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How to get (possibly controversial) 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŘƻƴŜΧ
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The rest of this workshop is structured as follows:

Legitimacy
Pragmatic 
strategies

Review and 
close

WorkshopContext
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Workshop: Miro board 
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Technical answers are known, but implementation is hard

Source: Yarra Trams (2014)
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Many good reasons to improve our transport systemsé

Source: City of Munster (1991)
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ébut implementation is difficult

Source: Jacks (2018) Source: Waters (2022)
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Many different types of legitimacy

Á normative legitimacy

the law requires accessible tram stops

Á legitimacy through reasonableness

unreasonable there is no wheelchair access

Á legitimacy as trust

engineers recommend a platform stop

Á sociological legitimacy

widespread support for DDA compliance

Á legitimacy through consent

voted on by our political representatives

Á unconditional duty

cyclists must always have a bike lane(?)

Á conditional normative support (NIMBYism)

I agree with the idea of DDA compliance,

but not without a bike laneé

é.or the loss of on-street parking
Source: Jacks (2018)
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Legitimacyframework: 

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

Mapping legitimacy through time:

1. Starting point
What is provided = what is legitimate

2. Proposal to increase amount
Increases amount that is legitimate

3. Implementation
What is provided = what is legitimate

4. Complaints, protest
Decreases amount that is legitimate

5a. Failure, removal

5b. Success, retention

What is provided = what is legitimate

1. 2.

3.
4.

5b.

5a.
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

1.
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

1.

S
a

fe
ty

 
zo

n
e

Safety 
zone

P
la

tf
o

rm
 

st
o

p

2.



1616

Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance émeanwhileé in the north

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance émeanwhileé in the north
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance émeanwhileé in the north
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance émeanwhileé in the north
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Protest!

Source: Jacks (2018)
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Legitimacyframework: 

Nicholson Street DDA compliance émeanwhileé in the north

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided
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Curitiba Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

άtƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΧcertainly much 
ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƛƭƭέ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴέ 

Ardila-Gomez (2004, p.424)
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Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

Curitiba Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Military dictatorship + pedestrian mall
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Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

Curitiba Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Military dictatorship + pedestrian mall

0.

1.
New
mall

1. Work starts on a Friday: 
Å after the law courts closed,
ÅΧǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƛƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

Å Roads suddenly closed.
Å New mall complete by the following Monday. 
Å Armed police present (Moore 2007, p. 89),
Å but no use of force required,
Å mayor had backing of state governor.

άLŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ 
ǎŜŜ ƛǘΣ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƻǾŜ ƛǘέ 
(McKibben 2007).
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1. Work starts on a Friday 
Å after the law courts closed
Å presumably to prevent legal injunctions. 

Å Roads were suddenly closed.
Å New mall complete by the following Monday. 
Å Armed police present (Moore (2007, p. 89),
Å but no use of force was required as the 

mayor had the backing of state governor.

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

Curitiba Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Military dictatorship + pedestrian mall

0.

1.
New
mall

2.

Å Retailers ask state governor to sack the mayor:
Å Governor says he will meet them in 30 days.
2.  Mayor suggests a 30-day trial.

3. Mall proves successful:
Å No meeting with governor. 
пΦ Ψ¢ǊƛŀƭΩ ƛǎ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ςcalls for expansion

5. Mall expands
6. Mall expands again
7. etc.

3.

5.

4.

6.
7.
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Curitiba Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

Mall success

D
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R
T
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Amount that is 
provided

This research: Legitimacy + case studies

Amount that is 
legitimate

Negative impacts 
on other road users
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This research: Legitimacy + case studies = Pragmatic Strategies

Pragmatic strategies for implementation 

4Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:
A1: Technical enquiry,

A2: Transport planning, and/or

A3: Public processes or hearings;

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

Negative impacts 
on other road users
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This research: Legitimacy + case studies = Pragmatic Strategies

Pragmatic strategies for implementation 

4Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:
A1: Technical enquiry,

A2: Transport planning, and/or

A3: Public processes or hearings;

4Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:
B1: Grade separation,

B2: Build new capacity, and/or

B3: Subservience;

4Approach C. Build legitimacy through

implementation:
C1: Bottom-up and incremental,

C2: Pop-ups, and/or

C3: Trials.

Amount that is 
legitimate

Amount that is 
provided

άLŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ 
ǎŜŜ ƛǘΣ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƻǾŜ ƛǘέ 
(McKibben 2007).
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Before: A1. Technical enquiry: legitimise implementation through provision of 

analysisé

Sources: City of Toronto 
(2004); OntarioMECP
(2012); VicRoads (2011); 
City of Toronto, Toronto 
Transit Commission & 
Marshall Macklin 
Monaghan (2004)

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:
A1: Technical enquiry,

A2: Transport planning, and/or

A3: Public processes or hearings;

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:
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Before: A2. Transport planning: Widely used everywhereé
4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:

A1: Technical enquiry,

A2: Transport planning, and/or

A3: Public processes or hearings;

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:



3535

Before:A2 Transport planning: ébut might work well with vision-basedplans

Plano Diretor: Structural Axes system

Sources: Levinson, Zimmerman, et al. (2003b, pp. 24-5), 
Suzuki et al. (2010, p. 172)

Evolution of Integrated Bus Network 1974-95 

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:
A1: Technical enquiry,

A2: Transport planning, and/or

A3: Public processes or hearings;

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:
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Before: A3. Public processes and hearings: formal public participation in 

decision making, citizensô juries, direct voting
/ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ tǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ

Source: Nash and Sylvia (2001)

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:
A1: Technical enquiry,

A2: Transport planning, and/or

A3: Public processes or hearings;

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:



3737

Avoid: B1. Grade separation: Toronto cancelled Transit City, but kept the mostly 

underground Eglinton Crosstown LRT

Source: Metrolinx (2018)

Eglinton Crosstown LRT

Sources: 
Kalinowski and 

Rider (2010); 
Metrolinx (2018)

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:
B1: Grade-separation,

B2: Building new capacity, and/or

B3: Subservient priority

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:
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Avoid: B1. Grade separation: Underground interchanges with subway common. 

Allows ticketless transfers, but also avoids intersections
Waterfront LRT ςRoute 509

Avoids intersections

Sources: Bow 
(2014), Toronto 

Transit Commission 
(2019)

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:
B1: Grade-separation,

B2: Building new capacity, and/or

B3: Subservience;

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:
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Avoid B2. Building new capacity: Busways, road widening, shoulder running etc.

During 
construction

After

Eastern Freeway

Sources: Bernecich(2011); Google 
(undated); Reid (2010) 

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:
B1: Grade-separation,

B2: Building new capacity, and/or

B3: Subservience;

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:Stud Road
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Avoid: B3. Subservience: measures that help transit/cyclists/pedestrians etcé

ébut have little impact on others

Sources: Dera (1995); 
Rabinovitch& 

Leitmann(1996); 
Google (undated)

Boarding tubes

Hook turns retained

Turn bans 
retained

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:
B1: Grade-separation,

B2: Building new capacity, and/or

B3: Subservience;

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation:
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Through: C1. Bottom-up and incremental: small change over timeé

Fitzroy Street, St Kilda

Source: Google (undated)

4 Approach A. Build legitimacy before implementation:

4 Approach B. Avoid impacts on other road users:

4 Approach C. Build legitimacy through implementation
C1: Bottom-up and incremental

C2: Pop-ups, and/or

C3: Trials




