of this age are likely to do unpre-
dictable things. 

As for 0-3. 

Children 8-11 years: Some 
journeys are made without su-
pervision, perhaps stopping 
short of crossing main roads, 
making complex transit jour-
neys, and bicycling other than 
on bicycle paths 

As for 4-7, but children of this age may 
need and seek situations that provide an 
appropriate level of usability, e.g., easy 
transfers between bus routes. 

There is considerable concern as the first inde-
pendent journeys are made. There is also ten-
sion between allowing/praising independence 
and exposing children to harm or situations 
they canôt deal with.  

This is a potentially critical age 
for setting attitudes to transport. 
Societyôs interest could be to 
encourage a focus on sustain-
able transport modes, and even 
foster antipathy to car use. 

Youth 12-15 years: Most day-
time journeys are made without 
supervision. There are likely 
night-time restrictions, and bans 
on being in cars with older 
teenage drivers. 

The young personôs preoccupation is of-
ten with achieving the maximum of inde-
pendence with little or no access to the 
car.  

Tensions concerning independence are 
stronger. Resentment can grow about the 
amount of chauffeuring that this age groupð
and younger age groupsðmay require. 

As for 8-11. And, more than 8- 
to 11-year-olds, there is a need 
to provide alternatives to car 
use to avoid extensive chauf-
feuring or the problems that can 
result from isolation. 

Youth 16-19 years: All journeys 
are made without supervision 
(except the first 8+ months of 
driving). 

A major preoccupation, except perhaps in 
urban areas, is with securing an automo-
bile or access to one, and the licence and 
other means to drive. However, most in 
this age group do not have primary ac-
cess to a car and rely on securing rides or 
on travelling by transit, cycling or walking. 

Now a predominant concern is for the safety of 
the young person as a car driver or as a pas-
senger of peer drivers. 

When alternatives are available 
and attractive, the progression 
to car ownership and use is 
much slower, or altogether 
avoided. 
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PART II. THE GUIDELINES 
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6. General considerations in guideline development 

Although some of the guidelines proposed here are directed more to the benefit of some 

age groups of children and youth than others, most of the guidelines have common char-

acteristics. They seek on the one hand to increase the amount of active transportðnotably 

walking and cyclingðengaged in by young people and also the use of public transit, and 

on the other hand to reduce their travel by car. As well, the guidelines are directed to-

wards reducing the amount of all road traffic near children and youth. 

 

The justification for taking these directions is set out above in Section 3. Present transport 

practices can damage the health of children and youth in one or more of three ways. They 

can harm the young person while travelling, as in exposure to collision risk or to poor in-

vehicle air quality. They can harm the young person when not travelling, as in exposure 

to traffic noise or to poor ambient air quality. They can harm the young person by reduc-

ing opportunities for necessary physical exercise and exploration of the neighbourhood. 

 

The particular vulnerabilities of children and youth, noted in Section 3.1, position them as 

transportôs ócanariesô, providing stronger indications than adults as to whether something 

is wrong. This is not a reason to use them as mine canaries were used, i.e., to give them 

early exposure to danger. Rather, it is a reason to provide them with greater protection, 

when they are travelling and when they are not. 

 

Most of the guidelines are not specific to children. Indeed, many of them echo what is 

found in more general-purpose land-use and transport planning documents, especially 

those designed to move transport and land use towards sustainability. There is widespread 

recognition that transport in particular, as currently practised, is not sustainable. Perhaps 

the most compelling statement to this effect, because of its source, is in a report by sev-

eral of the worldôs largest automotive and oil companies, including General Motors, Ford, 

Toyota, DaimlerChrysler, Honda, Nissan, Renault, Volkswagen, Shell, and BP. The 

statement is this: ñé todayôs system of mobility is not sustainable. Nor is it likely to be-

come so if present trends continue.ò
68

  

 

The guidelines cover all types of residential development, and also places where children 

and youth go. Their application will vary according to whether they are used to guide 

green-field development or in-fill development, or to assess and remedy existing devel-

opment. Consideration of how the guidelines can be applied is the concern of Part III of 

this document. The balance of Part II is concerned with setting out and justifying the 

guidelines. 

 

As noted in Section 1.2, the guidelines are more for urban and suburban areas than rural 

and northern areas, but they may well be of value to communities in all parts of Ontario 

and Canada. 
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7. Putting children and youth first 

 

Guideline 1. In transport  and land-use planning, the needs of children and youth 

should receive as much priority as the needs of people of other ages and the re-

quirements of business. 

This is the framework guideline that sets the scene for the guidelines to follow and for the 

implementation of the guidelines discussed in Part III.  

 

Putting children and youth first means that their needsðas set out in Section 5ðare con-

sidered at every stage of transport and land use planning processes. Transport systems are 

designed so that their needs can be met. Land uses are developed to support such trans-

port systems. 

 

The needs of children and youth point towards implementation of ósofterô, less threaten-

ing, less intrusive, more inclusive, and more collective transport systems. At first sight, 

such systems may not meet ideals based only on familiar transport objectives. For exam-

ple, they may involve slower movement of traffic and thus appear to reduce the level of 

transport service. However, implementation of all requirements for children and youth 

could reduce journey times. Road traffic may be slower, but distances may be shorter, and 

rapid transit may be more available to move people quickly from one place to another. 

 

In Box 4 on the next page, Enrique Peñalosa, mayor of Bogotà, Colombia, draws a direct 

link between planning for children and making transport more sustainable. 

 

An essential feature of putting children and youth first is that transport and land-use plan-

ning issues are seen from perspectives of children and youth. This requires the participa-

tion of children and youth in planning processes, or, for the youngest children, the par-

ticipation of those responsible for them. How this can be achieved is set out in Part III of 

this document. 

 

 

Guideline 2. Within each municipality, designate a staff member or council member, 

or both, as responsible for bringing the perspectives of young people to considera-

tion of transport and land-use planning issues. 

Implementation of this guideline may be an essential requirement for application of all or 

most of the other guidelines. How this guideline is implemented will depend on how the 

municipality is structured, and also on its size. The role of a staff member, however, could 

be the same in all municipalities, similar in nature to that of the fire chief who checks 

each plan for consistency with fire codes and access requirements for emergency vehi-

cles. 

 



CHILD- AND YOUTH-FRIENDLY LAND-USE AND TRANSPORT PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR ONTARIO, VERSION 2 

 30 

 

 

Box 4. Planning for children and transforming transport
69

 

Former Bogotà mayor Enrique Peñalosa interviewed by Susan Ives (U.S.A.) 

If you could wave a magic wand and create the perfect city, what would that city be like?  
We really have to admit that over the past hundred years we have been building cities much more 
for mobility than for people's well-being. Every year thousands of children are killed by cars. Isn't it 
time we build cities that are more child-friendly? Over the last 30 years, we've been able to magni-
fy environmental consciousness all over the world. As a result, we know a lot about the ideal envi-
ronment for a happy whale or a happy mountain gorilla. We're far less clear about what consti-
tutes an ideal environment for a happy human being. One common measure for how clean a 
mountain stream is to look for trout. If you find the trout, the habitat is healthy. It's the 
same way with children in a city. Children are a kind of indicator species. If we can build a 
successful city for children we will have a successful city for all people. [emphasis added] 

Given the rapid growth of Third World cities, is this possible? 
Many Third World cities today are really only half built. Many are still surrounded by undeveloped 
land that will be overtaken by the city very soon. We still have the opportunity to learn from the 
successes and mistakes of other cities around the world. We need to think about how to create 
cities that produce more convivial, creative, and happy human beings. Where is the urban expert 
who decided that cities had to be structured around cars? Why not begin to think differently? Why 
not dream of a city where half the streets would be for pedestrians, where the heart of the city 
would be a giant avenue lined with benches and trees, a meeting place for the community, where 
people go to jog, ride bicycles, talk, kiss, eat in cafes? A city doesn't have to be a bunch of roads 
for cars with some buildings around them.  

As mayor, you made it your platform to transform the city's transportation system. 
When I got to city hall, I was a handed a transportation study that said the most important thing 
the city could do was to build an elevated highway at a cost of $600 million. Instead, we installed a 
bus system that carries 700,000 people a day at a cost of $300 million. We created hundreds of 
pedestrian-only streets, parks, plazas, and bike paths, planted trees, and got rid of cluttering 
commercial signs. We constructed the longest pedestrian-only street in the world. It may seem 
crazy, because this street goes through some of the poorest neighborhoods in Bogotá, and many 
of the surrounding streets aren't even paved. But we chose not to improve the streets for the sake 
of cars, but instead to have wonderful spaces for pedestrians. All this pedestrian infrastructure 
shows respect for human dignity. We're telling people, "You are important--not because you're 
rich or because you have a Ph.D., but because you are human." If people are treated as special, 
as sacred even, they behave that way. This creates a different kind of society. 

How was your idea of putting pedestrians needs ahead of cars received? 
I was nearly impeached when I said that cars shouldn't be allowed to park on the sidewalks. My 
opponents were business owners who said there was enough space on the sidewalks for cars to 
park and for people to still walk by. In Bogotá only 25 to 30 percent of the households have cars. 
Yet we use public money to build roads for the cars that so few people can afford, while the major-
ity walk or use public transit. Democracy isn't just about casting a vote. It's about public good over 
private. If we can ban cars, isn't the majority better off?  

What steps were you able to take? 
We began to experiment by instituting a car-free day on a weekday. In a city of about 7 million 
people, just about everybody managed to get to work by walking, bicycling, bus, even on horse-
back--and everybody was better off. There was less air pollution, less time sitting in traffic, more 
time for people to be productive and enjoy themselves. Every Sunday we close 120 kilometers of 
roads to motor vehicles for seven hours. A million and a half people of all ages and incomes come 
out to ride bicycles, jog, and simply gather with others in community. We took a vote, and 83 per-
cent of the public told us they wanted to have car-free days more often. Getting people out of their 
cars is a means of social integration. You have the upper-income person sitting next to the clean-
ing lady on the bus. This may be something you take for granted in your country. But in the Third 
World, society isn't so integrated. This is extremely powerful and revolutionary. 
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The responsible staff member would review all plans and proposals and have clear au-

thority to advise as to their acceptance or rejection according to their compatibility with 

these guidelines and similar principles supporting the needs of children and youth. 

 

This official could also have authority to examine existing arrangements and recommend 

greater compatibility with the needs of children and youth. 

 

A key part of the work of this staff member would involve working with the forums for 

young people that could be established as a result of implementation of Guideline 3. 

 

A council member responsible for bringing the perspectives of young people to consid-

eration of transport and land-use planning issues would, of course, act through the council 

and its committee and in the community. Such a council member might take a special in-

terest in establishing and working with the municipalityôs forum for young people.  

 

Figure 3. Burlington Mayor's Youth Advisory Committee (MYAC)
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