‘. ‘ The Centre for  Le Centre pour E‘

Sustainable un transport g Al
Transportation  durable 4

THE UNIVERSITY

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF WINNIPEG QF WINNIPEG

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

Richard Gil bert and Catherin

VERSION 2
March 4, 2009

Enquiries about this document should be made to
Richard Gilbert amail@richardgilbert.cea r Cat her i nlerin® oBien@ebn.caat cat
Enquiries about The Centre for Sustainable Transportation should be made to
Arne Elias Executive Directorat a.elias@uwinnipeg.ca

The Centre for Sustainablealn s por t at i o rhiips/csievibnipegica e i s at

A Web site concerning thes&uidelineds athttp://www.kidsonthemove.ca


mailto:mail@richardgilbert.ca
http://cst.uwinnipeg.ca/
http://www.kidsonthemove.ca/

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

The first version of this document wasducedin April 2005. Its pepara-
tion wasfundedby The Ontario Trillium Foundatigran agency of the 1®
tario Ministry of Culture.The Foundatiomeceives annually $100 million of
government funding generated through
provides grants to eligible charitable and Hot-profit organizations in the

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

THE ONTARIO TRILLIUM FOUNDATION

LA FONDATION TRILLIUM DE L'ONTARIO

During 20072009, the Public Health Agency of Cana(fRHAC)supported
production of versionsfahe Ontario guidelines document for each of the
other provincesThis update of th@©ntario version was produceith the
course of that wdk Its production was fundgehrtly by PHACand partly
by a subsequent grant from The Trillium Foundation for digs&ton of the
Ontario guidelines.

Apart from inclusion of new sources and data, the main difference between
thisand the 200%ersionof the Ontario Guideliness a reduction in the
number of guidelines from 27 to 2d response to feedback on the
guidelines fronOntario and elsewhere in CanadEhe differences between
the sets of 27 and 21 guidelines are specified in Part Il of this document,
where the 21 guidelines are set out.

Other acknowledgements are on Page
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If we can build a successful city for children we will have a suc-
cessful city for all people.
Enrigue Peflasa, former mayor of Bogota, Colombia

An epidemic of overweight and obesity is thr
heal tWe. aére now |l iving in O0obesiogenicd envir
ties, workplaces, schools and homes that actually promote or
encourage obesity .

Dr. Sheela Basrur, Ontario Chief Medical Officer of Health

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, achild & s

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

sion. Even the |l ocal softball field often ex
independent reach.

The result is a new-dgpshemn oknechd nwh d hlei wesulas 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 PlatByberk, Jeff Speck

Superscript numbers throughout this document poiti28reference and other notes that begin on F8ge
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Summary

This document is in three parts. The first part provides reasons as tanvduse and
transport planning should be nd@more child and youthfriendly. The second part sets
out21 guidelines that could be applied in the course of a municipality or other agency
becoming more childand youthfriendly in its transport and landgse planning. The third
partprovides some discussion of implementation issues.

The guidelines are prompted by disturbing tr
related matters. They appear to be travelling much more by car, taking time thdieould

dedicated to exercise, including wial§ or bicycling to the destinations of the carrjou

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

the lost exercise associated with the increased automobile use. Theg reducedaca-

demic performance armbmpromisecgmotional development.

Young people are especially vulnerable to adverse effeat®tmirized traffic Notable
are the effects of poor air quality, including poor air quality ingi@e/ehiclesthey travel
in and poor air quality arising from the overall levehadtorized traffian the comnu-
nity.

The transport needs of young people differ from those of adults, partly becausegheir de

tinations are different and partly because they travel differentlgcBooldays, forx

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

ing therecent large increase travel by car. Thus, facilities for neanotorized modes are

much more i mportant for egforadults. peopl ebs trave

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
factorin determining the transport patterns of young peapli is for adults.

The21 guidelines are grouped into six categarfsting young people first ilmnd-use

and transport planning; providing for them as pedestrians, as cyclists, and as tres)sit use
providing for journeys to and from school, and reducingrtigactson young peoplef

all transport activity on young people.

Several barriers to addressing concerns about young people and transport are noted, and
how they might be overcome. Opporitigs for including young people in decision

making about transport and land use are notedpti@ipointers towards application of

the guidelines are elaborated.

" Except when quoting other documents, the shorter wargsportis used here rather th&mansportation This fd-
lows the use of the federal government in naming a tfepat Transport Canada rather than Transportation Canada.



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

The guidelines have been prepared chiefly for use by municipalities and their agsncies
aresource in making their langse and transport planning more chaéad 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
conmplement planning for active transport (i.e., mantorizedtransport and efforts ¢-

wards attainment of more sustainable communities.

Use of the guidelines could result in communitlestarenot only more childand
youthfriendly but are more agreealiter persons of all ageand through their empdn
sis on active transpdtmore sustainable
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PART |. TOWARDS GUIDELINES
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1. Why have these guidelines

1.1. Arguments for guidelines

There are sever al reasons to bwanspaiander ned ab
abou the related matter of how land is used. Here are some of them:

U Young people appear to be spendyngwingamounts of time in cars.

U Some of this car travel has replaced walking and bicycling, removing neededuepport
nities for physical exercise.

U Some carravel has replaced transit use, redu¢hgpresent and the future viability
of transit systemsand further reducing o u n g Deporfunitiesda exercise.

0O Growth in young peopleds travel by car may
amount of motdeed transport activity and thus increased emissions of globally active
pollutants, including those associated with climate change.

U Being in cars can be harmfid occupantsbecause Htar air quality can bpoorand
because the view of the passing wdHrbugh a windshield can be limiting

U Young people travel to where young people gather, meaning that if they travel by car
pollution from traffic in the vicinity of these placg@®.g., schoold will be higher.

U Whether or not young people travel by car, taey especially susceptible to pollution
from traffic and thus from the increased pollution that results from traffic growth.

Section3 below expandon these and other concerns.

We discussed these concerns with several hdrreple viile conducting a projecine
titled Kids on the Move in Halton and PE&imong them washe president of the Urban
Development Institutef Ontaria” We asked himwhy much suburban development,
promoted as being for familieis,not particularlychild-friendly.

Thep r e s i rdsponse was illuminating. He said that producing efnidohdly devé-

opment costs money or effort or both, and that unless developers were reqoared to
structsuchdevelopmenthey would be inclined nottodoit. But,i t her e was a 01 e
pl ayi nwgith allitherhudidpalitiesin a regiorrequiing all residential development

to be childfriendly, developers would do it, and even welcome doirgdmeone ireach

municipality could be responsible for ensuringthdt i | dr enés needs were m
the way in which the fire chief has to agree that every part of a development has good
access to emergency vehiclelse put t he ball clearly in the 1

We talked with municipalanduseplannersThey could see the neddr action andthey
proposed production of a set of guidelines for chilendly development. Ideally, the
guidelines would be endorsed by thetariogovernmentwhich would help ensure their

1C
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use Someor all of them mightevenfind their way into thé’lanning Actor into provin-
cial policy statements that municipalities are requireubice regardo or follow.”
Land-usearrangements aiekey part of the context for concerns aldtoamhsportand
young peopleThey determine how fahings are from each other, how musgace is
availablefor transport purposeand whether transit can be viableansportarrangg-
ment® such as whether transstavailable, and whether roads can be safely créssed
are an equally important conceandthey arealsomostly the responsibility of munic
palities (The link to land use is elaborated in Secon

We spoke tanunicipaltransporiplannersAs with theland-useplanners, théransport
planners became convinced durig discussions that theaeeimportantissues co-
cerningtransportand young people that should be addressed. They agreeddiiabl-
ity of a set of childfriendly and youtkriendly transport planning guidelinesuld help.

A model for the presemjuidelines is the documemtansitSupportive Land Use Rha
ning Guidelinegprepared for the Ontario government by the 1Bl Group in 18688
available at a provincial government Web Si@me details abotite document are in
Appendix A beginningon Pag 63. The documenits consulted and referred to land
useandtransportplanners concernedalith facilitating the provision and use of transi
Ontarid and elsewherg.

However, this otherwise excellent guithay be consiered to give too little consider

tion of the needs of children and youth. It refers several times to the travel needs of very
young children and their cagvers (e.g. managing strollers on transit vehicles, travel to
and from daycare centres) but nothespecial needs of older children and youth, even
though theg in particular youtd can bemajor users of transiin assumption of the
document seems to be one we encountered in discussions wiiskaddransport
planners: children and youth hawesentially the same needs as adults, and if adults are
provided for so will be children and youthwas written before children, youth, and
transport began to be of conceve will suggest in Sectiob that children and youth

have different needcluding different destinations

Just how much children and youthvelby car,use transit, and walk and bicycle is gl

trated in Appendix B, which begins on Pd&fe The data presentedere mostlyconcern

travel on weekdays by young people age@Qinthe Toronto regionbecause available
dataonlyallowt hese parts of tobewal gharacterzedl Teelesaret r av e |
indications too of travel at other times, in other places and by ajeegraupsThe ca-

clusions drawn in Appendix Bpply strictly to specific circumstancesly, buttheymay

well hint at features of travel by young peoplether parts oOntario and perhapsther

parts ofCanada.

Themainconclusions drawn in Append& are these:

11
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U The average 115 yearold in 2006 made twice as many weekday trips by car as did
the average person of this age group in 1986. Just over halfadditenaltrips by
car were to and from school, replacing walking or bicycling, or tripsansit. The
remaining added car trips were new trips, i.e., trips made in 2006 that were not made
in 1986 (e.qg., to a distance recreation centre or mall).

U Young people under 11 years may make even more weekday trips by car than young
people aged 115.

U Young people aged 120 years also made more trips by car thati3 yearolds.
However, the number of these trips per capita changed little be98&and2006.
Trips as car driveiell by about 40%, but this decline was offset by an increase in trips
as car passenger.

U Travel by transit was lower among-15 yearolds in 2006 that in 1986; transit use by
16-20 yearolds wasslightly higher Overallin 2006 young people ndeat least one
fifth of all transit trips perhapsnough to justify special comigration

U As in the case of transit, 115 yearolds made fewer trips by active transport in 2006
than 1115 yearolds did in 198616-20 yearolds made more such trips. Overall,
young people made well over half of trips by active transport, again pezhapgh to
justify special consideration.

U 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, particulayiyuth aged 115 years.

The 21 guidelineset out and explained in Part Il of this docunmametgrouped into six

categories: putting young people first in lamsk and transport planning; providing for

them as pedestrians, as cyclists, and as transg, ygewiding for journeys to and from

school, and reducing the impacts of all transport activity on young p&dw@g.point to

how neighbourhoods, transit systems, and other features of our environment and transport
systems can be changed so asto baterc o mmodat e young peopl eds
protect their health.

The guidelines have been prepared primarily for use by municipal transport anséand
planners. We hope the document wlBobe of use to numerous other people whose
work and interesteouch on the important matters to do with children, youth, and-tran
port,includinghow Ontario children and youth travel and how they are affectedl by
transport and lardse inOntario. Others who might have an interest in this document
include publichealth and recreation officials, many educators including teachersy-admi
istrators, and facility planners, and, not the least, parents.

12
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1.2. Rural children and youth need guidelines too

Because of their provenancketguidelines may have the most applicatiothe larger
urbanized communities of southern Ontafiibey may also be of value to planners kvor
ing in rural and northern communitidgesidents of rural communities in particular are
likely to be more cadependent, travelling longer distances for npasposes including
attendance at schodlYoungrural residentsre less likely tavalk or bike to schodthan
their urban or suburban counterpart$ransit services are generally unavailable in rural
areas. Nevertheless, most of the 21 guidelines dmultelpfulin refashioningural
communities to be more child and youth friendly.

In many respects, children and youth in rural areas maydoein need of guidelines

such aghose presented in PartAlthough young people in rural areas may not have
lower physical activity overall than young people in saral areas? theymay travel

more by car and suffer more the alreambyed effects of car travel. Data are clear on one
matter. Several studies have shown that young people living inaneied hae much

higher than average rates of traffedated fatalities and injuri€s.

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

nities in making arrangements for walking and bicycling and other forms of actige tran

pot Sever al rural communities have the goal
transport. A good example is the Village of Minden, Onta2&0(kilometres norteast of
Toronto),which has producén Active TransportatiorPlan for Minden"*

13
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2. Transport and land use

Land use featuremmostequally withtransporias a topic of the guidelinesgt 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. Theticktappliesto

most communitiess that when settlements are spread out distancdsectmo far for
practicable access other than by motorized means. The second is that low denaities

ger urban areamake transit alternatives financially difficult to sustain.

Also in playare twoprocessewhereby car use reinforces itséline is he fundamental
synergy between theutomobileand lowdensity development. The car makesdow
density development possible; otherwise there would breadyaccess tohe develp-
ment Once constructed, such development encourages car use that in tencesitife
place of the car in society, making more {density development feasible and likely. The
second mechanism of sedinforcement arises from the way the car takes over tlde lan
scape. Wilere there is much car traffic, travel by foot or bicgcndeven access to ta
sitd can be challengindesssecure,and less enjoyableéhereby reinforcing further use of
the carand further provision for the car, reducing more the likelihood of travel by foot,
bicycle or transit.

Oneresult isthe not surprisingelationshipof the kind illustratedn Figure1,* which
shows howhe amounbf car travel withinargeaffluenturban regions varies with the
r e g idensity.Burther

. o o _ analysis shows there are two
Figure 1. How car travel varies with gross residential density, . .
52 urban affluent regions, 1995 (note log scale for density) factors at playn the d|ffe'?
ences among urban regions.

Residents ofower-density,
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longer trips, with the former
N factor being somewhat
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things being equal. If uses are clustered into nodes, transivenagble along connec
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 profision
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 facilitatecess by pedestrians andlists.

In summary, land use anttansportaffect each other powerfulljt makes sense to have
guidelineghat address both factors.

15
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3. Transportandy oung pbealfhl e 6s

Thestrongstr eason to provide speci al atralenti on to
portis 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 surpridihg.r e 0 $heGamadian Institutef
Child Health hassaid abouthe 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 becausg thly on chemical messengers

for growth. Organ development begins during efoétallife 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 Wetgan adults. Furthermore,

depending on their age, childrends ability t
many toxicants is different from that of adulifs.

Many of these observations would likely apply also to growing adolesddmg.suggest
stronglythatyoung peoplere more affectethan adultdy transportrelated impacts

Children and youth in poverty can be additionally vulnerable. They may have greater
O6passi veobd e xgabedpoliuton because they firé nace likely to live near

high traffic areas® An additional vulnerability arises too when distances are largei- facil
ties are centralized, and transport opportunities are limited. Access to health care can be
especially compromised for poorer people including children and yduth.

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 bl amed for young peoplebébs reduced
weights® Recent evidence from Canadahe United StateS,and the United Kig-

dont” suggests that dependence on automobiles to transport children to schobl and le

sure activities may also be a factbnese are some relevant findings:

0 A0Over 50 % aohildrelCamahyaudhiradyrsolely on inactive modes of transpo
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 f  t r &‘nThesedata aredreinforced by those reported
here in AppendiB, which show among other things that even in the City of Toronto
less than half of 15 yearolds walk or cycle to school, and this share has been d
clining.
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0 Al n Ca nwethge,amdurt ef tinge in a school week devoted to physicaheduc
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). FewerthaB % of schools in Canadelelowet stand
level of formal physical education contributes to the finding that 73% of Canadian
children aged A5 years do not exercise enough to maintain a healthy body weight
and only 9% me eguid€ines farcthildren arel yoeth c i s

U Over a quarter of Canadian young people ag&f gears were found in 2004 to be
overweight. The share f@ntario(28%) was above the national average (26%) but
not significantly sg.’

0 A US study f ousldingtintsgrawling @untek weseanera ltkely to
be overweight or at risk of overPweight thar

U A UK study demonstrated that children who walk to school burn more calories than
those who are driven. The number of calobesmed weekly through walking to
school is the equivalent of two helang classes of physical educatiétso, children
who walked to school were found to be generally more active than children who did
not walk*

The World Health Organization (WHO) hpsblished a comprehensive document on this
subject:A Physically Active Life through Everyday Transpdirincludes the following”

A systematic review of strategies that promote physical activity concluded that walking is
the most important form of phigal 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 traffigelatedinjury and fatality are generally lower for children than for
aduls. Nevertheless, the following should be considered:

U Road traffic crashes are the leading cause of injury death in Canada for children over
the age of one yed.

U The risk of harm to a child from traffic is considerably higher than the risk of harm
from a $ranger’’

U A study in the UK found that one third of children who survive traffic crashes may
suffer from postraumatic stress disorder. Symptoms include depression, recurring
nightmares, difficulty attending to school work, and fear of ¢ars.

Injuries anl 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-B& kilometres/hour, the risk of seriouns

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-3Z, 4863, and 64 km/h or more, respectively. For any given
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vehicle speed, children appear more able than adults to surastees withot serious

injury or death® However, as noted in Sectidrand Appendix B of this document, thi

dren are also much more likely to travel by foot. The relationship between vehicle speed
and crash outcome has been summarizechbysource in the chart Figure2.*

Keeping Children Safe in Traffi¢ a report by the Organization for Economic Coaper

tion and Development, outlines risks for children in traffic, progress made towartis crea
ing safer environments, and the best practices of countries that have made coficerted e
forts to reduce the risk to children from traffic. Some of the best practices imokede

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

Figure 2. Schematic relationship between vehicle speed and accident severity
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3.4. Effects of traffic-related poor air quality, including poor in-vehicle air quality

Road traffic is the main cause of poor air qualityniost of the urban areasthie world
and many rural areas, including in Canada. There is considerable evidence ttwatrthis p
air quality harms children, including the following:

U Work for the World Health Organization (WHO) has found that children may be more
vulnerable to airbom pollution because their airways are narrower than those of
adults®’

U The same work for WHO reported that there appears to be no threshold for @zone le
els that are safe, and children are particularly susceptible.

U Other work for WHO and for the United Niaits Economic Commission for Europe
(UNECE) reviewed numerousportsof significant associations between respiratory
symptomsor hospital attendan@nd exposure to particulate matter or nitrogex-dio
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ide, or both (two products of vehicle exhaust) in Hgatthildren and in children with
asthma or other chronic respiratory disedsghe same work reviewed studies of non
respiratory effects, including chifdrenéds n

U Work in Denver, Colorado, found that children who Inear hightraffic areas
(20,000 cars per day) may be six times more likely to develop childhood leukemia and
other cancers.

U Children living in areas of Europe and California with poor air quality have been
found to have reduced lung function growth thlaices them at risk for future resgpir
tory illness??

U Children in low income areas may experience multiple adverse health impacts from
transport. This has been raised as an issue of environmental injtistice.

U AFinnish study found that preschool children wiere taken to dagare centres by
car or bus had higher peak exposures to carbon monoxide than children who walked or
who were taken by bicyclé.

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

have been becauser@nd bus journeys are longer, or becauseeimicle air quality was
particularly poorAccording toanother e por t ,  {tdf pokutioa tcorcdntrations
particularly endanger children, the elderly, and people with asthmatla@drespiratory
conditions.While it receives little attention, inar air pollution may pose one of the
greatest modern threats to human health. o

Other work on irvehicle air quality and its potential impaatsludes the following:

0 A study of chil drxbaudien saocolpbosssurnrthe Unhited Sthtese s e | e
indicated that concentrations of fine particulates were ofted times higher tharnva
erage levels measured at fixsite monitoring station%.

0O Anot her such study, ¢ on@Achidtriding)insideof&ai-l i f or ni &
sel school bus may be exposed to as much as four times the level of toxicxdiesel e
haust as someone riding in a car ahead of i
46 times the cancer risk level considered significant under fddexav. Wh at 6 s mor e
these troubling results suggest that diesel exhaust on school buses could contribute to
respiratory problems among $ensitive childr

U One author reviewed relevant data and concluddd,r i ver s and passenger
may inhale up to 18 times as much pollution as people outside their vehicle, the worst
occurring in slowmoving 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 & times), especially during
highs peed driving on motorway$ and during af
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Additional mattes that may deserve more attention thlaeyhave been giverare the
higherthanaveraye concentration of vehiclelated pollution at sidewalks atite lo@a-

tion of vehicle tailpipes in relation to pedestrian trafBeveral studies have shown that,

f or e xraaugde &and kvehicle and oubf-vehicle concentrations were typically
seveal times higher (in congested roads) than those measured at a background monito
ing station. o

An Australian study reported that pollution concentrations in pedesiraathing

zone® resulting from passing vehiclésavelling less than 45 kilometrésur)were on
averagesix times higher when tailpipes were located on the curb side of the vidtaole
when they were located on the other sitd/alking children and children in strollers are
generally closer to tailpipes and for them the adverse efféctarbsideailpipe location
may well be greatem 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

Aroad traffic crash can have an extremeampt on a chi |l dés devel opme
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 lfowing:

U An Australian study found that heavy traffic reduces the independent mobilityl-of chi
dren and youth'

U An investigation in the UK found that opportunities and locations for spontaneous,
nonstructured play can be severely restricted by traffic.

U An Austrian study found thahelow-level but chronic noise of moderate traffic can
stress children and raise their blood pressure, heart rate, and level of stress ho
mones’’

U Clear evidence on the effects of road traffic noise on the development and behavio
of young people may result from an ongoing major European Commission project
(RANCH).>* In the meantime, workhowing an adverse effect of aircraft noise on
childreno6és cognitiv® performance can be not

U There is some evidenéem Austrian workthatyoung peoplavho walk toschool are
emotionally healthier than children who travel by motorized méans.

U The Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute asked youth to rate their quality
of life and compared this to physical activity levels. Youth wieoe physically active
in school and outside of school rated their quality of life higher than youth who were
less active?’

0 A Swiss study found that half of fiyeearo | d chi |l dren who | ived on
street fAwhere trafftioc dbsi lad rneun saatn epel aaynad meew
side, and only 10 per cent played outside for more than two hours a day, mostly in
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playgrounds®All five-yearo | ds who | ived on an fadequatebd
most for more than two hours a day. (Whether thiglen were supervised was not
recorded.) The report on the studyp concl ude
perience that is clearly more diverse and r
childrenwho gooutlea8tmo st | y t h o s ea dwehqou al ti@vied fegter efiei tns

social contacts with other parents and were therefore less able to meetohild

needs.

U U.S. work on adult social bonds in neighbourhoods found that these were weaker a
cording to the extent of automobile dependence ofaheign r hooddés resi dent
not according to the extent of sprgvdr se i.e., according to how thinly the
neighbourhood was populated).

U Areport on a California Department of Education study suggested that physically fit
students performed better acadeatiic™

On the negative side, common sense might also suggest that being in a car could have
adverse effects on emotional development. According to the testimarpsgthologist
before a U.S. Congressional committée,

Driving and habitual road rage halyecome virtually inseparable. Road rage is a habit a

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
ofasuddenthawrl es have changed. ltbés okay to be mad,
bad | anguage thatodos ordinarily not afl owed. By
lescents have assimilated years of road rage.

However, there does not appear to be gaodence concerning the effect on children of
exposure to irvehicle aggression.

Thereappear to have bedéew formal studies concerning the impact of mode of travel to
school on intellectual and emotional developmeni@ion sensmaysuggest that

walking in particular, compared with travel by gampvides 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 cnildren
youth to increase their exposure to the natural environfhéritl.S. aithor has outlined

the opportunity for communities to pléor such exposure

During the next decade or two, a crush of city and county master plans will be newly
drawn or updatedjetermining 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 teansport
tion to the future of our neighbourhoo%ss.
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3.6. Links with land use

Two organizations in Ontaricesponsible for professional accreditati@ve releasere-

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

health of young people. In 2005¢etOntario College of Family Physicians releasé@-a
pagedocumentReport onPublic Health and Urban Sprawl in Ontari®eview of the

pertinent Iterature® Box 1 contains an extracReference is made to this comprehensive
document for further documentation of matters raised here, particularly documentation

from a landuse 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, s ports fields, friends®d homes
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 (PAHSs) (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 Professiorflanners Institute (OPPI) releasee@4page position

paperHealthy Communities, Sustainable Communities: The 21st Century Chdllenge

Box 2 provides some extracts from this document.

OPPI has since endorsed the guidelines presented here and recommends that @ntario m

nicipalities endorse them

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

€ Where we wor k, l'ive, and play is vitall
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 childrenbts |ife expe
consider our built environment expectations to better address emerging public health is-
sues.

é Community design is not the sole cul pri
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 1T these and other trend
weight.

il dm going to argue in part that childhood of
walk to school. Nothing in America has gone down except the number of schools i 70%
since World War Il. 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,itfeeds on i tself because you dg

that és out f{fromeRichardwacksénj Solging the public health crisis with smarter
city planning, The Planning Report, February 2007].

3.7. Concluding comment

All the foregoing taken together mayovide more than ample justification for conside
ing and implementingneasureslesignedo change how children and youth move, and

move themselves, and to reduce their
Guidelines can provide both a stirasland a guide to action.
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4. Factors determiningy o u n g p wakmd amdcycling

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 relateshttips
this is thus the focus of this sectid@ox 3 contains extracts from a recent review of the
relevant evidenc® It mostly made use of US data but likely has application to Canada
andto Ontario in particular. It mostly concerngdung peopleinder the age of 16 years.

Box 3. Factors determining walking and cycling to school.

€ 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 periesntons dabout chil drenés

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

mo d

drends acti ve ¢ o mmentaie mae likely towakrandsbicy- C
cle to school when the active commu
workschedu | es or c h-4schablrcammiinsents wheneparents 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 children6s cac
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 enroliments 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 naédffects wegesobserceadfarg e r ,
weather or the presence of public transportation.

Finally, when objectively measured environmental characteristics are com-

pared with parents6é perception of e
cates that p arokthetrsitonnest is a grpnger adictor of
childrenbés active commuting pattern

e of tr
hil d

I i ng doe
tive cor
O and n
NVironme
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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 smalier, gro
ing and developing, and generallypra vulnerable. Theglso have different needs

among themselves according to afgblel1 on the next page sets out an assessment of
theirtravelneeds and requirements at different ages.

Except for the legal requirement concedriving, the age grouping ifablel is g-
proximate. What children and youth are expected to do or would like to do varieg-accor
ing to circumstance. A child in the inner city, in a family that travels much by transit,
might begn to use transit without an adult at an earlier age than a comparable child who
lives in a suburB’ There may also be changes over time. The first unsupervised transit
use by an innecity child may occur later today than it did 30 years ago when tragesit u
was relatively more common and transit may have been perceived as safer.

The needs identified ifablel1 are considered when the guidelines are developBdrin
Il of this document.

The fundamentatonsiderations in developing the guideline®anrt Il are firstly that the
needs of children and youth are different from those of adults (although often nt so di
ferent fromsenior citizeny and secondly that these differereeds deserve as mudh a
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 ¢
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 candét deal with.

This is a potentially critical age
for setting attitudes to transport.
Societyds inter
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 personbog-
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 groupd
and younger age groupsd may 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 Il. 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 cha
acteistics. Theyseekon the one hanth increase the amount of active transparbtably
walking and cycling engaged in by young peomed also the use of public transind

on the other hand teducetheir travel by carAs well, the guidelines are direct b-
wardsreducingthe amount of all road traffic near children and youth.

The justification fortaking these directions set out above in Secti@ Present transport
practicescandamagehe health othildren and youtim one or more of three ways. They
canharm the young person while travelling, as in exposure to collision riskpoor ir
vehicle air quality. Theganharm the young person when not travelling, as in exposure
to traffic noise oto poor ambient air quey. Theycanharm theyoung person by redu

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

The particular vulnerabilities of children and youth, noted in Se@&igrposition them as
tansportés o&écanar i es 6, thap adalte asdoiwhetheomdthing nger i n
is wrong. This is not a reason to use them as mine camafiesised,.e., to give them

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

when they are travelling and when they are not.

Most of the guidelines are not specific to children. Indeed, mathemecho what is

found in more generglurpose landise and transport planning documents, especially
those designed to mowansport and land use towards sustainability. There is widespread
recognition that transport in particular, as currently practised, is not sustaPetblaps

the most compelling statement to this efféeticause of its sourds,in a report by se

eralof the worl dbés | argest automotive and oi l
Toyota, DaimlerChrysler, Honda, Nissan, Renault, Volkswagen, Shell, and BP. The
statementt ddaywds ssysitéem of mobilityeis not s

come so if present trends continie.

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
greenfield development or Hiill development, or to assess and remedy existingldeve
opment. Consideration of how the guidelines can be applied is the con&am kbf of

this documentThe balance dPart Ilis concerned with settingiband justifying the
guidelines.

As noted in Sectiod.2 the guidelines are more for urban and suburban areas than rural

and northern areabut 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 tae r
quirements of business.

This is the framework guideline that sets the scenék guidelines to follow and for the
implementation of the guidelines discusseéant lI.

Putting children and youth first means that their n@eals set out in Sectidsd are com-
sidered at evgrstage otransportand land use planning processEsinsportsystems are
designed so that their needs can be met. Land uses are developed to supparssuch
portsystems.

The needs of children and youth threatent t owar d
ing, less intrusivemore inclusiveand more collectiveransportsystems. At first sight,

such systems may not meet ideals based ontgrailiar transporobjectives. For exa-

ple, they may involve slower movement of traffic and thus appeadteceehe level of

transportservice. 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 quickiy fsne place to another.

In Box 4 on the next page, Enrique Pefialosa, mayor of Bop@atlombia, draws a direct
link between planning for children and making transport more sustainable.

An essentiafeature of putting children and youth first is th@nsporiand landuse pla-

ning issues are seen from perspectives of children and youth. This requires theaparticip
tion of children and youth in planning processes, or, for the youngest childrenrthe pa
ticipation of those responsible for them. How this can be achieved is setRaurt il of

this document.

Guideline 2. Within each municipality, designate a staff member or council member,
or both, as reponsible for bringing the perspectives of young people to consider
tion of transport and land-use planning issues.

Implementation of this guideline may ba essential requirement fapplicationof all or
most of the other guidelines. How this guidelisgmplemented will depend on how the
municipality is structuredand also on its siz&he roleof a staff membehowever,could
be the same in all municipalities, similar in nature to that of the fire chief who checks
each plan for consistency with ficedes and access requirements for emergendy veh
cles.
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Box 4. Planning for children and transforming transport69

Former Bogota mayor Enrique Pefialosa 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 | got to city hall, | 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 Bogota, 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?

| was nearly impeached when | 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 Bogota 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 a
thority toadvise as to their ageg&nce or rejection according to theampatibilitywith
these guidelines and similar principles supporting the needs of children and youth.

This official could also have authority to examine existing arrangements and recommend
greatercompatibilitywith the needs of children and youth.

A key part of the work of thistaff membewould involve working with the forums for
young people that could be established as a result of implementaGandeiine 3

A council memberesponsible for bringing the perspectives of young people toaonsi

eration of transport and lange planning issuegould, of courseact through the council

and its committee and in the community. Such a council member might take a special i
terestinestal i shing and working with the municipal

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